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Abstract 

This thesis explores how and why idealess teams form. Based on a review of the literature, it is 

found that neither the resource view, nor the interpersonal attraction view can logically result in this 

team formation. To figure out exactly where the idealess team stands in regards to the theories, 

when neither of them can apply, the discrepancy between the theories are explored. It is found that 

there are four different startup types, divided on two axes: mundane versus innovative and resource 

non-specific versus resource specific. It is demonstrated that the two team formation models are 

each applicable to one of the team types, and that there are subsequently two that have not been 

theoretically explored. This finding was in complete accordance with prior results. The specification 

of the team type relative to the established theories of team formation, allowed us to specify four 

areas of interest, which had to be a part of the formation of idealess groups. Three exploratory 

interviews were subsequently conducted, to figure out the relationship between these areas of 

interest, and to see if any other elements could be identified. Based on the findings from these 

interviews and the previously identified areas of interest, a model of the idealess team formation 

was proposed. There were four important findings in this regard: (i) the idealess team starts as a 

strong tie social group, which if entrepreneurial identity is evident in the subjects of this group, can 

morph into an idealess team, either implicitly or explicitly. (ii) The team members conduct a two-

tiered resource evaluation, where not only are the resources a restraint, but they must also be fairly 

used. (iii) It is proposed that this two-tiered resource evaluation can result in bloat, which can kill a 

startup before it starts. (iiii) If the two-tiered resource evaluation does not kill the startup, it can 

result in very lean and potentially very innovative companies, as it introduces an element of 

randomness in resource endowments. These four findings should be further researched, before they 

are considered generally applicable, as the thesis is primarily exploratory. However the conclusion 

that there are four different types of startup, was logically derived from the literature, and as such 

should be considered completely valid and generalizable. This finding constitutes an important 

contribution to the literature. 
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Introduction 

Overview of the thesis 

The thesis starts with a motivational chapter describing why the idealess teams are interesting to 

investigate, and why they are particularly so right now. Subsequently the research question and a 

brief discussion of what it means are presented. Afterwards we proceed by defining what exactly 

the research subject is and what it is not, a definition that is later used in the literary review as a 

guideline to help in defining if and how the existing theory applies to the research subject.  

 

The literary review explores the existing theory, and what the implications are of this theory in 

regards to the research subject. The definition of the research subject is used to delineate the 

theories of team formation, and to demonstrate how the research subject logically fits. The theory is 

also used to define components of the idealess teams’ formation process. 

 

After the literary review, an exploratory study with three interviews is conducted to figure out how 

the components identified in the literary review fit into the idealess teams’ formation process, and to 

help figure out any additional components. After the interviews a discussion of the findings is 

conducted, and a model is proposed.  

 

In the final chapter the conclusion is presented. 

 

Motivation 

In the current economic atmosphere where it appears that the recession is likely to turn its frown 

down for a double-dip, the notion of focusing on the entrepreneurial team without an idea may seem 

quant and esoteric at best. There are however good reasons why entrepreneurial teams, particularly 

entrepreneurial teams are a good focus of research. It is this author’s experience that these particular 
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teams are fairly common, and yet are essentially completely unresearched, but that is merely 

opinion, not fact. So although that is the authors motivation for this thesis, let us instead look at 

what the facts of the situation are, and through that explore why this thesis subject is important. 

 

The team as research subject 

There are at least five reasons why it is interesting to look at the entrepreneurial team, particularly 

now. The first three are literary examples whereas the latter two are substantiated speculation. 

 

Teams are more common than previously thought 

The majority of entrepreneurial research pre-1990 was focused on the singular entrepreneur, which 

is presumably the reason that Kamm, Shuman, Seeger & Nurick (1990:9) wrote about 

entrepreneurial teams that "there are many of them" and yet at the time the "dominant assumption 

seems to be that individuals create new organizations" (ibid.). 22 years is a long time, and although 

there has been subsequent research in the entrepreneurial team, the lack of entrepreneurial team 

research still represents a substantial gap between its propensity, and the propensity of 

entrepreneurial team to start businesses (Cooney, 2005, Harper, 2008). 

 

Studies show that teams are more successful 

Not only are entrepreneurial teams more common than previously thought, but they are also more 

successful (Kamm et al, 1990, Chandler, Honig & Wiklund, 2005). The reason for this is not well 

understood, but there have been some attempts to explain it, like Stam & Schutjens (2005) whom 

suggests a dichotomy between either a quantitative or a qualitative team-effect. A quantitative team-

effect is the simple fact that there is on average more of everything when there are more members, 

more resources, larger network etc. A qualitative team-effect is related to both the composition of 

the team, and the proposed better cognitive results, as well as generally better qualified decision-

making. Though their research suggests that the reason teams perform better is apparently primarily 

measurable effects, they themselves suggests that it is perhaps not relevant in other contexts than 

the Netherlands anno 1994-2000, and the results should be treated as somewhat suspect. A 

particular object of interest in that paper is the percentage of habitual entrepreneurs in the teams 
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(23.3%) versus the percentage of habitual entrepreneurs in the solo ventures (5.1%), as that 

overwhelmingly suggests that habitual entrepreneurs prefer teams over solo efforts. Unfortunately 

this is not explored, but a possible explanation is that habitual entrepreneurs think teams makes the 

venture more likely to succeed; a perhaps more likely scenario is that being a solo entrepreneur is 

lonely. 

 

The bias for team ventures 

Venture capitalists value team ventures higher (Ge, Mahoney & Mahoney, 2005) and serial 

entrepreneurs favor team ventures (Stam & Schutjens, 2005). It also seems likely that university 

spin-offs are primarily teams (Vendrell-Herrero, 2008). The exact reason why they respectfully do 

and are that, could be that teams are more successful, but it also seems likely that there are some 

purely human motivations involved. E.g. the pitch to venture capitalists is of better quality (per the 

quality effect mentioned above), it is less lonely being in a group with more people and researchers 

typically do not have extensive experience within the marketization of innovation. Regardless of the 

reasoning, the research documenting these factors, and the subsequent diffusion of this knowledge, 

will presumably lead to an increase in entrepreneurial teams. 

 

Unemployment  

That the unemployment is high, does not necessarily lead to an increase in entrepreneurship. As a 

matter of fact, Global Entrepreneurship Monitor-data shows that the opposite is the case. However 

the reasoning behind this is interesting, and worth semi-dissecting. GEM proposes that due to the 

recession, we will see an increase in necessity-driven entrepreneurship, whereas we will see a drop 

in opportunity-driven (Kelley, Bosma & Amorós, 2011:50). This makes good sense, as ordinarily 

we will see an increase in unemployment in the bottom of society, thus increasing the likelihood 

that people have to start their own business to be employed and thus have the means for basic 

necessities. It also makes sense that when the opportunities for profit decrease, as the market 

contracts, the amount of entrepreneurial activity based on the perception of opportunity, will 

similarly decrease. However GEM conflates two factors in the amount of opportunity-driven 

entrepreneurial activity: opportunity and improvement-driven (Kelley et al, 2011:64). The reason 
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why this might be less than ideal can be found with a look at the unemployment composition in the 

western world. 

The U6 unemployment rate in the US is 14.5%-15.5% (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012), in Europe 

it is 10%-11% (Eurostat, 2012), but that is not all, as there is also a large subset that has completely 

withdrawn from labor force, adding about 2% to the US rate. A substantial number of these are 

lower-class, whom even in good times, may not have that many job possibilities, and thus would be 

the necessity-driven part of the equation in bad times. The necessity entrepreneurs may also be 

driven in part by their cost levels, which are not homogenous. Young people without family 

obligations would be considered less prone to be necessity-driven, which GEM also acknowledges. 

Their unemployment situation is however more desperate; particularly what the data shows is that 

the people completely withdrawing from the job market in the US, are not as one would expect, 

older people. The old people have lost a large part of their savings, and are instead clinging on to 

their revenue source, which leaves us with the young people. E.g. the unemployment rate is 

particularly high in the group of people less predisposed to necessity-driven entrepreneurial activity. 

Another key factor is that contrary to other recessions, even people with masters and phds are hit; 

though not as hard hit as the people with less education, there is still a good amount of these people. 

This is important to keep in mind when we take a look at the demographic factors affecting 

entrepreneurial aspiration. Arenius & Minniti (2005) showed a positive correlation between 

educational level and household income in the upper end, and one of their perceptual variables was 

fear of failure. When we have a group of people that are highly educated, have a relatively high 

household income (though this is not their own income) and per their educational level as compared 

to their job prospects are already failing, it seems more than likely that a large amount would look 

at alternatives to finding a job. In effect it would be expected that the highly educated, young 

people, with nothing to lose, would have a higher propensity to become improvement-driven 

entrepreneurs, even as the perceived opportunities are reduced in number. It should also be noted 

that entrepreneurs essentially want the same from entrepreneurship (Carter, Gartner, Shaver & 

Gatewood, 2003), as other people want from a career, which demonstrates that entrepreneurship is 

simply an alternate employment, and that therefore entrepreneurship is simply considered the 

easiest path to achieving the same objectives. When a career is not possible, entrepreneurship 

becomes the path of least resistance. 
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Crowd-financing 

Lastly the rise of finance crowdsourcing sites such as Kickstarter and Indiegogo, though they are 

nominally not for starting businesses are certainly being used that way. The crowdsourcing has 

some very particular advantages when it comes to entrepreneurship as the purchases can be 

frontloaded e.g. people “buy” your product before you are finished developing it. This overcomes 

the primary problem for unemployed people: the lack of funds; while also removing the uncertainty 

of the market, which is the primary reason people abandon startup attempts (van Gelderen, Thurik 

& Patel, 2011). Kickstarter bears special mention in regards to entrepreneurial team, as the current 

incarnation stipulates that a person with an American social security number must be involved, 

though some teams will undoubtedly include an American for this sole purpose, it seems likely that 

this requirement will also result in some of the Americans otherwise not added, being fully 

integrated in teams. 

 

What these five points amount to, is a sort of primordial entrepreneurial soup that sets the stage for 

entrepreneurial activity. As there are a lot of similarly situated people, whom share the lack of 

resources to start an entrepreneurial venture, it seems likely that they will congeal in groups; both 

for the risk-sharing, but also for a general social and emotional support. However wanting to 

become an entrepreneurial team, and having the idea to do so, are completely different things, and 

so the next point of order deals with what is often considered the start of an entrepreneurial startup: 

the idea. 

 

The idealess entrepreneur 

When the circumstances dictate that an entrepreneurial venture is the best possibility for 

improvement of said circumstances, it does not naturally follow that there is an obvious opportunity 

to exploit. We can therefore say that even when the people with entrepreneurial intent congeal in 

teams, they do not necessarily have an idea. Though it has not been possible to find any results that 

definitively establish this starting construct, it is sometimes stated matter of factly in literature 

(Kamm & Nurick, 1993), and we confidently proceed with the notion that it does exist, and is fairly 

common. There are some reasons besides the anecdotes, which we will look at here. 
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The lack of possibilities 

As previously stated the lack of job opportunities seems likely to result in, especially in regards to 

highly educated people, an increase in the improvement-driven entrepreneurship. It seems likely 

that the discrepancy between this groups’ expectations of their job prospects, prior to entering the 

recession struck jobmarket, will increase their sense of worth in the economic sense, thus touching 

on two of the factors established by Arenius & Minniti (2005), the perception of opportunities and 

the perception of skill. Both of which seems likely to be relative to circumstances; e.g. there is more 

opportunity for improvement when you are a phd flipping burgers, and you certainly have more 

skill than the guy next to you, whom dropped out of school.  

 

The dot-com IPOs still loom 

Purely anecdotal, it seems a lot of young people are looking to become the next Zuckerberg, they 

just need the idea. This is perhaps a reflection of the perception of opportunity, and seems wide-

spread in business pop-sci books. The notion that anybody can do it, is prominent in titles like the 

"Rich dad, poor dad" book series (Kiyosaki & Lechter, 1998), "Rework: Change the Way You 

Work Forever" (Fried & Hansson, 2010) and so on. 

 

Common school assignment 

The idealess group is often the starting point for school assignments. This could be interesting when 

keeping in mind the amount of graduates that cannot find a job. If a group has already been formed 

and worked out the kinks in a school setting, the jump to the idealess entrepreneurial group is very 

short. A 2004 study by Souitaris, Zerbinati & Al-Laham (2007) shows that students can be inspired 

to start a business, by participating in entrepreneur classes, which emphasize the notion that school 

assignments can affect entrepreneurial intention. 
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Research question 

As has been established there is good reason to look at entrepreneurial teams, and particularly the 

idealess teams, as we expect the idealess entrepreneurial team to become more common. It is with 

this in mind that the overarching research question is: 

How do idealess entrepreneurial teams form? 

This fairly straightforward question is comprised of several subparts. Starting with how does, it is 

really two different things: (i) how do they do it and (ii) why do they do it? Though these are 

presumably interconnected, it is important to look at both separately.  

 

How they form could be linked to a search of prospective partners, whereas the why could be linked 

to the criteria used to pick partners. How they form could also be the process of making the team a 

team, e.g. going from being a loosely affiliated group, to becoming a partnership with the stated 

purpose of establishing a company.  

 

Why they form could be some of the properties mentioned in the motivation subchapter, but also the 

specifics of why they choose the particular partners. Some clarification is certainly in order, so we 

acknowledge that both questions can be divided along a dichotomous person versus team, as the 

why and how is presumably person specific, but also important from a team perspective. Yet that 

does not seem quite enough, as the surrounding world could also be a factor, we would for example 

expect the reasoning for a team to be formed or not being formed to be potentially external. 

Likewise the potential partners for a given person, are external to that person, and yet not a part of 

the internal team prior to partnership. So another internal-external division seems promising.  

 

Moving on to idealess, and the specification of what exactly this means and entails. The thing about 

ideas is that they never appear in complete isolation, so saying that something is completely formed 

from a void is not really accurate, and so neither is the term "idealess". Therefore we must specify 

what we mean by idealess on a scale, rather than as a binary idea-no idea.  
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Entrepreneurial is equally hard to define (Shaver & Scott, 1991), it could be corporate, individual, 

social, criminal, minority etc. A specification is in order, as the terms are very different, and the 

answer to what is meant by entrepreneurial is non-obvious.  

 

An entrepreneurial team could be founders, but it could also be a subset of founders, or include 

stakeholders, advisors, business angels and so forth. This also relates to what exactly is meant by 

team, as the aforementioned subset of founders would result in an entrepreneurial team with a few 

people, whereas including stakeholders would result in a very encompassing and thus large 

entrepreneurial team understanding. 

 

Finally to form in an entrepreneurial context could range from agreement to pursue collaboration, to 

the final formation of a business. The definition of team forming is one of the key problems with 

many of the datasets, as it is often only once teams are registering as businesses, that they are 

captured by the methodology of the datasets. 

 

What should be apparent, is that prior to pursuing an answer to the research question, we need to 

specify what the question means. This is the purpose of the next chapter. 

 

Problem field 

In this subchapter we discuss what exactly the thesis is about, delineating and differentiating 

between the subfields within entrepreneurship. 

 

There are big differences between what is considered entrepreneurship by different authors, and as 

different definitions will invariably lead to different results (Davidsson, 2006), it is important to 

specify the specific notion of entrepreneurship used in this thesis. The following section is devoted 

to defining what specific parameter settings will be used, based on the taxonomy developed by 

Gedeon (2010). This specific taxonomy has been chosen because it looks at entrepreneurship from 
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an all-encompassing perspective, without excluding any potential branches. As the research 

question shows, the delineation is very important, and the all-encompassing perspective should 

insure that it is done proper. It should be noted that (i) though Gedeon suggests the taxonomy as 

layers in a specific order, we have shifted them around a bit to fit the chronology of the research 

question, and (ii) though Gedeon deals with a lot of subdomains, we will only deal with the part that 

is entirely relevant. As an example there are surely good reason to look at “criminal 

entrepreneurship”, but that subdomain is not included for obvious reasons. Essentially we are using 

his example application as the main guideline, and only include additional subdomains when they 

seem relevant. 

 

In each subsection there is a small discussion of why the parameters have been defined just so, and 

which implicit and explicit assumptions these choices results in.  

 

Who 

The who is subdivided into two axes: singular versus team and prior versus new organization. In the 

motivational subchapter it was speculated and substantiated that we will experience an increase in 

the team-based entrepreneurship in the coming years, as the factors mentioned should lead to more 

team startups. But there are also some specific reasons why team-based entrepreneurship should be 

the focus of this thesis. First of all: the singular entrepreneur has been the primary focus of research 

since Schumpeter wrote the term “creative destruction”, and as such this particular subject has been 

extensively covered. The team-based entrepreneurship on the other hand has only received serious 

attention since Reich (1987) wrote that entrepreneurship should be refocused on the group, making 

them the “hero”. Secondly the entrepreneurial groups have to codify their communication, 

presumably making them better at communicating their reasoning externally. Thirdly this thesis 

specifically deals with how entrepreneurial teams are formed, which somewhat excludes the 

singular entrepreneur. A focus on the singular entrepreneur would not entirely exclude team 

formation, as a singular entrepreneur could be in a constellation with other people, and still be a 

singular or lead entrepreneur. As an example of this Harper (2008) includes hybrid entrepreneurial-

economizing teams, with at least one entrepreneur and one Robbinsian economizer (e.g. manager or 

resource owner), nested entrepreneurial teams which includes at least two entrepreneurs, where one 
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is subordinate to the lead entrepreneur, and the emergent entrepreneurial teams which is an 

egalitarian team, without a lead entrepreneur. The hybrid teams are similar to any other agent-

principal relations, with the entrepreneur being the employer, and the other party the employee. 

Though this particular entrepreneurial team type is quite common, it seems likely that it is 

particularly so within low-risk ventures, as the inherent risk in having a payroll rules out this team 

type for ventures with an uncertain income stream. Therefore we will not pursue this particular 

setup further, as it is the innovative team that is the focus of this thesis. The nested entrepreneurial 

team is interesting because it somewhat circumvents the team, though it is acknowledged that there 

are multiple partners in the entrepreneurial venture, they are not considered equal. As such, the lead 

entrepreneur takes the reins and controls the overarching strategy and innovation, and the sub-

entrepreneur takes orders. This particular view can often be seen in the literature, as some of the 

entrepreneurial team models start with an entrepreneur that subsequently takes on team members. 

The specifics of this will be discussed at a later timer, and as such we will include this definition in 

the thesis. It is not however, the type of entrepreneurial team that we are interested in, therefore care 

will be taken to denote it in the literary review when it is implied. The emergent entrepreneurial 

team is a much more interesting research subject, as the egalitarian structure constitutes a marked 

break from the singular entrepreneur. This team type has a joint discovery process where the 

entrepreneurs combine forces to figure out what they want to do and pursue opportunities that they 

cannot individually pursue, as such we would expect that their process in finding partners is an 

entirely different beast from the process in the lead entrepreneur team. It seems likely that 

significant number of new entrepreneurial teams grounded in the current economic circumstances, 

will be of this particular type as the idea-preemptive notion of starting a business, combined with a 

lot of similar minded people, will per definition result in this particular structure. 

 

The second axis is the distinction between entrepreneurship within the framework of an existing 

business, and entrepreneurship that constitutes a new business. From a team-formation perspective 

looking at entrepreneurship within an established company is somewhat moot, because although 

teams are certainly being established in existing companies, they will often be defined from outside 

the group. It therefore seems unlikely that excluding intrapreneurs and instead focusing on the 

teams that form outside established companies will result in any adverse effect. It should however 

be noted that a lot of the older (pre-1990) team formation studies essentially only dealt with this 
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type of team, and as such the usage of studies prior to this time should be considered suspect, and 

although not entirely unavoidable, will be kept to a minimum.   

 

When 

The when details in which part of the process the subject in question is in. Stating a divide between 

emergence, newness and transformation, all of the terms are in the initial stages of a business 

lifecycle. However there are big differences between the three, as the initial group is not necessarily 

the same group as the one that eventually starts the business, nor is the group that starts the business 

necessarily a constant (Chandler, Honig, & Wiklund, 2005). As we are interested in the specifics of 

how a group is formed, the when is the “emergence” stage, and this thesis will try to look at the 

groups while they are still in this stage. Looking at them at such a critical juncture is beneficial 

because there is less exposure to the many biases associated with studying in hindsight. When we 

ask subjects to look at a process in hindsight, we would expect them to fit their explanations into a 

narrative (Cassara & Craig, 2009) in the shape of hindsight bias, but also choice-supportive, 

recency and focalism. As this would leave us with what is essentially an embellished truth, this is 

not a fortunate scenario. It also avoids an entrepreneurial research specific bias, which affects the 

research of entrepreneurship in general. The selection bias inherent in looking at groups that made it 

as far as being established (e.g. the newness phase), avoids looking at the critically important 

question of what companies do wrong. Though the research in this thesis will not be longitudinal, 

and as such we will not be able to distinguish between successful and unsuccessful groups, the 

selection bias could very well affect the results. By avoiding this selection bias, the thesis also 

avoids a point of critique that is typically not handled by the current literature (Ruef, Aldrich & 

Carter, 2003, Davidsson, 2006). 

 

There are also some problems with looking at the teams at such an early stage. It can be hard to 

successfully identify these teams, as they are not on record
1
. They are also hard to get access to, 

especially due to concerns regarding intellectual property rights, a concern that is particularly valid 

                                                 
1
 Though the Global Entrepreneur Monitor studies and the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics have made strides 

to find these entrepreneurs, they are still marred by underreporting due to people not considering what they do a 

business activity (Davidsson, 2006). Even if these studies did not have that problem, they would still have some 

methodological issues, as the data is questionnaire-based, and that is a bad fit for what should be exploratory research of 

such a poorly understood subject. 
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in the EU, but also because they are afraid that someone might steal their idea. Therefore innovate 

teams are a lot harder to get access to prior to the patent being granted, which is such a long and 

expensive process that the group has been established a long time ago when it finally is, leading to 

the above mentioned biases, or the group disbanding before the patent is granted. 

 

Why  

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Kelley, Singer & Herrington, 2012) study subdivides the 

why into a dyad between necessity and opportunity-driven entrepreneurship. Though the high 

unemployment rate will no doubt lead to an increase primarily in the necessity-driven 

entrepreneurship, it is perhaps not well suited for a study of entrepreneurial team formation. Neither 

is the opportunity entrepreneurship as it presupposes that there is somewhat of an idea already. 

Perhaps this is the reason that GEM since 2007 (Bosma, Jones, Autio & Levie, 2008:19-20) has 

started to include improvement-driven entrepreneurship in the opportunity category. This third 

category is composed of people that wish to improve their circumstances, which is a much better fit 

for this particular type of entrepreneur. Excluding the necessity-driven entrepreneurship will results 

in the exclusion of groups that form because the entrepreneurs are desperate. This is beneficial 

because we would expect that type of group formation to be based on entirely different parameters 

than improvement-driven. Excluding the opportunity-driven has less obvious effects, in that the 

opportunity-driven group formation is the de facto standard in entrepreneurial team research. It is 

also a bit more difficult to identify improvement-driven entrepreneurial teams pre-idea, and once 

they have an idea they could look very similar to opportunity-driven teams, as the idea is 

presumably based on an opportunity. Therefore identification can only happen post hoc, e.g. we 

cannot differentiate between the two, until they are (i) in the post-idea stage and (ii) until we start 

questioning the group directly. 

 

How  

Essentially dealing with the dichotomy of innovative or non-innovative, the core of this subdomain 

is to define what innovation is, what it is not and if applicable identifying the particular type of 

innovation we are looking at. What we are interested in looking at are teams that jointly form an 

idea; because this implies that the team idea is non-obvious, it seems unlikely that non-innovative or 
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“mundane” teams are a good match, as the idea and the process involved in starting the business is 

presumably a given (Aldrich & Kenworthy, 1999). Therefore non-innovative teams are not 

interesting as the subject of research, and we can move on to define what the different types of 

innovation are, and what type we are looking for. 

 

Of course there are a plethora of definitions of innovation, and as such we need to narrow down the 

particular definition we use. This thesis uses the amalgamated version set forth by Garcia & 

Calantone (2002), as their definitions fit well with the terms used by Gedeon, but also because the 

purpose of their article is to summarize the existing definitions, thus making the terminology 

transparent relative to all the definitions they mention. Garcia & Calantone took an extensive look 

at what the various definitions of innovation are, and condensed them down to three types radical, 

really new and incremental. The distinction a matter of four parameters: macro perspective, micro 

perspective, marketing discontinuities and technology discontinuities. The classification is defined 

by which and how many of these parameters are in play – so an innovation can affect disrupt on 

both on a macro and a micro level, they are not mutually exclusive. The macro and micro 

perspective deals with whether the discontinuity is exogenous or endogenous to the firm, e.g. 

whether the disruption caused by the innovation affects the world, the market and/or the industry, 

versus the company and/or its customers. The marketing and technology discontinuities deals with 

what the newness is – a new product or production process are examples of technological 

discontinuities, whereas an added service or repackaging are examples of marketing discontinuities. 

The subsequent definition of radical innovation is that it affects all of these four parameters, the 

definition of really new affects micro or macro, and is technology and/or marketing based, finally 

incremental innovation is on a micro level and is technology or marketing based.  As these three 

types are layered, the minimum requirement for something to be considered an innovation is to 

qualify as an incremental innovation.  

 

There is however a problem; when researching entrepreneurs that do not currently have an idea, or 

have not commercialized their idea yet, the criteria for the lowest bar of incremental innovation is 

problematic. As the team has not yet started a business, they have not innovated, because the effect 

on a micro level of their potential presence, is not yet an effect in actuality. Therefore the teams we 



19 |  P a g e

 

wish to look at are not innovative, but neither are they non-innovative. Rather they are/were in the 

process of inventing, with the subsequent mind to innovate. 

 

What 

Specifying whether the entrepreneurs in question are starting something for societal benefit or a 

business for his/her own, is the sphere of what. In recent years the study of this particular branch of 

entrepreneurship has led to some confusion as to what exactly it entails, going by Peredo & McLean 

(2006:25) the distinguishing feature is that it “aim(s) at creating social value, either exclusively or at 

least in some prominent way”. Though this implies an idea direction, it does not by itself appear to 

fundamentally alter the process. It is however an added complication if we decided to include this 

form of entrepreneurship in its strictest sense, as it does not neatly fit into the why of improvement-

driven entrepreneurship. Though in a wide sense a betterment of society is certainly to the benefit of 

the individual, and as such improves his/her circumstances, this would render the distinction moot. 

If the social entrepreneurship is merely prominently displayed, but otherwise a part of personal 

improvement, it is a better fit – but that is because the distinction is rendered inert, and the societal 

profile is essentially no different from marketing parameters. Therefore the subject of the what, is 

the business entrepreneur. 

  

Where  

Gedeon subdivides this category primarily into whether the entrepreneur is internationally or locally 

oriented. It seems unlikely that there would be significant differences ceteris paribus, between 

teams that are oriented locally versus internationally. However there could very well be some 

cultural differences in how people from different countries interact under the circumstances, which 

in turn will have an effect on team performance (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000). Therefore this thesis 

will not use the dichotomy between locally oriented or internationally oriented as a qualifier, but it 

is important that at least one native Dane is in a given team, so as to not muddle the research by to 

many cultural elements. The possibility that the dynamic in the group is affected by culture is 

certainly a possibility, but by qualifying the teams with a Dane, it should be possible to get data 

from a conjoined Danish perspective.  
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Summary and interaction-effects 

 

Figure 1: The Definition of the Research Subject, based on Gedeon 

Figure 1 is the summation of the Gedeon taxonomy, where the red indicates that we will not focus 

on these particular subfields, whereas the white indicates that we do. This summary will denote 

what this results in as an aggregate, some of which has been stated in the above, but given another 

angle here, due to element interaction. 
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The fact that we are looking at prospectively innovative, improvement-based emergent new teams, 

underlines the problems of identifying this subgroup, and of course it also leaves us with some 

definition issues, which are somewhat stated in the above.  

 

Innovative versus emergent 

The nominal definition of innovation is highly problematic in an emergent context, as we ordinarily 

confine the definition of innovation as a product or service which has been taken to market (Garcia 

& Cantalone, 2002). However it is also used as a differentiation of invention, e.g. an invention is an 

innovation before it has been taken to market; but an invention is a term specifically reserved for 

technology-based products, and not services. No similar term exists for services, and so we cannot 

refer to a “service invention”, though surely there are companies and independent teams developing 

services for the explicit purpose of having these become innovative. Therefore the necessity of a 

term that encompasses this pre-innovation stage service, as well as the technological invention, is 

obvious. That however is outside the scope of this assignment, and either we simply avoid this type 

of emergent prospectus, or we acknowledge that the terms are lacking and put in a temporary term. 

In this case we will avoid the conflict by colloquially referring to inventions and service 

“inventions” as ideas. 

 

There are also some potential legal issues involved with interacting with teams of this sort, as a 

thesis, legally speaking is a publication, and therefore invalidates a patent claim (Langinier & 

Marcoul, 2003), if it has not already been granted. Of course even without a potential patent 

invalidation, there are multiple reasons why these teams may not be willing to divulge trade secrets. 

At this point we merely acknowledge this problem, and refer the reader to the methodological 

chapter regarding the handling of this.  

 

Team versus emergent 

Forster & Jansen (2010) suggests that perhaps the reason that there has been such a lack of focus on 

the idea-stage of Kamm & Nuricks’ (1993) model, is the lack of consensus (Cooney, 2005) on what 

constitutes an entrepreneurial team. Instead the different sources use a wide palate of different 
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entrepreneurial concepts to refer to entrepreneurial teams. Ensley & Hmieleski (2005:1097) use the 

definition “participants had to meet at least two of three additional criteria: they had to be 

founders, significant equity stakeholders (10% or more), or actively involved in the strategic 

decision-making of the firm”, to define Top Management Team members (TMT), Witt, Schroeter & 

Merz (2008) merely include founders, whereas Kamm, Shuman, Seeger & Nurick (1990:7) define it 

as “two or more individuals who jointly establish a business in which they have an equity 

(financial) interest”. Forster & Jansen (2010) themselves like Witt et al (2008), use the definition of 

founders, specifying that an entrepreneurial team is two or more founders jointly starting a business. 

The explicitly exclude “helpers and ‘hired guns’ who may enter the new venture team after the 

venture is operational, and advisors who may be involved during gestation phase of the business 

but who do not have equity stakes in the firm” (Forster & Jansen, 2010:2) The definition however 

also precludes potential founders, whom in the end did not participate in the actual founding, and as 

such would merely qualify as advisors. Nor does this include potential founders of businesses that 

were never actually founded, and will invariably lead to a truncation. Alternatively we can look at 

Aldrich & Martinez’ (2001:5) definition of nascent entrepreneurship: “Operationally, someone 

becomes a nascent entrepreneur if they not only say they are currently giving serious thought to the 

new business, but also are engaged in at least two entrepreneurial activities, such as looking for 

facilities and equipment, writing a business plan, investing money, or organizing a startup team”, 

the problem with this definition, besides being of a singular entrepreneur, is that it precludes the 

notion of idealess, as it is merely the final activity mentioned that is possible pre-idea, and so the 

requirement can never be fulfilled. 

 

Therefore neither of the above definitions are useful when we are talking about a potential company 

in a pre-idea stage, as the definitions are either explicitly or implicitly post company creation. As 

we would not want to conflate established company owners, with pre-idea stage endeavors, a couple 

of definitions are in order. In this thesis the team which may eventually become the founding team 

of a company is called the idealess team, the members of which are the team members. The 

potential company will be referred to as the entrepreneurial venture. This embryonic state may 

eventually evolve to become the entrepreneurial team founding a company, but it seems reasonable 

to assume, considering the amount of companies that are actually founded and a closed again 

(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012), that the comparatively low investment in an entrepreneurial 
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venture, results in a lot (perhaps most) of entrepreneurial ventures never getting to that point. This 

was substantiated in a recent study of nascent entrepreneurs in the Netherlands, whom were 

currently in the process of starting a business, which showed that “a minimum of 36 percent of the 

sample started and a minimum of 22 percent disengaged from the start-up effort”, the remaining 

percentages being non-responsive (van Gelderen, Thurik & Patel 2011). If these results are 

similarly skewed in other countries, at least 22 percent and as much as 64 percent of entrepreneurial 

ventures, never become established companies before they are disengaged. 
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Literary review 

The previous chapter defined the specific type of entrepreneurial team we are looking at, and so we 

proceed with a rundown of the literature on the how and why of the team formation. Initially it is 

important to emphasize that there is hardly any established literature on how this specific 

subgrouping works, and though there are different general theories that explore team formation 

processes, results and dynamics, they are written as if general. This is the reason that the preceding 

chapter is so important, as it seems that the implicit and explicit assumptions as to which subgroup 

the authors in the literature analyzed, is part of the reason why there are different theoretical paths 

(Davidsson, 2006). It is perhaps not possible to come to any general conclusion to how teams form 

and work, and therefore any subgroup should be analyzed by itself, or at least the literature should 

not be considered inherently transferable between subgroupings (see for example the discussion of 

mundane versus less ubiquitous – Davidsson & Gordon, 2009).  

 

As it stands there are two fundamental paths of team formation suggested in the literature, the 

resource view and the interpersonal attraction view. These should not be considered mutually 

exclusive (Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 2010, Forbes, Borchert, Zellmer-Bruhn & Sapienza, 2006), as they 

are both considered pieces of the puzzle, which unfortunately has resulted in the delineation 

between them and particularly their applicability, respectfully being poorly defined.  

 

Because there is no consensus on which model is right, and because the idealess team formation has 

not been analyzed, it is important not to write either of these off, as one or both could be key in how 

the idealess team constitutes. Therefore the following chapter contains a review of all of these, with 

a subsection regarding how they seem applicable or inapplicable under the specific type of 

entrepreneurial venture this thesis is about. 
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Resource view 

The resource view is a way to understand the why and how of team formation. With a basis in the 

resource based view of the firm, the emphasis is on the resources necessary to accomplish the goal 

of starting a given company. What exactly constitutes resources is somewhat a matter of contention, 

as there are different typologies, but generally it has congealed around human, social and financial 

capital (Davidsson, 2006). Earlier incarnations had a closer link to the strategic management 

literature, which resulted in typologies that seemed more applicable to intrapreneurs than 

entrepreneurs. Greene & Brown (1997) subdivided resources into human, social, financial, physical 

and organizational, but the organizational and physical resources are problematic in an 

entrepreneurial team formation context, which is presumably the reason they were subsequently 

removed (Davidsson, 2006). But even as the typology has congealed the contents of each resource 

type is still a matter of discussion, Alvarez & Busenitz (2001) suggested adding individual 

entrepreneurial cognitive resources to the human resources. It is this resource definition fluidity that 

leaves Kraaijenbrink, Spender & Groen (2010) puzzled as to the core of the resource based view of 

the firm, and it is presumably the same fluidity and subsequent unworkability that has forced 

researchers to focus on some stricter definitions or resources, even if this reduces the resourced 

based view of the firm to a “research setting” (Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001). Because this reduced 

research setting is more workable, and because it appears to be the standard, this subchapter will not 

deal with the openness of resource understandings, but rather deal with the partially closed 

definitions offered by Aldrich & Martinez (2001) which are also mimicked by Davidsson (2006, 

2009).  

 

As opposed to the resource definitions, the fundamental why is easier to pinpoint, as it is simply the 

notion that the team formation is a pooling of said resources, and that the resources that a given 

company, or potential founder wishing to establish a company, lacks, is the reason that the company 

or potential founder adds members (Sandberg, 1992). The how of the resource view, will be offered 

in a thorough walkthrough of the Kamm & Nurick (1993) model for team formation, including an 

analysis of how it fits with the idealess teams’ constitution. 
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Human capital 

The human capital resources are comprised of knowledge, either in the shape of education, know-

how or experience applicable to the business function, or applicable to the entrepreneurial process 

itself. Because of the problems inherent with measuring how much or little a person actually knows, 

and whether or not it is useful to the firm or process, researchers often have to measure these 

resources indirectly. Educational level is easily measured, but it is problematic to figure out whether 

the knowledge from an education is applicable to a specific firm. There are simultaneous results 

from Sweden that show that education is a boon or a boon above a certain level, and results from 

the US that show a lack of positive effect past a medium level (Davidsson, 2006), and though 

Davidsson appears nonplussed by this revelation, it seems likely that a part of this discrepancy is 

due to the differences in entrepreneurial activity motivation between the US and Sweden (Kelley, 

Singer & Herrington, 2011). E.g. the higher level of necessity-driven activity in the US results in 

more entrepreneurial activity where a long education is inapplicable, and therefore tapers off after a 

certain level. On the other hand this seems incongruent with the study by Arenius & Minniti (2005), 

which showed a positive correlation between entrepreneurial activity and education at the high end 

in the general GEM data. Either way, though there are no results that indicate a negative 

relationship between educational level and entrepreneurial success (though Ucbasaran, Westhead & 

Wright, 2006 indicated an association with lower innovativeness), nor is there a consensus on 

whether education is a boon, which demonstrates that even the most measurable human capital 

resource is ambiguous in its results. 

 

Know-how and experience are comparatively hard to measure, and will often be measured as 

industry experience or simply work-experience (Davidsson, 2006). Ucbasaran et al (2003) 

measured amount of experience as simply age, and entrepreneurial experience as binary. The 

problem with which is highlighted when Wagner (2005) uses age as a proxy for wealth. As such the 

measurement suffers from the same problems as education, in that it is difficult to ascertain whether 

the know-how or experience is directly applicable to the venture (Kor, Mahoney & Michael, 2007).  

 

In regards to results, measured as time to market, neither explicit nor tacit knowledge appear as 

significant determinants (Davidsson & Honig, 2003), but they do seem to affect propensity to 
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disengage due to problems (van Gelderen et al, 2011), which could indicate that van Gelderen et 

al’s (ibid.:12) speculation that “those high in human capital may have more attractive alternatives, 

or higher expectations and standards for their venture”, is true.  

 

Entrepreneurial experience is a similarly mixed bag, it has a positive correlation with propensity to 

engage in an entrepreneurial venture (Davidsson, 2003), but also a positive correlation with team 

exit (Ucbasaran et al, 2003), opportunity identification, pursuit of opportunity and innovativeness of 

opportunity (Ucbasaran et al, 2006). Ucbasaran et al (2006) however only showed these positive 

correlations in habitual, not serial entrepreneurs, emphasizing granularity of entrepreneurial 

research as a means of explaining differences. 

 

What this amounts to, in regards to team formation in idealess entrepreneurial ventures, is that 

education and knowhow seems unlikely general explanations, as the need for either is impossible to 

ascertain, whereas entrepreneurial experience is always useful. If however a potential founder 

would like to enter a certain industry, it is conceivable that education or know-how from that 

specific industry would be factors. 

 

Social capital 

Social capital is a problematic term as it like human capital, is a very fluid term, which has resulted 

in a lack of agreement on what exactly is or is not social capital (Davidsson & Gordon, 2009). As 

such it is paramount to disentangle the definitions, and look at what makes sense within the sphere 

of team formation. Going by Wu (2008), social capital can be subdivided along an internal or 

external axis, with a third definition neutral to this axis, and subsequently defined similarly to Liao 

& Welsch (2005:348) as “the sum of actual and potential resources embedded within, available 

through, and derived from the network of relationships possessed by individual entrepreneurs”. The 

internal/external divide is interesting, as the external social capital is a valuation external to a group, 

thereby becoming a way of procuring human or financial resources. Which is very similar to some 

of the thoughts regarding network as an synthesis between the resource view and the personal 

attraction view, and subsequently better dealt with in that particular subsection. The internal social 
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capital seems more applicable as a resource in itself, as it deals with the built-up of social capital 

within a group, over time. It could be said that it emulates the, in this context dejected, 

organizational capital.  

 

When looking at the effect of social capital on the propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur, 

Davidsson (2006) explicitly mentions the problem associated with the internal/external divide, 

though he does not explicitly acknowledge the dimensions. Davidssons (ibid.) example of results on 

this is the matter of whether entrepreneurial parents leads to higher propensity to become a nascent 

entrepreneur, and says that “It is somewhat debatable whether the effects of the above-mentioned 

indicators reflect social or human capital effects” (ibid.:6). It would seem that the notion of social 

capital as an explanatory value for team constitution, would necessitate a view of the pre-nascent 

entrepreneurial stage social capital of the group, e.g. whether the bonding mechanism of the social 

capital would result in a teams’ formation. That however has little to do with resources and is 

instead the core of the personal attraction view. 

 

It seems that this is, again, a matter of insufficiently defining terms, and that this issue could be 

resolved by properly acknowledging whether it is internal or external social capital. When 

rummaging through the research, it seems clear that the social capital is problematically 

conceptualized, operationalized and mostly theoretical (Davidsson, 2006), which makes it very hard 

to form any conclusions, besides that it is presumably important. As the research stands, it would 

seem that social capital could be better handle as either a human resource that is socially grounded 

(Ucbasaran et al, 2006), as a network giving access to resources (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001, Witt et 

al, 2008) or as a personal attraction network perspective in regards to team formation (Ruef et al, 

2003, Larson & Starr, 1993). Particularly as no social capital differences were found in the 2005 

study by Liao & Welsch, between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. 

 

Like human capital, social capital in regards to the idealess team formation, is problematic as an 

explanatory factor, as it presupposes that the need for social capital has been established. As such 

the circumstances under which social capital can be applicable as an explanatory factor, is similarly 
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diminished to situations where a potential founder wishes to pursue opportunities where social 

capital could be important, even if the specific need has not been explicitly established. 

 

Financial capital 

Though easily defined as the financial resources available to a firm, financial capital is ambiguous 

as a determinant of propensity to become an entrepreneur (Davidsson & Gordon, 2009) and its 

necessity in regards to entrepreneurial success (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001). Heirman & Clarysse 

(2004) suggests that the amount of available capital could be a competitive advantage; importantly 

they however only consider this for research-based startups. Intuitively there are major differences 

in the capital requirements in different start-ups, which will ceteris paribus define the importance of 

access to financial capital, which is also demonstrated by the typically very low capital 

requirements mentioned by Aldrich & Martinez (2001). As such the importance of financial capital 

should not be thought ascertained for entrepreneurs as a group, but rather specific subdivisions. 

Where Heirman & Clarysse (2004) demonstrates the positive effects of high amounts of capital 

available to research-based start-ups, the capital requirements could and should be further 

granulated by industry, level of innovation of the start-up, ambition level (van Gelderen et al, 2011) 

and so on. What such a granulation would result in is more difficult to say, but it is certain that 

without specifying exactly what a business is supposed to do, ascertaining the capital requirements 

is a fools’ errand.  

 

This leads us to the financial capital as a resource in an idealess group as a founding requirement. 

The uncertainty of the capital requirements leads to the belief that it cannot objectively be a goal for 

team formation, however as a lack of financial capital is often cited as a reason for start-up 

abandonment (van Gelderen et al, 2011), it would not be surprising to find that it is in fact a 

component in some team formations. Particularly in situations where, although a potential founder 

does not know the specific capital requirements of a venture pre-idea, does know that it is more than 

nothing, and he/she does not possess any financial resources. It would however be surprising to find 

many potential entrepreneurs in this category, whom are not necessity-driven. 
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Kamm & Nuricks’ model  

Having answered the why of the resource view of team formation, the following subsection is 

devoted to the how. Kamm & Nuricks’ (1993) model exemplifies this perspective and builds on 

Sandbergs’ (1992) gap filling (Forbes et al, 2006). As such a rundown of the model is offered here, 

as it is often quoted and appears ubiquitous for the understanding of what the how of the resource 

view entails (Forbes et al, 2006).  

 

 

Figure 2: The Kamm & Nurick Model of Team Formation  

The model is comprised of two stages, the idea stage and the implementation stage. Starting with an 

idea stage, Kamm & Nurick state that it is either started by a person with an idea or a group of 

people realizing the opportunities of working together. In the former case the lead entrepreneur 

approach starts with a singular person seeking people to complement his/her own resources in terms 

of the idea implementation. In contrast the group approach does not necessarily start with an idea, 

but that is as far as the dynamic in regards to idea-generation is considered by this particular model. 

After the group has decided to get an idea, the model does not consider how they get an idea, nor 

does it consider the implications of what a group idea is, and whether a lead entrepreneur is present. 

In a way it presupposes that either a person has a fully formed idea, or a group comes together and 
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makes such an idea. Other than this nod to the social side of entrepreneurship, the rest of the model 

is essentially from a lead entrepreneur perspective: one person has an idea, and subsequently finds 

people to help implement the idea. This is why the next step of the model has combined the two 

starting points. 

 

The subsequent step of the model is the establishment of what the needs of the idea are, as well as 

the formulation of the business concept; this is highly conjoined with the third step, which is where 

to get the resources that are lacking. Interestingly Kamm & Nurick proposes that there are three 

ways to get the resources, which is either through the one member (if there is only one), the group 

members (should the venture be a group at this point) or by adding new members. It is assumed that 

the formulation of the business concept is what makes an informal social gathering into an 

entrepreneurial team. 

 

The meat of the Kamm & Nurick model is the way in which a singular entrepreneur or an 

entrepreneurial team chose to add members, thus we will at this point overlook the scenarios where 

the singular entrepreneur or the entrepreneurial team do not wish to add further members. Instead 

we will look at the next point in the model, where the group or singular entrepreneur choses to add 

members. It consists of three complementary and mutually interacting parts, sources of members, 

criteria to choose members and inducements to get members. 

 

Sources  

The sources of additional members can be subdivided into either familiar or unfamiliar. Familiar 

sources being prior relations, e.g. family, friends, coworkers; Kamm & Nurick associate this with 

problemistic search (Kamm & Nurick, 1993:21), presumably from an assumption that familiar 

sources will lead to unsatisfactory results and as such prompt a search for additional members. 

Unfamiliar sources are sources with no prior connection, in essence: what is not a familiar source is 

an unfamiliar source, e.g. partners found explicitly for the purpose of the company. 

 



32 |  P a g e

 

Criteria  

The primary criteria brought up is the notion of chemistry, as they do not directly state what is 

meant by this term, it would seem safe to assume that it is the common understanding of the term: 

that people simply chose to get together because they like each other. However though Kamm & 

Nurick themselves propose that interpersonal attraction theory could be a part of criteria, they also 

emphasize that attraction “goes beyond simple liking” (Kamm & Nurick, 1993:21). They emphasize 

this distinction by defining attraction as an “exchange with rewards and costs” (ibid.), exemplified 

by “possession of money to invest and expertise needed” (ibid.). In other words, the criteria used is 

not really chemistry as the term is commonly used, but rather resources possessed, with a slight nod 

to the social side. 

 

Finally they add that attraction is also a matter of alignment of interests between team members on 

an individual level, and between team members and the start-up. This makes intuitive sense, to the 

extent that either is clear from the individuals’ point of view from the get-go; implying that it is 

rather the perception of interest alignment that is important, than the alignment in actuality. 

 

Inducements  

Kamm & Nurick subdivides inducements into two subcategories specific and general. The specific 

inducements are tangibles or intangibles given to the specific person, ranging from money to 

prestige, whereas the general cannot be offered individually. The latter includes a number of social 

factors, like the opportunity to work with certain people.  

 

It should be emphasized that shared ownership is not considered an inducement by Kamm & 

Nurick, but rather seems to be a default for member additions. Therefore they initially contrast the 

two, where inducements are “in addition to or instead of ownership” (Kamm & Nurick, 1993:22). 

This is interesting because it implies an unequal relationship between the members and the potential 

new members. Is a person really a member of an entrepreneurial team if the person is monetarily 

rewarded but does not share ownership? Kamm, Shuman, Seeger & Nurick (1990:7) suggests that 



33 |  P a g e

 

they are not, as they do not have an “equity (financial) interest”, thus defining this type outside the 

scope of the emergent entrepreneurial team (Harper, 2008).  

 

Though Kamm & Nuricks’ model includes social reasons, both when an initial group is involved, 

and when chemistry is used as a criterion for specific member additions, the primary reasoning is 

the acquisition of resources. This can be clearly seen when attraction is defined to be an exchange 

with rewards and cost, in essence making it a resource exchange between the current team or 

singular entrepreneur and the potential team member.  

 

Critique of the resource view in regards to idealess team formation 

As can be seen, the Kamm & Nurick model is fundamentally problem solving or problemistic 

(Kamm & Nurick, 1993, Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 2010, Forbes et al, 2006), though Kamm & Nurick 

explicitly says otherwise, in actuality it presupposes that a team starts with an idea, and 

subsequently finds partners to fill resource gaps (Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 2010, Forbes et al, 2006). In 

that way it mirrors the fundamental problem with the resources as such, and a general problem with 

the resource-based theory: the need and thus value of resources can only be defined post hoc, not a 

priori (Kraaijenbrink et al, 2010).  

 

The resource view predicts that teams are heterogeneous, because the procurement of resources is 

based on resources lacking and thus needed. It also predicts that because larger teams will have 

more resources available, they will subsequently be less likely to add further members, and 

similarly that more members would exit as their resources become obsolete (Chandler et al, 2005). 

From research into top-management teams, we know that heterogeneity is an important 

management trait (Forbes et al, 2006), and so heterogeneity in entrepreneurial team formation could 

potentially be equally important. Ucbasaran et al (2003) seems to lend credence to this view as they 

document that there is a negative relation between number of founding members and subsequent 

member additions, suggesting that large founding teams already possess needed resources, and thus 

do not need to add further members. On the other hand, the same study shows that number of 

founding members does not correlate with member exits, as would be expected. Though the reason 
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that Ucbasaran et al has this particular hypothesis is the potential for conflict between members, 

there is also another reason we would expect member exits in a larger group. From a resource 

perspective potential members’ relative worth would continually shift, what was important at an 

early stage, was less significant at a later – or if the business shift focus, might be wholly irrelevant 

(Chandler et al, 2005).  Again however, that is not the case; a significant number of exits for either 

reason was not evident. 

 

Though the resource view is an interesting perspective on how group formation ought to be, it does 

not appear to be the way group formation is (Forbes et al, 2006). However logically they must be a 

part of decisions for some startups, and considering the problemistic nature of the resource view, it 

seems likely that the resource view is the way group formation works, if the resource needs of the 

group is identifiable from the onset of group formation. This demonstrates the importance of 

properly defining the type of groups’ formation we examine, as hybrid entrepreneurial-economizing 

teams and nested entrepreneurial teams (Harper, 2008) would likely be resource-based as a singular 

person starts the process and subsequently recruits members. Similarly we would expect groups that 

are mimicking and not innovative, would be more likely to have a resource based formation process 

as the resource needs are better understood (Smith, 2007).  

 

Interpersonal attraction view 

The interpersonal attraction view as opposed to the resource view, considers the mutual attraction 

between counterparties the reason for team formation. It is not considered to exclude the resource 

view, but rather considered complimentary (Forbes et al, 2006), but the two different views are 

inherently contrasting as primary explanation.  

 

Where the resource dependency view has a focus on the resources that can be acquired by adding 

members to a team (Kamm & Nurick, 1993), the interpersonal attraction posits that existing team 

members find new members that they like. As such the why of the interpersonal attraction view is 

easily determined, as the factors that govern “like”. In the interpersonal attraction view these factors 

are primarily governed by homophily and familiarity.  
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Homophily in the team formation context, is derived from two different theoretical foundations: 

similarity/attraction which is a social psychological view, positing that people are attracted to 

people similar to themselves on an individual basis based on demographics, behavior and 

psychographics, and homophily which is a sociological concept which indicates that people on a 

macro scale group together and thus primarily interacts, with similar people (McPherson, Smith-

Lovin & Cook, 2001, Forbes et al, 2006, Grossman, Yli-Renko & Janakiraman, 2007). These two 

traditions combined has resulted in an amalgamation which, though it does not preclude the notions 

from social psychology, it is usually operationalized as demographic variables or proxies. Therefore 

Forbes et al (2006) though recognizing psychographic variables, states that the interpersonal 

attraction view subdivides similarity of entrepreneurs into ascribed and achieved characteristics 

(Forbes et al, 2006). Ascribed characteristics are essentially demographic variables like age, gender 

and ethnicity, whereas achieved characteristics are variables like education, reputation and 

occupation. The homophilic variables, particularly the achieved characteristics, corresponds with 

the human resources in the resource view, however the consequences of the two approaches lead to 

very different results. The interpersonal attraction view of team formation thus posits that teams 

will be homogenous along those variables, whereby this view stands in direct contrast with the 

resource view which posits that teams will be heterogeneous (Forster & Jansen, 2010).  

 

Familiarity is the other part of “liking”, as to like people you need to have meet and interacted with 

them. Therefore the people we like are typically family, friends, neighbours, colleagues, co-students 

etcetera because we interact with these people often (Ruef et al, 2003). Considered as a part of a 

social network, the entrepreneur has either strong, weak or no ties to other potential team members, 

and thus has a high to low probability of joining forces with these respective ties. Similarly 

familiarity is also tied to the ability to draw resources from external sources, and therefore has an 

overlap with the external social capital.  

 

These two parts are intimately linked, as people that are familiar generally share attributes, and vice 

versa: people that share attributes are more likely to become familiar. An example of the former 

could be family members and ethnicity, and an example of the latter could be engineers hired in an 

engineering department.  
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The how of the interpersonal attraction view is comprised of three parts, identification, selection and 

recruitment (Forbes et al, 2006, Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 2010), though Smith (2007) argues that an 

additional screening stage of should be included, following Ben-Hafaiedhs’ (2010) argument that it 

should be considered a part of the identification stage, this has been rejected. 

 

Homophily 

As previously stated: though homophily as an amalgamation has more constituent parts, Forbes et al 

(2006) subdivides homophily into ascribed and achieved characteristics. This subsection deals with 

the results and conclusions of the literature, and therefore the Forbes et al distinction is used in this 

literary review, as these are the terms operationalized in the literature.  

 

The ascribed characteristics that have been researched are gender and ethnicity, though there is 

reason to suspect that similar results would be found for similar characteristics, as they are also 

prominent in network homogeneity (McPherson et al, 2001). The research of gender homophily has 

been very consistent (Davidsson, 2006), if the data is controlled for spousal or partner relations, 

there is a high tendency towards gender homophily (Kim & Aldrich, 2006, Ruef et al, 2003). This 

homophily has multiple reasons: there are more male entrepreneurs (Grossman et al, 2007), which 

by itself biases the entrepreneurs' networks, but this in turn also means that there are more men with 

experience, which is an important human resource. Grossman, Yli-Renko & Janakiraman (2010) 

states that both male and female entrepreneurs have predominantly male networks, which could be 

partially due to these two effects, but Grossman et al also denotes that "gender-based values, beliefs 

and communication patterns" (Grossman et al, 2010:9) may be factors, thus giving a multiplying 

effect in terms of homophily.  

 

Ethnicity is similarly very homophilous, Ruef et al (2003) demonstrates a 46 times higher 

propensity towards ethnic homophily, than would be encountered by pure chance, though oft cited, 

when adjusted for family relations this turns into 26 times higher than expected. One of the options 

for why this may be the case is that ethnic minorities, particularly in the US, are predisposed 

towards homophily due to geography and resulting network constraints. This is somewhat 
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addressed by Ruef et al, as there is a higher propensity towards isolation by a 1.2 factor compared to 

white Americans. Another option for why there is this homophily is unfortunately not explored, 

namely the higher likelihood of necessity-driven entrepreneurship in ethnic groups. 

 

In regards to achieved characteristics Ruef et al (2003) chose to deal only with the ascribed 

characteristics as homophilous, because the overlap between the resource view (in the form of 

“functional” in Ruef et als’ methodology) and achieved characteristics was too great. This is of 

course interesting as it implicitly states that there is a very direct link between achieved 

characteristics and human resources, and thus also between the two views on team formation. 

However Ruef et al (2003) did not find documentation for functional diversification, but instead 

found homophily, which is in direct contrast to what the resource view proposes and thus indicates 

that homophily is the reason these groups formed. There are however some problems with this 

conclusion, as the dataset Ruef et al employed, is based on an entrepreneurial distribution similar to 

the US entrepreneurial distribution as a whole. As this includes mundane startups, which are by far 

the most common, the data would be slanted towards the reasons for team formation in mundane 

companies. It should come as no surprise that homophily is a part of this, but that does not 

necessarily indicate that it is interpersonal attraction based. If you are a doctor starting a team-based 

general practice, an electrician looking for a partner, a hairdresser looking to start a hairdressing 

company etcetera, a resource-based team formation would result in homophily. Similarly the fact 

that their findings proposed an increase in functional homogeneity in larger groups, could simply be 

because larger groups typically deal with more specialized ideas, which leads to functional 

homogeneity. It is therefore surprising that Ruef et al (2003) concludes “founders of organizations 

appear more concerned with trust and familiarity, at this early stage, than with functional 

competence, leading to a ‘competence discount’ in founder recruitment” (Ruef et al, 2003: 217). 

This statement appears to be based on the notion that it is not occupational ecological constraints 

that is the reason for the homophily, as the startup entrepreneurs are more similar than their 

networks would suggest (Ruef et al, 2003:215). That argument however does not really counter the 

above critique, as their analysis is based on a random distribution, but not what the optimal mix in a 

given company would actually be. This critique is very important, as Ruef et als results are used as 

a basis for rejection of the resource view of team formation(Edmond, 2011:24-25). 
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Familiarity 

Familiarity is a very prominent feature of team formation, and has been linked to better 

coordination, fewer issues with members trying to conform to group norms, higher cohesiveness 

and reduction of uncertainty (Edmond, 2011). It essentially stipulates that people are more likely to 

have a further relationship with someone, with whom they have a prior relationship. It also 

stipulates that the propensity of organizations to crystalize (Larson & Starr, 1993) is based on tie 

strength. Granovetter defines the strength of tie as a "combination of the amount of time, the 

emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding [e.g. trust - my note]), and the reciprocal 

services which characterize the tie" (Granovetter, 1973:1361). Though tie strength is in actuality a 

sliding scale, and the conclusions derived in the literature is based on this implicitly, it is often 

operationalized as trichotomous, subdivided into strong ties, weak ties and strangers (Ruef et al, 

2003). This leads to some problems in the literature, as the terms are identical, but the 

operationalizations are not, we will keep this in mind in the discussion of familiarity research 

results. 

 

It has been documented that there is a difference in the usage of networks depending on which stage 

an entrepreneurial venture is in. Ruef et al (2003) showed a relationship between strong ties and 

group formation, in that the subjects of their research showed familial homophily. Interestingly this 

seems to conflict with Klyver & Hindle whom posit that in the discovery stage network usage is 

structurally diversive, implying low familiarity and tie strength, but seems in thread with Leung et 

al (2003), whom posit that strong ties are used from startup through growth stages. There are two 

things of note, Klyver & Hindle do posit that in the startup stage the network usage is structurally 

homogenous, which is in line with Leung (2003) whom simply do not look at the discovery stage, 

the second thing is that the operationalization of strong ties used by Leung (2003) and Ruef et al 

(2003) are quite different. Ruef et al defines strong ties as family ties, while friends are considered 

weak, while Leung uses a definition in line with Granovetter (1973). What the results indicate 

should further be disseminated by the type of companies discussed, as Smith (2007) demonstrates a 

difference between the usage of networks in high-tech, versus low-tech. In Smiths research high-

tech companies draw on human resources from a network with weaker ties, implying 

instrumentality, this is in line with Leung (2003), as they include business connections as 

potentially strong, thereby not excluding instrumentality as a selection mechanism. As Ruef et al 



39 |  P a g e

 

(2003) use a cross-section of American startups, it is unsurprising that they would find primarily 

familial network connections, as the typical startup is mundane (Davidsson, 2006:21, Davidsson & 

Gordon, 2009:28, Aldrich & Kenworthy, 1999), and thus do not have the same type of resource 

requirements as do innovative companies (Smith, 2007:136).  

 

The Forbes et al model of team formation 

The Forbes et al (2006) model of team formation, tries to answer the how of team formation, from a 

primarily interpersonal attraction view, but with a nod to the resource view (Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 

2010), similar to how the Kamm & Nurick also proposes interpersonal factors. Though Forbes et al 

do not go into the specifics of recruitment it seems likely that the differences between the two 

models on that point would be rather small. In this short overview we look at the Forbes et al 

identification and selection phase, and supplement with the results from Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010) 

and Smith (2007). These two are rather interesting combined as Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi looked at 

mundane ventures in the service industry, and Smith looked at high-tech ventures. 

 

Identification 

Identification is awareness of candidates, as such it draws on familiarity, and as such posits three 

ways this can happen, (i) direct contact e.g. the prospective team member and an existing team 

member know each other, (ii) through indirect networking which is through an intermediary, and 

(iii) through an impersonal search (Forbes et al, 2006). It is somewhat associated with tie strength, 

as direct contact is either strong or weak ties, and indirect networking and impersonal search is 

linked to strangers. Presumably the intermediary will in some cases have a mediating effect on the 

effects of strangeness, and impersonal search will tend to be resource based (Smith, 2007:105).
2
 

The end result of the identification phase is a consideration set. 

 

                                                 
2
 Forbes et al further notes that identification can be an active or an inactive process, but that seems 

to be included mostly as a side note, as it appears mostly relevant in the context of external 

demands. 
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In Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010) paper the identification phase, in line with results on homophily and 

familiarity in general, is primarily linked to interpersonal attraction. The initial identification was 

thus based on the existing founder(s) network, and the identification phase was short. Researching 

high-tech ventures Smith (2007:137) reached the opposite conclusion, the initial identification was 

largely based on skillset. Though Smith also had results that indicated the resource discount 

proposed by Ruef et al (2003), this was from necessity, not a consequence of interpersonal 

attraction as Ruef et al also proposed.  

 

Interestingly Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010) proposes that a part of the identification screening (a 

subprocess in Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridis’ model) is homophily in conative facets, specifically in regards 

to the team venturing objective. She specifies that values, beliefs and preferences, e.g. social capital, 

are used, as variables that should align – or be homophilous.  

 

Selection 

The selection process deals with how selection occurs, and the result is an amalgamation of 

homophily and familiarity (Forbes et al, 2006). Forbes et al suggests two models as group selection 

mechanisms, which implies that these are only relevant if the current team, is a team – e.g. that 

there are more than one person already in the organization. These proposed selection mechanisms 

will therefore not be described, but they deal with power struggles and organizational group mind 

(Wegner, 1987).  

 

Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010) links the selection phase to strategic goals, stating that “the lead 

entrepreneur will choose the PTM(s) who will optimize his utility according to Simon’s (1976) 

bounded rationality theory. I thus argue that at the evaluation stage, the strategic approach offers 

the best explicative fit” (Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 2010:11), leading to a satisficing results within the 

constraints of the network. In Smiths research almost no familiarity was found in high-tech ventures 

search for potential team members, as the choice set (as Smith has an intermediate screening stage 

added) was commonly comprised of a single person (Smith, 2007:139), however considering the 

research in interpersonal attraction, it seems likely that they would ceteris paribus choose between 
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qualified candidates based on interpersonal attraction. Two examples of this from Smith are: "20 

percent of the high technology teams were formed through previous friendships" (Smith, 2007:138) 

and "calling attention to the importance of values, the high technology entrepreneur also suggests 

values must be accompanied by a skill set" (Smith, 2007:133). The latter example implies that skill 

sets come first subsequently values, which are fairly interchangeable with interpersonal attraction. 

 

Recruitment 

Though Forbes et al (2006) propose this stage, they do not look into recruitment, however some 

valuable insights on this can be ascertained by looking at the research done by Smith (2007) and 

Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010). They both propose that from a lead entrepreneur perspective, the 

decision at this stage is reversed, where prior stages was from the lead entrepreneurs’ perspective, 

the recruitment or inducement stage is a matter of whether or not the prospective team member 

wants to join. Relative to Kamm & Nuricks’ model (1993), which has a focus on what the existing 

team can offer, Smith and Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi thus emphasize that acceptance of this offer is up to 

the prospective team member.  

 

Both Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010) and Smith (2007) propose that a major factor in whether a 

prospective team member will chose to accept, is entrepreneurial (self)identification. 

Entrepreneurial (self)identification is essentially whether a person feels like an entrepreneur (Smith, 

2007:114), regardless of actual entrepreneurial experience (Smith, 2007:149). Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi 

states that: “I argue that usually a lead entrepreneur looks for individuals who are (or could be) for 

various reasons open to entrepreneurship. Most PTMs the lead entrepreneur is aware of in the first 

place thus have a certain level of entrepreneurial identification” (Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 2010:11), 

thus implicitly making it a part of the homophilous identification screening mentioned under the 

identification subsection.  

 

Critique of the interpersonal attraction view in regards to idealess teams  

A big problem with the study of homophily as a primary explanatory factor of team formation, is 

that the potential functional effects of homophily in ascribed and achieved characteristics, are not 
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properly acknowledged. To the extent that they are, as is the case when Ruef et al (2003) considers 

the overlap between functional reasons and homophilic reasons for team formation, the homophily 

is used as an argument against functionality as part of the identification phase. Forbes et al 

(2006:228) offers an example of this dual explanation with Clarysse & Moray (2004): 

Clarysse and Moray (2004) posit that engineers hired other engineers to fulfill 

resource needs; however, homophily may also be a plausible explanation. 

The problems associated with this are clear, when heterogeneity has been linked to worse 

performance (Ensley & Hmieleski, 2005, Pimentel, 2010), and team exits (Hellerstedt, Aldrich & 

Wiklund, 2007). The argument proposed by Forbes et al also works in reverse, if we consider the 

possibility that Clarysse and Morays conclusion is correct, the fact that entrepreneurial teams tend 

towards functional homophily (Ruef et al, 2003), might be due to instrumental purposes.  

 

The Forbes et al (2006) model of team formation also has problems as it, like the Kamm & Nurick 

(1993) model, presupposes that there is a lead entrepreneur. As the only study as of date Ensley, 

Carland & Carland (2000) studied the existence of lead entrepreneurs and found that founder CEOs 

of companies with a 4-year sales growth rate of between 583% and 35625%, scored higher on 

entrepreneurial vision, and self-efficacy, than other people in the team. Besides the obvious problem 

with the selection bias, there is another problem: entrepreneurial vision and self-efficacy is not the 

defining characteristic of the lead entrepreneur in these models. Rather the implied definition of the 

lead entrepreneur is the initiator of the team, which is certainly a character that exists, but it cannot 

therefore be inferred that this character is ubiquitous. Rather the emergent entrepreneurial team 

explicitly does not have a lead entrepreneur (Harper, 2008:622-623), and as this is the team type 

this thesis concerns, we find that under the circumstances the model cannot initiate.  

 

Summary, analysis and findings of the literary review 

In regards to the idealess group, neither model is directly applicable, it is therefore necessary to 

have a look at what exactly separates the two, and see if some conclusions can be derived in regards 

to the idealess group formation. From the literary review, it appears that there are a number of axes 

that need to be brought in line, for us to be able to resolve this issue. There is a necessity – 
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improvement - opportunity axis (Bosma et al, 2008, Kelley et al, 2011), there is the axis between 

resource specificity and resource non-specificity (Kamm et al, 1990, Kamm & Nurick, 1993, Forbes 

et al, 2006), the axis between mimicking/mundane – innovative/high-tech (Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi, 

2010, Smith, 2007, Garcia & Calantone, 2002) and the axis between prior organization – new 

organization (which we will not deal with). Out of all these axes, it appears that there are two axes 

relevant as explanatory as they define the business, the first is the essential between the two models 

of team formation: the resource view is functionally oriented, whereas the interpersonal attraction 

view is based in basic human social needs. The second axis is between mimicking e.g. mundane, 

and innovative e.g. high-tech. 

 

Dealing with this issue, we start by removing some faulty reasoning in the literature. It is the 

position of this thesis that the rejection of the resource view based on Ruef et al (2003) is faulty, as 

it is pure conjecture based on the premonition from the resource view that a purely functionalistic 

process would invariably lead to heterogenous teams, as that would be “best”, but also 

acknowledged that: 

“most entrepreneurial teams consist of friends, relatives, and/or associates from 

former employers or educational institutions, indicating that they emerge from 

existing relationships, often without consideration of members' capabilities to 

successfully launch a new business” (Kamm et al, 1990:11) 

The premonition was therefore not a statement of how things are, but how they should be optimally 

speaking, considering the literature at that time. That the literature used to arrive at that conclusion 

(Kamm et al, 1990:11) was partly based on companies evaluated by venture capitalists (MacMillan, 

Siegel & Subbanarasimha, 1985, MacMillan, Zemann & Subbanarashimha, 1987), emphasize that 

the premonition was a bit premature. Instead let us consider that perhaps the homophily found by 

Ruef et al (2003) is functional, as it would appear to be in mundane companies considering the 

results by Pimentel (2010). This makes perfect sense, as there are essentially two different types of 

mundane companies, the type where you need an education or trade (lawyer, doctor, electrician, 

hairdresser) as a bar of entry, and the ones where you do not (shop keeping). We would expect a 

lawyer wanting to start a law firm with a partner, to initially identify only lawyers as potential 

partners, only subsequently looking at which one he/she likes the most. On the other hand if it does 
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not matter who stands behind the counter, we would expect an interpersonal attraction process, with 

only a subsequent nod to resources. This is in line with the two different views of team formation, 

as both models acknowledge that the other model has some validity, but if the primary selection 

mechanism is respectfully resource based and interpersonal attraction based, this validity must be 

second tier. As such the rule of the resource view must be that after the selection based on 

resources, ceteris paribus the selection is based on interpersonal attraction. Similarly the rule of the 

interpersonal view must be that after the selection based on interpersonal attraction has been made, 

ceteris paribus the selection is based on resources. It therefore seems safe to conclude that both 

models are right, but it depends on whether specific resources are needed or not.  

 

The above is also in thread with the findings of Smith (2007) and Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010) 

respectfully, indicating that this is a grounded conclusion. Their results however are also subdivided 

along another axis, mundane e.g. mimicking versus high-tech e.g. innovative, which is our second 

axis. By combining the two axes, it appears that there are four different startup types, presumably 

with their own respective team formation process. As this essentially resolve the friction between 

the two models of team formation, and simultaneously fleshes out the idealess teams’ position, a 

brief overview and description of each is offered. We start with a figure with a summary of the 

discussion below, including the relevant literature demonstrating the types, their existence and their 

team formation process. Included in these citations are the datasets used, to the benefit of the reader, 

for ease of reference and establishment of pattern. 
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The four team formations 

Figure 3: The Four Team Formations 

No. 1: Mundane, resource non-specific 

Essentially driven by interpersonal attraction, this is the exact type of business we would expect to 

find in the mundane service sector, which Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi (2010) used as a dataset. It is in this 

type we would find necessity-driven motivation, because special resources are not required, nor is a 

particular idea. We would also expect an amount of improvement-driven entrepreneurs, because 

some people consider the notion of entrepreneurship valuable in itself, but also because some 

people simply want to work with others. Kalnins & Chung (2006) in their study of the lodging 

industry found that ethnic minorities supported each other within the ethnicity, indicating ethnicity 

as an a priori criterion for support. Examples of this startup type could be a cleaning business, a 

kiosk, a motel and a retail shop. This type is also in complete line with PSED and GEM based data, 

as both primarily measure mundane startups, and find the homophily expected (Ruef et al, 2003). 

As no particular skillset nor necessarily any other resources are needed, the primary driver would be 

interpersonal attraction. 
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No 2: Mundane, resource specific 

This type appears to be overlooked in the literature; however the findings of Ruef et al (2003) 

indicate that they are quite common. As previously mentioned, this type of startup would lead to 

functional homophily, because the resources needed to be taken into consideration as a partner. We 

would for example not expect a doctor or accountant to start a general practice or accounting firm 

with someone who is not a doctor or accountant. The results from Edmond (2010) substantiate this 

company type, as her study of accountants found that the primary factor involved was trust (e.g. 

strong ties), with the implied premise that only qualified people e.g. accountants were considered. 

Because this type of startup is education- or experience-based, it would seem that although the 

education or experience works as a barrier, there are many people in an entrepreneurs’ network that 

qualify. Van Gelderen et al (2011) found that educational level reduced problems encountered, 

which would also seem in line with this type,  as it is essentially a beaten path, e.g. the potential 

problems have been solved before by others in a similar situation and can thus be anticipated and 

handled before they become actual problems. We would expect this type to be driven primarily by 

improvement, as the people are qualified for paid positions (often fairly well paid), though bad 

economic terms may result in some being driven by necessity. We speculate that there may be a 

fourth kind of motivation, as a lot of startups in this category type seem to be default startups, rather 

than being necessity, motivation or opportunity-driven. 

 

No 3: Innovative, resource specific 

This is the type that was described by Kamm & Nurick (1993), and a lot of the older material, it is 

also the type Smith (2007) dealt with. They are fairly rare, and thus do not make a substantial 

impact in the broad-based datasets like PSED or GEM. Relative to the type 2 startup these startups 

will, as the case was in Smiths data, often be reduced to a fairly low number of potential members, 

as the resource requirements are very specific. Their team formation process will therefore be very 

similar to a purely instrumental model, like Kamm & Nuricks’ (1993). As this type will start with 

an idea, they are essentially opportunity-motivated as a business, though the idea process from the 

lead entrepreneur may be improvement-driven.  
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No 4: Innovative, resource non-specific 

This type is the idealess team venture, as this type has not been researched, not much can be said 

with a basis in the literature. From the position in the matrix, we can surmise that the team 

formation is probably not resource based, but on the other hand our literary review revealed that the 

current interpersonal attraction view models are all based on a lead entrepreneur. We can also 

surmise that as the resources in type 1 are largely irrelevant, and they are very important in an 

innovative startup, resources must play a part, and so the model proposed by Ben-Hafaiedh-Dridi is 

not applicable, even if the two types share the attribute of resource non-specificity. As for 

motivation, this type must be primarily improvement-driven, as they do not have an idea, they 

cannot be opportunity-driven, nor is it likely, though possible, that they are necessity-driven, as that 

seems an unlikely scenario to try to be innovative. We would however expect that as an idea takes 

shape, they become opportunity-driven, or turn into type 1 startups. 

 

Identified elements of team formation in idealess ventures 

Based on the literature, and the position of the idealess team, this subsection is devoted to exploring 

the elements that must be present in the formation of the idealess team. 

 

Interpersonal attraction 

As the idealess team cannot be formed on the basis of resources, it must be started from the premise 

of interpersonal attraction. How exactly that works when there is not a lead entrepreneur, is then the 

prerogative. 

 

Resources 

Although the idealess team cannot per definition be formed on the basis of resources, as that 

requires a specified resource need, resources are very important in innovative startups and must 

therefore be a part of the process somehow. An evaluation of the combined resources of the 

potential team founders must similarly happen. 
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Idea-generation 

As the idealess team per definition does not have an idea, and because an idea is required before 

startup, at some point an idea must be generated. The basis of this idea-generation must be 

ascertained. 

 

Entrepreneurial intent 

Smith (2007:113-116) identified entrepreneurial identification as one of the defining characteristics 

of whether prospective team members wanted to join an entrepreneurial team. In Smiths dissertation 

the definition was defined by the prospective team members by ascertaining whether they 

themselves felt like entrepreneurs prior to being entrepreneurs (Smith, 2007:218). In Smiths data 

the lead entrepreneur was already an entrepreneur when the prospective member was approached, 

and it therefore seems likely that when an idealess team forms all team members would be affected 

by their entrepreneurial identity or lack thereof. As such it seems likely that Smiths results: that the 

prospective team members entrepreneurial identification was highly related to their propensity to 

join the entrepreneurial team, would be applicable to all team members in an idealess group. Gold, 

Falck & Heblich (2011:2) found that “[a prior study] show that entrepreneurial intentions expressed 

in adolescence strongly predict future actual entrepreneurship” and that socialization can affect 

entrepreneurial intentions. Though Smith notes some potential attributes of entrepreneurial identity, 

it is perhaps mostly the entrepreneurial intent that is interesting, which incidentally could be exactly 

what Smith measured, considering his questionnaire.  
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Methodology 

The methodology chapter deals with the methodology of the thesis in general, and the methodology 

of the interviews in particular. Considering the exploratory nature of this research, the initial part 

deals with different kinds of reasoning, and how they have been applied. Subsequently an overview 

of the methodology of the interviews is offered, as well as the particular problems with validity and 

ethics that are in this study. 

 

Reasoning 

In the abstract sense, there are three forms of reasoning, abduction, induction and deduction, 

respectfully dealing with the preconditions, the rule and the conclusion. Abduction is determining 

the precondition. Yu (1994) exemplifies this as the following steps: (i) the surprising phenomenon, 

X, is observed. (ii) Among hypotheses A, B, and C, A is capable of explaining X. (iii) Hence, there 

is a reason to pursue A. Induction means determining the rule. Yu (1994) exemplifies this as the 

following steps: (i) A1, A2, A3 ... A100 are B. (ii) A1, A2, A3 ... A100 are C. (iii) Therefore, B is 

C. Deduction means determining the conclusion. Yu exemplifies this as the following steps: (i) All 

As are Bs. (ii) C is B. (iii) Therefore, C is A. 

 

In the literary review we found that (i) the idealess groups exist, (ii) concluded that logically neither 

of the established theories could explain their formation and (iii) proposed that delineated the 

theories applicability would solve their conflict. Though the reader would be excused to think this 

abductive reasoning, which is potentially unsound, the conflict resolution was not to establish a 

theory that fit, nor is the proposition based on this new theory. Rather what happened was that the 

existence of the idealess group exposed an error in the premise in the deduction of the two theories 

of team formation, thus necessitating a closer look at how they, by their usage, apply. The 

delineation was derived from this as a proposition, which accounts for the differences between the 

idealess group and the two previously established groups, mundane, and high-tech companies. That 

the consequence of this is that a fourth group must also be present, and that data, research and 

common knowledge seem to match with the existence of this group, is merely happenstance. As 

such the theory that the conflict between team formation theories can be resolved by proper 
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delineation and that therefore the premises of their logic is faulty is essentially abductive in its 

reasoning. But the theory of team formation in the idealess group has not been formulated prior and 

is therefore not abductively reasoned.  

 

What we are left with is that there is currently no theory of how idealess groups form, and to make 

an indisputably sound theory of how they from, it is necessary to use deductive reasoning. Inductive 

logic is a bad fit, as it would require a large dataset which considering the problems there are in 

finding idealess groups, is not really possible.  

 

Research strategy 

In answering the question of how idealess teams are formed, we need to explore the members 

reasoning. As this is a subject that does not lend itself well to quantitative analysis, before some 

deductive reasoning have been applied to decipher what to measure, it is a given that this team 

formation type must be explored qualitatively. It is similarly a given, that the dynamics surround 

such a situation, is not really comparable with group formations that could be isolated and used in a 

research setting. This is because team formation with the prospect of creating a company is 

essentially comparable to a marriage (Kamm & Nurick, 1993:21). Therefore this thesis will analyze 

teams through exploratory qualitative interviews, in the form of semi-structured interviews, of 

teams in the process of forming companies.  

 

Semi-structured interviews  

Because this particular type of group formation has never been explored, it would be presumptive to 

assume that it would be possible to construct a structured interview, which would explore all 

elements and processes involved. Though some key elements have been found through the literary 

review, it is unlikely that the elements would capture the depth of the process. Therefore the thesis 

uses a semi-structured interview model, which opens the possibility of divergence from the script, 

and the wholly unexpected. The interview questions are based on the literary review and the four 

identified areas, with some open ended questions to enable divergence.  
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So as to not incriminate the data, the questions used unloaded and common language. Though the 

technical terms would have been more precise, it would also create the need to describe what it 

meant, which defeats the purpose in a communication context. 

 

Selection of interview subjects 

Because the teams are very hard to identify, before they become companies, the subjects used were 

all within my indirect network. To avoid any direct social influence, no direct network members 

were used. A potential problem in this regard is that my indirect network is primarily composed of 

Danes, though one of the subjects lives abroad and partnered with a non-Dane, there is certainly 

reason to suspect a potential cultural bias. To isolate such an effect, only one team member per team 

was approached, all of these were Danes.  

 

Questions concerning whether they aimed at innovation, teams that started with an idea, how far 

along in the startup process they were, were answered in advance, in the course of finding groups 

that fitted the criteria. If any of the teams approached had been family-based or comprised of 

romantically involved members, they would also have been removed, that however was not the 

case. Because these questions were a part of the selection process, questions of this nature were not 

a part of the interviews. 

 

Three teams were approached and accepted to participate. 

 

Compiling the interview material 

The interviews lasted about 30 minutes each, and notes were taken during the interview process. 

The interviews were not subsequently transcribed, as it felt like it was against the spirit of the 

guarantees granted the interview subjects.  
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The recordings were preserved during the analysis in two copies, one where they were full length, 

and one it had been cut up in the individual subject areas. This was to increase the speed with which 

quotes could be found, but also because it made it possible to analyze the individual fields as an 

amalgamation of the groups. 

 

Afterwards the interviews were listened through, and a pattern emerged, a model was developed. 

This model was shown to the teams for verification. 

 

Analyzing Qualitative data 

The answers from each team was analyzed both as the full length interview, where the particulars of 

each time was analyzed and written down, but also as an amalgamation within categories. The 

amalgamation made it easier to find commonalities between the groups, within each subtopic. 

 

Validity 

As an exploratory process, the results are not meant to be generalizable, but rather the intention was 

to build a preliminary model as a foundation from which other researchers could proceed. However 

as there are quite a bit of potential validity issues, this section is dedicated to revealing them, noting 

how large or small of an issue they are, and saying how they were sought reduced. 

 

Because the respondents chosen were in the interviewers network, the validity of the findings are 

somewhat suspect. Though direct links were removed, and as such the respondents are all second 

tier, it could still be said that the results are not representable, such a critique is true to an extent. 

Particularly due to the findings (Gold et al, 2011) that indicate that the entrepreneurial identity is 

viral acquired trait. However none of the teams know each other, and as such are three degree 

separated.  
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Another potential problem with the selection method, is that they may feel that the interviewer is 

not entirely neutral socially, and as such would not divulge socially incriminating information. 

Though as a part of the interview they were instructed that the interview was 100% confidential, 

this critique still stands. However as the questions were not particularly incriminating, it is perhaps 

mostly the volunteering of information that would be a problem. No such self-censoring was 

noticed, but it is nevertheless a possibility. 

 

There is also the matter of potential cultural bias. The subjects are all Danes, which on the one hand 

is a positive, as it removes potential cultural influence on the process making it more uniform 

between groups, it also means that the data is essentially only valid for Danes. However, as there is 

no prior research of this team type, it is relatively unimportant, as the goal of this exploratory paper 

is to show that the process is different from the two established models. 

 

After the interviews and the analysis were done, the interviewees were emailed a copy of the model 

of the team formation process, with the instructions to show it to their partner(s), to confirm the 

findings. This acknowledgement was given. Though their acknowledgement of the correctness of 

the model, does not necessarily indicate that it is correct, it does not disprove it either, which a 

rejection would have. 

 

As only one subject in each team was chosen the results could, from a constructionist view, be 

considered invalid. Though choosing only one member per team is problematic, and could have 

been done differently, the similarity between the teams, and the acknowledgement of the other team 

member(s) of the validity of the model, makes it highly unlikely that the results were tainted. It 

could also be argued that as this thesis is exploratory, the demonstration of a different team 

formation process than the in the literature described, makes the results significant whether or not 

they are slanted. It is however a valid methodological critique, regardless of the results. 
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Ethical Considerations 

Because the teams in the selection are all trying to start something potentially innovative, there are 

some very specific ethical considerations. The problem is that a thesis counts as prior art, 

effectively preempting the possibility of being granted a patent, a similar problem is that it increases 

the possibility of somebody else stealing the idea. Because of this, and because it was important to 

establish an atmosphere of trust, the interviews were recorded, used and then deleted. They were 

also given a verbal guarantee that nothing would not say or write about their idea without their 

consent (and now it is in writing). The direct quotes and notes taken during the interviews are the 

only thing remaining of the actual interviews, and have all been cleared by the interviewees. 

 

Besides the above some standard issues of informed consent, harm protection, privacy, autonomy 

and honesty were taken (Daymon, 2002:69-88). Informed consent was given prior to the interview, 

when the appointment was made, and again in the introduction of the interview. Harm protection 

was through the above cloak-and-dagger approach, but also more personal in regards to the 

interviewees partners. Privacy was guaranteed by removing any identifiable characteristics and 

using fake monikers in the text. Autonomy was guaranteed by a subsequent debriefing, and the 

interviewees acknowledgement of the accuracy of the segment about them. Honesty, due to the 

measures taken to insure harm protection to interviewees, is a potential problem. The extensive 

sourcing in the literary review, and the fact that this assignment is not meant to be anything but 

exploratory, does not however make dishonesty very likely. 
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Team A 

Team A is comprised of three partners, whom have yet to get their idea to market. They are all 

students, and are all Danish. Their idea is an information product. The interviewee will be referred 

to as partner 1, the other partners will be referred to as partner 2 and partner 3.  

 

The first part of the analysis of Team A is a timeline, which should give us some idea of how the 

formation took place. Subsequently we look at the four areas identified in the literary review, and 

how they fit into the team formation. Finally we take a look at some of the derived processes. 

 

Timeline 

The three partners know each other from highschool, and are described by partner 1 as “very close” 

and “best” friends prior to any entrepreneurial activity. 

 

Initially partner 2 and partner 3 were looking to start something, they however did not have an idea, 

and partner 1 describes their activities as “unrealistic”. They continually tried to get him involved as 

a 3
rd

 partner, but due to the lack of realism, he continually declined. This changed when partner 2 

got him to attend a seminar on entrepreneurship, at this seminar his perception of the risk involved 

changed, as the speaker emphasized that there were some tools available that could reduce the 

financial risk. Probing partner 1, his reason for attending was mainly due to the friendship between 

him and the others. 

 

Partner 1 then also started thinking about what the group could do together, and “a few days” after 

the seminar, an initial was formed. Partner 1 does not remember exactly how it happened, but 

believes it was in idea discussion with partner 2, that partner 1 proposed the idea. Interestingly he 

proposes that it was largely based on what the group had, in terms of combined resources. 

Specifically partner 1 says that they made a list of what they perceived as their mutual abilities. In 

discussing what these abilities were, partner 1 emphasized that the respective educational 

backgrounds of the partners were all applicable and added that the entrepreneurial courses partner 2 
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had taken, was a major factor. Questioned on whether partners were needed, partner 1 emphasized 

that the idea was not possible for either of the partners to do alone, both because of the educational 

resources required, but also because of the burden of entrepreneurial solo-activity. 

 

Subsequently to this initial idea formation, they started adding features to the product. Partner 1 

feels somewhat “ambivalent” about this process, as he states that the added requirements of these 

features, removed a lot of the realism and added risk, which he is not comfortable with. It also 

resulted in the resource requirements moving beyond the capabilities of particularly partner 3, 

whose skill level partner 1 says is inadequate relative to the skill level required. On the other hand 

partner 1 says that, although the first idea was within their capabilities, it would not make a lot of 

money, and then “why do it at all”.  

 

At this point, the project is in hiatus, both due to the added requirements, the increased risk if they 

cannot supply the resources internally, but also because of time constraints related to other 

activities.  

 

Interpersonal attraction 

The team started out as a simple group of friends, essentially bound by strong ties. Partner 2 and 

partner 3 were already essentially an idealess team before partner 1 joined. What initially prompted 

partner 2 and 3 to start looking for ideas is not clear from the interview, but what is clear is that they 

wanted partner 1 to be a part of this team. By making partner 1 attend the seminar, they managed to 

convert him from a strong tie, into a business partner. Importantly it seems that the feasibility of 

becoming an entrepreneur changed for partner 1, from infeasible to feasible, which is further 

explored under “Entrepreneurial identity”. 

 

Partner 1 had not considered starting a startup with anybody other than partner 2 and partner 3. The 

stated reason for this was that they are the “most competent”, and “the most interested in starting 

something up”. Later in the interview when asked what he felt partner 2 and partner 3 added, he also 
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emphasized “we knew [sic] each other and we trust each other”, making it evident that the strong 

tie between partners was very important as a part of starting a business together.  

 

Entrepreneurial identity  

What is interesting in this group in regards to entrepreneurial identity, is that partner 2 and 3 

managed to spread the identity to partner 1. Where partner 1 was not attracted to the idea of 

entrepreneurship, the seminar he attended made him reconsider. It seems that, for partner 1, the 

reduced risk perception made him a budding entrepreneur. Where partner 2 and 3 already knew that 

they would start something together, and had tried to induce the same in partner 1, they did not 

succeed until partner 1 possessed an entrepreneurial identity. This is in line with prior results 

indicating that entrepreneurial identity can spread (Gold et al, 2011), but it also tells us, that it is 

probably a requirement for the implied idealess team to spontaneously arise from the basis of a 

group of friends.  

 

Resources 

Asked if he had considered, prior to having the idea, what the other partners could add, partner 1 

affirmatively said: "yeah probably, their educational background is more related to 

entrepreneurship (..) so he had some entrepreneur courses, some startup courses and stuff like that 

(..) so I shouldn't be as creative, as they are" asked if there was anything else he felt they added, 

partner 1 said: "lifting the task (..) making it possible, and that we are good friends. (..) we knew 

each other and we trust each other". It seems that partner 1 did not consider their educations on 

their own merit, but rather broad-based entrepreneurial skill, which is perhaps unsurprising, 

considering his stated risk-aversion.  As opposed to the resource view of team formation, it did not 

seem to be the specific resources, but rather his friendship and the level of trust that was the most 

important. This was also emphasized as a part of the follow-up, where partner 1 said: ”I have also 

read about that in other contexts, whether you are able to fire people. And if you need them, or if 

you just like to hang out with them. And you can kinda say that it is a sought, in this team, that he 

cannot program all the things we need, if he could he would fill a large gap and we could save a lot 
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of money” (Partner 1, translated from Danish
3
). Which emphasizes the point, that partner 1 

considers the current idea outside of their resource capabilities, but also keeps partner 3 on. 

 

Idea-generation 

Partner 1 stated that the initial idea was made during a discussion between him and partner 2, as 

such it was meant for that specific team. Partner 1 says that prior to this discussion, but after the 

seminar which prompted a proto-idea
4
, they explicitly wrote down their capabilities e.g. human 

resources, and only subsequently figured out what their initial final idea was. The way he explains it 

was that they could not figure out how to make money from the proto-idea, and only when they had 

written down their capabilities and thought about an idea explicitly, did they figure out exactly what 

the idea was. The most important observation here is that, although partner 1 uttered an idea first, 

they were all at that time thinking about ideas that would fit the capabilities of the team.  

 

Partner 1 at one point states that there was only one idea after the proto-idea, but he later stated that 

the idea changed. Essentially the idea evolved from a relatively simple idea, into a much more 

complex idea, through the adding of features. Though the team did not reject any ideas, they did 

reject adding some features that were out of their capabilities, but did add some that resulted in their 

resource capabilities being insufficient. What is interesting is that although the initial resource fit 

“just seemed right”, probed in the follow-up he said that they considered the capabilities of each 

other, and tried to make the features fit the resources, so the project was fair. The reason that some 

features were added that were beyond the resources of the team, was due to a mismatch between 

what they though partner 3 was capable of, and what he actually was, but also due to the allure of 

making more money.  

 

                                                 
3
 “Det har jeg også læst om I andre sammenhænge, om man er istand til at vælge folk fra. Og om man har brug for 

dem, eller om man bare gerne vil være sammen med dem. Og man kan ligesom nok sige at det er lidt søgt, i det her 

team, at han ikke kan programmere alt det som vi skal have, hvis han kunne det ville han udfylde et kæmpe hul og vi 

ville spare en masse penge” (Partner 1 untranslated) 
4
 “very rough” is an editorialization, he just refers to it as idea, but knowing what it was, it was not really an idea. By 

analogy it was more like deciding to sell things through the internet, than decided what to sell.  
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Combining resources 

Partner 1 stated that they explicitly wrote down what they felt they each could supply. In this case, 

it was mostly in the form of educational e.g. human, resources. It would seem that by writing down 

the resources, they tried to establish the fundamental requirement of partner 1, that the idea must be 

“realistic”. The implication of talking in terms of realism is that the resources thus served as a 

restraint on the possible ideas. This seems is also substantiated by the fact that the current status of 

the startup is hiatus, based on the fact that they no longer possess the required resources, after the 

modification of the idea, to a more feature rich product. 

 

Resource-fitting 

It is interesting that partner 1 said that the resources were a match with the idea, stating that this 

resource fit “just felt good and natural”. Though possible, it seems highly unlikely that this is by 

accident and therefore suggests that a process resulting in such a fit is a part of the formation 

process. By looking at the arguments proposed by partner 1, he states that he did not want to do just 

anything, but something within his field of expertise. If this is generalized to all partners, the 

resulting idea would invariably be a resource-fitting. This is in line with prior results from 

Gemmell, Boland & Kolb (2011) whom found that (technology) entrepreneurs “generate many 

ideas in a variety of domains; however, they almost exclusively pursue ideas within their core 

domain” (Gemmell et al, 2011:9). Considering the definition of an entrepreneurial team proposed 

by Harper (2008:614), which states that the common goal of the team “can only be achieved by 

appropriate combinations of individual entrepreneurial actions”, and combining Gemmell et al 

with this definition, the result is that an idea must be within all entrepreneurs in a teams’ fields of 

expertise and must be needed.  
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Team B 

Team B is composed of two partners, whom have yet to get their idea to market. They are both 

students, and both Danish. Their idea is a physical product. The interviewee will be referred to as 

partner 1 the other partner will be referred to as partner 2. 

 

The first part of the analysis of Team B is a timeline, which should give us some idea of how the 

formation took place. Subsequently we look at the four areas identified in the literary review, and 

how they fit into the team formation. Finally we take a look at some of the derived processes. 

 

Timeline 

The team "started out as a student buddy thing, which turned into a friendship, which turned into a 

business", as such the partners started the startup with a strong tie, and subsequently became 

partners. The partners had discussed teaming up “a bit, but it was also implied", the idea came after 

this process, as partner 1 says that after about a year as student buddies, he was already thinking 

about partner 2 as a potential entrepreneurial partner. Partner 1 says that he always wanted to 

become an entrepreneur, as it runs in his family, but did not want to start a business alone. 

 

Partner 1 says that they had previously thought about some ideas, but that due to "realism, financial 

and timing", they had been rejected. The idea process for the idea that the team chose to pursue, 

started as a school assignment. The partners tried to make the project as realistic as possible, and 

therefore decided to think about what they could actually do. With a basis in the work background 

of partner 1 and a specific skillset of partner 2, the initial idea was formed. In this context partner 1 

said "in this course, we (..) decided to combine our skills", saying directly that consideration of the 

combined skills were taken. 

 

After this initial idea was formed, they added features based on partner 2’s skillset, the work 

experience of partner 1 was at that time, already a large part of the core product.  
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Interpersonal attraction 

The team started as a friendship, and had already considered starting something prior to the specific idea. 

Although partner 1 says he had started a small business prior “for fun”, the team with partner 2 was his first 

attempt at a serious business.  

 

Partner 1 did not consider any other partners for the specific idea, but he had earlier talked about 

starting something with his brother. His brother has a steady and well-paying job, but partner 1 

never had any ideas where it would make sense to team up with his brother. In regards to the idea 

he and partner 2 pursued, he did consider taken in his brother as a partner, but decided against it. 

His brother does not have any applicable skills or experience, and would therefore only be 

supplying financial resources. In the end he and partner 2 decided against it, as they felt the extra 

financial resources were not needed. Similarly no other partners were included, as the partners felt it 

would “split the cake”. 

 

Entrepreneurial identity  

Asked about how long he had thought about becoming an entrepreneur, partner 1 stated that: "it is a 

thing that runs in the family. I have always wanted to be an entrepreneur". Regarding whether they 

had discussed making something together partner 1 stated “a bit, but it was also implied". Partner 1 

subsequently said that because they complimented each other so well in school assignments, he felt 

that it was both a logical choice, but also instinctual, in the sense that it just happened. The 

conflicting word choice, seems to be based on partner 1 thinking that he and partner 2 complement 

each other well, which is what makes it logical, whereas the process of going from a friendship to 

wanting to start something, was more instinctual.  

 

Resources 

Partner 1 states he and partner 2 had constructed the idea based upon realism, which when probed 

he said meant that the idea was based on his work experience and combined with the skillset from 

partner 2. Partner 1 feels he adds “reality sense” and has a lot of “experience within the industry” in 

which the product is situated. Partner 1 felt that partner 2 could “go outside the box”, to supplement 
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his industry expertise. "when I said before that I was more in touch with reality or whatnot, it’s not 

as for say cause his [perspective] is just a different view, because he is not in the industry".  

 

Partner 1 answered affirmatively that he felt they had the resources needed for the startup, and 

emphasized that both partners resources were needed, although it seems that "maybe on the paper it 

doesn't look like [a partner] was needed, but in reality it really was, cause just the time and effort, 

it’s not a one man job" but partner 1 then continues “plus the mindset of my partner is also very 

needed to make this business grow, because a lot of the ideas [for product features] comes from his 

kind of warped mind". Partner 1 emphasized the work relationship over the skills, stating "skills was 

important, but again the fact that we could actually function as well as a team as we did while 

studying also proved to me that we could actually do it in real life". In essence it seems that the 

skillset of partner 1 is needed in the startup phase, whereas the actual monetization is built on the 

skillset of partner 2. When inquired as to why he had chosen to have a partner at all, partner 1 said:  

First of all it is a lot of work, second of all we came up with the idea together, which 

from a fairness point of view of course also has to be taken into consideration and 

third of all, I like the dynamics of the team. So I like the dynamics of actually being 

able to bounce ideas and I like to not have the sole responsibility so if something 

happens you are not standing alone. You always having someone who can back you 

up and you always have the spouse or the ehh... partner who can help you if shit 

happens and you can bounce ideas off. Plus the mindset of my partner is also very 

needed to make this business grow, because a lot of the ideas comes from his kind of 

warped mind. 

Like has been seen in the prior literature, it seems that the Freudian spouse/partner comment implies 

that the relationship is very much like a marriage. The comment on fairness is also interesting, as it 

is potentially a rather important consideration in teams like Team B.  
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Idea-generation 

The idea-generation happened in a school course, where the partners “combined [their] skills” and 

looked at what could realistically be made. Speaking of this school assignment partner 1 says: 

It was fun to write and that was one of the things. But still it sort off had a realistic 

goal, so when the assignment was done we saw (..) what [sic] the product was there. 

Basically there we realized that it could work in reality and it was something that was 

not already there. 

Partner 1 subsequently emphasizes the importance of the friendship and their previous notion of 

starting something together, as a factor: "in our case we tried to keep it as realistic as possible, 

again because probably we were friends and we had the idea that we someday could do something, 

so let’s try to make something that could work in reality". Questioned as to whether ideas were 

rejected due to the possibility that one partner could do it alone, partner 1 replied: "well of c.. we 

always consider, this is not to sound egocentric, but of course we always, its I think it is human 

nature, you always consider if you're.. well.. if he is needed, if you are needed. You don't want to be 

in a company where you don't know what your function is and you also don't want to carry someone 

along who doesn't have a function, so you always have to consider that. But in our case, I don't 

think we have discarged [sic] any products due to that." In this regard partner 1 states the 

importance of both partners being needed, they would not have pursued an idea where that 

requirement was not fulfilled. This was also substantiated in follow-up.  

 

Combining resources 

Like Team A Team B looked at realistic ideas within the frame of their combined resources. As 

partner 1 feels that they do currently possess the resources to get the product to market, it seems that 

this requirement has been fulfilled. It seems that the realism mentioned from partner 1 is largely 

based on this requirement, were partner 1 says: "we have talked about several different business 

ideas, which didn't work, well... maybe not yet, but they could work in the future, we are not locking 

ourselves into only having one business forever. This could be a starting point for more things, and 

we do have book of ideas we could always pick up", and when asked to elaborate on what he meant 

by “didn’t work”, partner 1 said "realism, financial and timing". 
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Resource-fitting 

Team B also commenced in resource-fitting activities, where an evaluation of the resources 

combined as a maximum was not a sufficient requirement, but a secondary requirement of both 

partners resources being needed was also important. Though partner 1 does not feel that any ideas 

were rejected on the basis of this requirement, he also states that the resources fit. Like Team A it 

seems unlikely that such a fit happened by accident, and when looking at the resources used from 

each partner, it seems that the idea is based on the resources partner 1 possesses as work experience, 

and the skillset of partner 2, which was acquired prior to the startup. This is substantiated when 

partner 1 was asked what he felt partner 2 added: 

He stops me in some ways, and starts me in others (..) he can actually go in and say, 

why don't we do this, and I can say, but that seems completely out of focus with what 

is actually going on. (..) Besides that he also has (..) skills he has acquired (..) before I 

met him. 

Implying that he feels that the skillset is required, although more so in the context of making money 

on features, “plus the mindset of my partner is also very needed to make this business grow, 

because a lot of the ideas comes from his kind of warped mind” 
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Team C 

Team C is composed of two partners, whom have yet to get their idea to market. They are both 

white-collar professionals, and partner 1 is Danish. Their idea is an information product. The 

interviewee will be referred to as partner 1 the other partner will be referred to as partner 2. In the 

initial idea formation, another partner was involved, but he did not proceed to become involved 

afterwards. 

 

The first part of the analysis of Team C is a timeline, which should give us some idea of how the 

formation took place. Subsequently we look at the four areas identified in the literary review, and 

how they fit into the team formation. Finally we take a look at some of the derived processes. 

 

Timeline 

The initial partnership was formed as work group between class mates, and the partners started the 

initial idea-generation process as a part of an MBA class in entrepreneurship. In this class the 

partners made a project, which was to create a business plan. Prior to settling on the idea that they 

currently pursue the rejected other ideas based on “commercial viability and business model 

viability”, however in considering the idea they settled on, partner 1 said that the considered 

“competition, business model options, skills required and timeliness”. At the end of the course two 

of the partners started to work on the idea as a serious attempt at a startup, after they found out 

some business angels might be interested. Partner 1 describes partner 2 as “trusted” and further 

emphasized that “he is a very nice guy that I knew I could work well with”. Partner 3 did not join, 

but instead “opted for a full time job”. 

 

After the course and the business angels showed interest, they considered whether to start a business 

based on the idea for months “We were much in doubt due to the high risk involved. We discussed it 

extensively and only took a decision to do it after months of debate and thinking”. Though they 

discussed this for a long while, explicitly considering pros and cons “at the end of the day, it came 

down to the gut feeling whether this felt right or not”. 
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Though the partners initially thought that they possessed the resources necessary to start up the 

business, they “realized later we did not have the capital nor the required skills to get it to fly as 

soon as we expected”. They have subsequently tried to find external financing, but were “eventually 

unsuccessful in raising capital”. 

 

Interpersonal attraction 

The two partners knew each other from their MBA class, and partner 1 said of partner 2 that “he 

was a trusted class mate”, emphasizing that trust was an important parameter, when asked if he 

would start a business with a stranger he stated that he would not, as “I trust people I know more”, 

indicating that it was the familiarity that started the trust. Partner 1 also stated of partner 2 that “he 

is a very nice guy” essentially indicating both like, familiarity and trust as the attributes that made 

him want to start a business with partner 2. 

 

Entrepreneurial identity  

Partner 1 says that he had wanted to start a company for a long time prior “I have always wanted to 

have my own company after spending a number of years in the corporate world”. In the discussions 

regarding whether do the startup or not, between partner 1 and partner 2, they took a very explicit 

discussion. In regards to this partner 1 says that “we were much in doubt due to the high risk 

involved. We discussed it extensively and only took a decision to do it after months of debate and 

thinking” and that “pro/con excel models were developed but at the end of the day, it came down to 

the gut feeling whether this felt right or not”. As such the discussions came to a conclusion, based 

on it feeling “right”. Partner 1 elaborated that “I realized that I would regret it later in life if I did 

not give it a crack”. 

 

Interestingly there was a third partner in the MBA group, whom did not participate in the startup but 

instead “opted for a full time job”. Implicitly this third partner did not want to pursue a career as an 

entrepreneur, as he did not pursue another entrepreneurial possibility, but chose a job instead. 

 



67 |  P a g e

 

Resources 

Prior to the startup attempt partner 1 did not feel equipped to start a business alone “because I don’t 

have all the skills to start up a business myself.” As such partner 1 felt he needed a partner, 

particularly emphasizing that although he has “a certain skillset - business development and 

commercial” he also had “limited technical and project management skills”. In the process of 

discussing the idea, partner 1 stated that the partners “openly evaluated our strengths and 

weaknesses” and affirmatively replied to the question of whether he had considered his partners 

skills or experience, prior to the startup. 

 

When the partners first made a serious attempt at doing the startup, partner 1 stated that they 

“initially thought [that they possessed the required resources] but realized later we did not have the 

capital nor the required skills to get it to fly as soon as we expected”. Interestingly when describing 

what his partner adds to the business, he replied “technical skills, development skills, a very fast 

learner, project management skills, hard worker” (my emphasis), where the bolded are exactly 

what he stated that he lacked.  

 

Idea-generation 

The idea-generation process for Team C started as a school assignment, in which they were required 

to make a business plan. The initially considered “a number of other ideas” but these were rejected, 

although partner 1 initially states that no ideas were rejected due to impossibility, and that these 

other ideas were rejected on grounds of “commercial viability and business model viability” he also 

says that the considerations discussed in regards to the idea that they chose were “Competition, 

business model options, skills required and timeliness”. It stands to reason that although no ideas 

were rejected due to impossibility, it was simply because they did not make it that far, but were shot 

down prior. This is also substantiated by the fact that when the team considered making a startup of 

the idea partner 1 says that they “were much in doubt due to the high risk involved” 

 

Partner 1 also said that in regards to whether they considered their resources prior to the startup that 

“yes, definitely. We openly evaluated our strengths and weaknesses”. Considering that they 



68 |  P a g e

 

considered their skills and the skills required, and that they felt that they had the resources needed 

for startup, it can be said that they based their choice of idea on these skills. 

 

Combining resources 

Like Team A and Team B, Team C also combined their resources, and evaluated the idea based 

upon this combination. As was shown prior partner 1 considers partner 2 a perfect complement to 

his own skill and experience, essentially having the exact skills and experience that partner 1 felt 

that he needed from a partner. Which was quite fortunate, as it turns out that this combination of 

resources was exactly what the team thought was needed for the company. 

 

Resource-fitting 

Though partner 1 never explicitly stated that they commenced in resource-fitting activities, based 

upon the resource match in seems highly unlikely that it was not the case. This is also the same 

pattern shown by both Team A and Team B, where the idea that the partners choose to pursue, 

appears to match their capabilities, so that all partners are used. Like Team A, Team C has run into 

the problem of a subsequent lack of resources, which may very well be a part of the resource-fitting 

process. Essentially by making sure that everybody’s capabilities are used more or less fully, they 

also create a requirement for more resources in some fields that they do not have resources in. As it 

stands partner 1 says that the resources required are “money, relationships to drive B2B 

relationships. Understanding and experience of online marketing”. Besides the specific resources 

Team C, like Team A emphasize money, which is really more of a placeholder than a resource.  
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Summary, discussion and findings of the empirical evidence 

In this subchapter the findings in the empirical evidence is summarized, and a discussion of what 

can be surmised and concluded follows. Finally a model is proposed and the specifics of this model 

are explained. 

 

Social group start 

Essentially starting with a basis of interpersonal attraction, the teams are all based on prior 

friendship e.g. strong ties. Through a helix their entrepreneurial intent is gauged, refined and 

eventually built into an implicit team start. Based on the results of Gold et al (2011) it is not a 

necessity that all partners possess entrepreneurial identity when the social group is starting, as the 

intent can spread from person to person. However entrepreneurial identity is a prerequisite for the 

social group, to transform into an idealess team venture. This is shown very clearly in Team A, 

where partner 1 did not possess an entrepreneurial identity at the onset, but got very excited about 

prospect of starting something, after a seminar reduced the perceived risk. His attendance at the 

seminar was explicitly due to partner 2 suggesting it, which interestingly could be considered a 

form of recruiting, as it made the process creating partner 1’s entrepreneurial identity both explicit 

and instantaneous. 

 

The social group start should not be confused with the interpersonal attraction view of team 

formation, the social group is a prerequisite for team formation, but it is not an idealess team in 

itself. Where the implication of the interpersonal attraction view is that people look for other people 

to help in a startup, and prefer people they like, the social group start simply means that the group 

has to have formed strong ties prior to forming a team. In other words the group is simply a 

friendship and not instrumental; as it is a prerequisite for team formation, the group and team 

correlates, but there is not a causal relationship between the team and the group. People can be in a 

strong tie social group without starting an emergent entrepreneurial team based business, but they 

cannot start an emergent entrepreneurial team without having a strong tie social group. 
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Two-tiered resource fitting 

As idealess the team starts to create ideas based upon the combined resources, which serves as a 

resource constraint (Haynie, Shepherd & McMullen, 2009). In other words, the team implicitly or 

explicitly rejects ideas that they do not think are feasible within their combined resources, which 

ties in with the findings of Gemmell, Boland & Kolb (2011), whose findings included a primary 

entrepreneurial partner and the rejection of ideas based on resources. Their methodology was 

unfortunately based upon singular entrepreneurs, and so would not and did not find this two-tiered 

approach. Although partner 1 in Team A said that they had not rejected any ideas, this was in 

regards to the ideas offered when they were in the process of finding an idea, prior to that he said he 

found the ideas suggested by partner 2 and partner 3, were “unrealistic”. Similarly partner 1 in 

Team B said that they had shelved prior ideas as they lacked “realism”. Finally Team C said that 

the idea that they chose was based among other things on “skills required”. The data does not show 

it, but we suspect that if the team think it is a really good idea, but lack the resources, they may try 

to acquire the resources by adding members (essentially following the Kamm & Nurick model), 

boot-strapping or if possible patent and sell the idea. It seems that is exactly the process that Team 

A is in, as the project is currently in hiatus due to lack of financial resources, but this lack of 

resources is due to Team A adding features to make a better product. When partner 1 Team A was 

presented with the model, he explicitly said that it did not encompass this aspect, but changed his 

mind when he was told that there was a link to Kamm & Nurick model, which did capture this 

aspect. Team C was in a similar position, where they found that they lacked the resources to 

proceed with the startup in a timely fashion. Therefore, although the data does not and could not 

capture the link, it seems that exploring it would be a prudent avenue of future research. 

 

After an idea has been created, which are within the limits of the combined resources, the team 

members respectfully make another resource evaluation. This evaluation is based on the rationality 

of pursuing the idea as a team, and is essentially the requirement of entrepreneurial teams, as stated 

by Harper (2008:614): “We define an entrepreneurial team as a group of entrepreneurs with a 

common goal that can only be achieved by appropriate combinations of individual entrepreneurial 

actions”. Essentially an idea for the team is rejected if the team members are not all needed, though 

we suspect that the idea may be used by the individual entrepreneur in another context, it will not be 

used within the confines of that specific team. Presumably this is where the fairness mentioned by 
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both Team A and Team B comes in, the implication of which is that not only are all team members 

needed, but there also has to be a fairly equal distribution of the resources drawn from each 

member. In this regard partner 1 Team B stated that: 

you don't want to be in a company where you don't know what your function is and 

you also don't want to carry someone along who doesn't have a function, so you 

always have to consider that. 

Which clearly indicate this pattern. Team C did not explicitly touch on this, but partner 1 considered 

partner 2 a perfect match to what he himself lacked, which implies that their combination fits. 

 

As the teams’ two-tiered resource-fitting idea-generation process results in a resource fit, it may 

explain why this team type has not been researched earlier. If you ask them if they had strong ties 

prior to the company start, they will answer in the affirmative, thus confirming a researcher 

speculating that they are formed through interpersonal attraction. It is true that the group is formed 

that way, but it does not become a team with an idea without the individual resources becoming 

critical. Which is why a question path like the following from Smith (2007:208) is similarly 

inappropriate: 

2.7 [Venture: Resources] Again, thinking back to the start-up, what were some of the 

most critical resources needed to pursue this venture? 

2.8 [Venture: Resources: Technology / Scarcity]: Related to these critical resources, 

how would you describe: a.) the level of technology of these resources and b.) the 

scarcity of the resources? 

2.8.1 Were there any critical resources you needed that you didn’t personal have 

access to? (Probes: specific skills, knowledge, financial capital, etc.) 

As the idea is not accepted until it fits the resources under the two-tiered resource evaluation, the 

resources of the team members are per definition critical. If they were not, the idea would have been 

rejected and the team never formed with that idea. As such, a researcher looking for the resource 

view of team formation, will find that the teams resources are critical, therefore all members are 

needed, and surmise that the members are in the team due to their resources. 
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Resource arbitrarity 

This two-tiered approach is very interesting, both on its own, but also in its consequences. Although 

there is homophily between team members to some extent, the notion of liking does not necessarily 

result in functional homophily, as it could very well be based on ethnic, gender, cultural etcetera 

homophily. In some teams the functional resources must therefore be arbitrary in nature , e.g. there 

is not a “natural” idea for a startup, like it would be the case if two doctors would like to start a 

business together. This is potentially very important; as resource arbitrarity, combined with the two-

tiered resource evaluation will result in some potentially radically new ideas. The reason has to do 

with the newness often being on the brink of established knowledge (Vissers & Dankbaar, 2002); 

through an interdisciplinary approach an idea that fits is established, which by its very nature is 

multidisciplinary. As the self-discriminating process will result in only multidisciplinary teams 

whom have a resource fit being established as companies, this could potentially help explain why 

small companies have more innovative ideas per capita than large companies (Tether, 1998). There 

are two potential views on this, which may help shed some light on the importance of this resource 

arbitrarity. First of all the ideas that seemed bad to the founders have already been sorted and 

rejected, which in the cases where the business survives, implies that the idea is good and the 

company theoretically lean. This ties in with the strategic canvas of the Blue Ocean Strategy, as it is 

a fit not previously existing on the market. Exploring this would be an interesting avenue of 

research. Secondly it corresponds with literal evolution, as random mutations potentially result in a 

better fit for a niche. The firms that survive could be considered the equivalent of a successful new 

critter, potentially in a niche that turns out to be all-encompassing. Considered from this view, 

larger organizations may be able to learn something, as this “random mutation” could easily be 

introduced in a larger organizational context. 

 

Increased resource demands outside the capabilities of the team 

Another consequence of the two-tiered resource evaluation is that the resources fit the idea, as the 

idea is made to fit the resources. The theoretical result of which is a very lean company, which 

would be rather interesting to investigate quantitatively. 
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However there is also a risk that as the partners increase the features or change the idea, to fit their 

resources, they also increase other resource requirements. In the end the idea may be better, but it 

can also result in the team never starting a business, because they can no longer supply the 

resources internally. This may be why Team A and Team B both stated that they lack the resources 

to proceed with the startup of their business. This would not be an easy problem to solve, as the 

resources an additional team member adds are not particularly granular. E.g. if Team C tries to 

cover their needs for “understanding and experience of online marketing” through adding a partner, 

their capabilities within this field may surpass their need. Then the two-tiered resource evaluation 

starts again until these newly acquired capabilities are used, which may create another bottle-neck. 

Instead of adding partners, they could also try to purchase access to these resources (Kamm & 

Nurick, 1993), which may be why both Team A and Team C mentions the placeholder of financial 

resources as the problem. 

 

Proposed model 

 

Figure 4: The Proposed Model of Idealess Team Formation 

Based upon the literary review and the findings and surmising from the interviews, we propose the 

model in figure 4. To keep it simple there are only two team members in the model, however there 

could of course be more. Following is a run-through of the model. 



74 |  P a g e

 

Social group formation 

Based upon an initial strong tie, the potential team members form a social group. Importantly there 

is not a identification or selection as the interpersonal attraction view of team formation posits, the 

potential and selected members are the social group. This group is essentially a friendship, and does 

not by itself lead to an emergent entrepreneurial team, but it is a requirement. It is not the only 

requirement, as the potential team members need to have an entrepreneurial identity. This was 

evident in all the teams questioned in the qualitative interviews, and is also grounded in the 

literature (Smith, 2007). What was very interesting and in line with Gold et al (2011), was that the 

entrepreneurial identity can spread, as it happened in Team A. In the case of Team A, it happened 

very quickly, and interestingly seemed to be an explicit attempt from another partner. In a way, it is 

a way of recruiting members of the social group. 

 

When the entrepreneurial identity and a preexisting strong tie social group are combined, the 

potential for the emergent entrepreneurial team arise. It also appears that a preliminary evaluation of 

the other partners’ resource may be a part of this, although how exactly is a bit unclear. In the 

literature (Kamm & Nurick, 1993) it has been suggested that it may be because the partners see an 

opportunity in working together, because of the “perception of the benefits to be derived from the 

relationship” (Kamm & Nurick, 1993:18). However there is another explanation possible, which is 

that it is in the context of early idea-generation, e.g. the potential partners are at this time already 

trying to find an idea that matches the combined resources. In this way it is not because the 

potential team members would reject each other as partners if they did not feel the other possessed 

good resources, but rather that they really want to start a business with the other potential partners, 

and therefore try to find an idea that fits. 

 

Either way, at this stage the group either proceeds as a social group, waiting for an idea that would 

make them into a team (implied partnership) or they form a team and start looking for ideas 

(explicit partnership). 
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Team formation 

Either by getting an idea that would initiate the process of starting a startup, or by having implied 

partnership, the social group turns into an emergent entrepreneurial team, with or without an idea. 

 

Combined resource evaluation 

Subsequent to the social group transforming to into an emergent entrepreneurial team, the partners 

conduct a combined resource evaluation implicitly (Team A & B) or explicitly (Team C). The 

combined resources function as an initial upper bar of potential ideas, as the teams want a startup 

idea that they can realistically do. This was very clear in the qualitative interviews, as the teams 

emphasized the realistic aspect of the ideas, and rejected ideas on this basis. 

 

Potential idea 

Based on the evaluation of the combined resources, the teams start to form potential ideas that are 

within their resources. How exactly they do this, is beyond the scope of this thesis. 

 

Are we both needed? 

The potential idea is evaluated based on not just the realism or upper resource bound, relative to the 

combined resources, but also on whether all members are needed. This partially deals with ideas of 

fairness, as the teams mentioned in the interviews, but based on Gemmell et al (2011), it also seems 

that it may be because entrepreneurs stick to their field of expertise. How exactly this works is thus 

unclear, it could be that people reject ideas in which they cannot apply their expertise, and/or it 

could be rejection from the other team member(s) because they do not think it is fair to themselves 

and/or their partner. Either way a consideration of whether everybody in the team plays a 

reasonably equal part, is certainly made. 

 

If the idea is rejected the process goes back to the combined resource evaluation, the same probably 

goes for idea modification, which the interview with Team A seems to suggest. 
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If on the other hand the idea is not rejected the team has an idea, and proceeds to the next step. 

 

Idea 

At this point the team has an idea that somewhat fits the two-tiered resource evaluation, as 

previously mentioned the two-tiered resource evaluation can result in bloated resource 

requirements. So although the team members think that it is a good and fitting idea, it is not 

necessarily possible for them, within their resource constraints. They must therefore either proceed 

in procuring the resources, which ties into the beginning of the Kamm & Nurick model, or they 

abandon the idea. From the interviews it seems that Team A may be leaning towards 

abandonement, while Team B does have the resources and Team C is at the start of the Kamm & 

Nurick (1993) model.  
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Conclusion 

In trying to answer the research question, we initially defined exactly what the question meant, and 

what the research subject of this thesis is. The subject definition was used subsequently when we 

did an extensive literary analysis, with the intent to figure out what the current models of team 

formation are, and to figure out exactly when they are applicable. We found that there are two basic 

models of team formation, the resource view and the interpersonal attraction view.  

 

The resource view is fundamentally problemistic, which meant that it could not logically account 

for the formation of teams which had no idea. Although Kamm & Nurick (1993) had included 

teams in their model and also stated that these teams did not necessarily have an idea at the onset, 

this explanation proved incongruent with the model as the model implied that the team tried to 

acquire resources that they needed. 

 

The interpersonal attraction view had a similar problem, although it is not problemistic, it does not 

apply unless there is a lead entrepreneur trying to get people to join (Forbes et al, 2006). This was 

evidently not what is happening, as Harper (2008) stated that the emergent entrepreneurial team 

members are equal participants. 

 

By using the subject definition, and subsequently properly delineating between the two models, it 

was discovered that there were in fact four different types of team formation, divided along a 

mundane versus innovative axis and a resource specific versus resource non-specific axis. Where 

the two mundane types are the ones found in quantitative datasets of entrepreneurial activity, the 

innovative resource specific type is the one typically found in research focusing on high-tech teams, 

like the spin-offs from universities or R&D-teams in existing corporations. However the innovative 

resource non-specific type had not been explored at all, and is essentially the idealess team.  
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This delineation removed the friction between the two models of team formation, as it showed that 

they are both applicable, but to different types of teams. It also explains a lot of the incongruence in 

the different research on entrepreneurial teams, as it was shown that there was a pattern in the 

datasets being used, and the conclusions in the research. 

 

Subsequent to this revelation, we identified four areas that were relevant to figuring out how the 

idealess team forms. The first two areas interpersonal attraction and resources were the cores of the 

existing theories on team formation respectfully, a third was the defining characteristic of the 

idealess team, the idea and the fourth area entrepreneurial identity was found by Smith (2007) to be 

highly relevant to the team formation process. 

 

Through an exploratory interview process, where we conducting three qualitative interviews of 

three idealess teams, we found another element of the eventual model, a two-tiered resource 

evaluation. The teams not only evaluate whether an idea is possible within the constraint of their 

resources, they also commence in a resource-fitting activity, where the different resources of the 

members have to be used somewhat fairly. 

 

Based on the existing literature, the interviews and the identified elements, we proposed a model of 

idealess team formation (see figure 4 pg. 69). Starting as a social group, the presence of 

entrepreneurial identity in the groups’ members, can result in an idealess team forming. The 

idealess team subsequently consider their combined resources as well as the resource-fit of the 

company, when shaping an idea from a potential idea, into a final idea. At this stage they either 

abandon the idea or they proceed with resource-procurement and/or startup. 

 

We also offered a brief discussion of the potential consequences of the two-tiered resource 

evaluation, as it has some very interesting perspectives and possibilities. The two-tiered resource 

evaluation leads to startups based on resource arbitrarity, which makes it somewhat similar to cell 

mutation. This is interesting because it introduces a chaotic element into the marketplace, similar to 
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evolution, if the business finds a niche and survives it was “fit” otherwise it was “unfit” and 

becomes extinct. In the context of team formation, this process is very important, as it either shapes 

the startup or kills it before it is born. It is suggested that the two-tiered resource evaluation can 

result in bloated ideas that eventually make the prospect of starting a business based on that idea, 

infeasible. 

 

To answer the research question directly, a model (see Figure 4, pg. 69) was proposed. The model 

shows the following: the idealess entrepreneurial team has two conditions under which it may come 

into being, the team starts as a strong tie social group, which if the group members all possess an 

entrepreneurial identity, can become a team implicitly or explicitly. The team then starts evaluating 

potential ideas in two-tiered resource evaluation, the idea must be feasible within the upper bound 

of the combined resources, and the resource usage must be fairly equally distributed between the 

team members. If the distribution is unequal, the team continually modifies the idea under the two-

tiered resource evaluation, until it is equal. The subsequent idea is then either made into a startup, or 

abandoned. The latter could be the result of feature bloat, which it is suggested can happen due to 

the two-tiered resource evaluation.  In summary, it is neither the interpersonal attraction view, nor 

the resource view of team formation, that is correct, but rather an amalgamation between the two. 
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Appendix A 

Interview Guide 

Topic area 0: Introduction 

[Goal: introduction] 

1) Thank you for taking the time, the help is much appreciated. 

2)  [the study] I am studying how and why teams are formed, if you feel that important 

questions in this regard have not been asked, please let me know. 

3) [not leading] It is important that you answer in your own words, if you feel like a 

question is stupid let me know, and tell me why. This is about you; there are no right 

nor wrong answers! 

4) [not leading] I realize that there are many questions, and you are not obligated to 

answer them if you do not want to. They are merely a guideline for me, and you 

should answer as you see fit. 

5) [commitment]  The interview should take about ½-1 hour, afterwards some follow-up 

questions may follow. 

6) [confidentiality] Your answers are 100% confidential, they will not be a part of the 

report, without prior acceptance from you.  

 

 

Topic area 1: Interpersonal attraction 

[Goal: figuring out the level of interpersonal attraction, and its premise] 

1.1 Where do you know your partner(s) from? 

1.2 How long have you known your partner(s)? 

1.3 In your own words, how would you describe your relationship with your partner(s), 

prior to your startup attempt? [friend, colleague, business relationship, etc.] 

1.4 Did you consider any other partners before you settled on the one(s) you have? 
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1.4.1 Why did you not partner with family? 

1.4.2 Why did you not partner with other friends? 

1.4.3 Why did you not partner with a stranger? 

1.4.4 Any other considerations? 

 

Topic area 2: Resources 

[Goal: figuring out the importance of resources] 

2.1 Why do you have a partner? 

2.1.1 Prior to the partnership, did you feel you needed a partner? 

2.1.1.1 [If yes] why? 

2.1.2 Prior to you partnership, did you consider what your partner could add to a startup? 

2.1.2.1 Did you consider your partners skills or experience? 

2.1.2.2 Did you consider any other things he/she/they could add? [what?] 

2.2 What do you feel you contribute to the partnership? 

2.3 What do you feel your partner contributes to the partnership? 

 

Topic area 3: Entrepreneurial intent 

[Goal: figuring out if entrepreneurial intent was present from the onset] 

3.1 When did you personally first start to think about starting a company? 

3.2 Why did you first start to think about starting a company? 

3.3 How long have you “known” you and your partner(s) would start a business together? 

3.3.1 Would you say it is more accurate to say that you and your partner(s) “just knew” you 

should start a company together, or that you discussed it prior to deciding?  

3.3.1.1 [if “just knew”] how did you realize? 

3.3.1.2 [if “discussed”] how was this discussion initiated, and what was the premise of the 

conclusion? 

 

Topic area 4: Idea-generation 

[Goal: on what basis is idea-generation being done] 
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4.1 Do you currently have an idea for your startup? 

4.1.1 [if yes] How did you and your partner arrive at that idea? 

4.1.2 [if yes] What were your considerations when discussing the idea? 

4.1.3 [if yes] Prior to settling on this idea, did you reject any other ideas? 

[explicitly/implicitly] 

4.1.3.1 [if yes] On what grounds did you reject them? 

4.1.3.1.1 Were any ideas rejected because they were impossible for you and your partner to do? 

4.1.3.1.2 Were any ideas rejected because it was possible for one partner, without the need of 

the other, to do it? 

4.1.4 How did you evaluate the idea, prior to settling? 

4.2 Would it be possible to hear what the idea is? 

4.2.1 Do you and your partner(s) possess the resources to create a business based on that 

idea? [skills, experience, finances] 

4.2.1.1 [if no] what is the nature of these resources? [financial, skills, etcetera] 

4.2.1.2 [if no] how will you get these resources? 

 


