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Abstract 

This paper develops a model to explain new venture performance using network theory. 
The model suggests that a new venture’s performance - both directly and indirectly 
through strategy - can be explained by its network competence and network structure. 
Further, venture complexity is hypothesized to moderate the relationship where those 
ventures having higher task complexity will benefit more from their network competence 
and structure. In the paper, we also briefly outline how this model can be put to test. 
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1 Introduction 

New ventures, as well as existing small and medium sized companies, are commonly 
seen as sources of regional and national growth which also has increased the interest of 
new and small firms among policy makers and researchers. According to Roininen 
(2006), new ventures can be developed and created in different environments, such as 
within university and other less highly educational environments. Accordingly, these 
environments produce different types of new ventures, namely academic spin-offs and 
non-academic ventures, which also might result in different levels of economic growth. 
In addition, depending on the origin of the new venture they might also have different 
market-opportunity seeking behaviour resulting in different market offerings and 
strategies, which thereby affects long and short term returns (ibid.). One can see two main 
opposite strategies, namely a “technology push” strategy (e.g. new innovative products 
based on new knowledge or new combinations of knowledge) destroying existing market 
structures by the introduction of more favourable solutions to customers’ problems (see 
Schumpeter 1934) and a “market pull” strategy which underlines exploitation of an 
unfilled market need (see Kirzner 1973). These different strategies can affect the new 
ventures’ competitive performances where important distinction can be made between 
new ventures stemming from academia, that are assumed to be more Schumpeterian and 
thereby more competitive, and those from less educational environment that are assumed 
to be more Kirznerian and less competitive (Roininen 2006).  

However, opportunities are not always (or even primarily) discovered and exploited by 
a stand-alone-company. With the intention of competing effectively on markets, prior 
research state that firms are increasingly using alliances and networks both to get access 
to information (e.g. market or technology information; cf. Ylinenpää 1999), and to 
acquire and build necessary resources and capabilities (Johansson 2006, Wincent & 
Westerberg 2006, Hitt et al. 2002). This cooperation allows firms to compete on markets 
without first possessing all the resources needed (Cooper 2002), and enhances new 
ventures’ chance of survival and eventual success (Baum et al. 2000).  

Research that specifically focuses on early phases in a venture’s existence could 
increase the knowledge of and understanding in how early venture strategies (for instance 
in terms of how entrepreneurial the venture behaves and whether it is using pull or push) 
are related to venture performance. In addition, there are few empirical studies that 
identify organizational attributes that promote growth and long-term survival of academic 
spin-offs (Walter et al. 2006), and there are even less research that focus on whether 
academic spin-offs and non-academic ventures use networking differently to achieve 
competitive performance. Thus, our interest lies in the comparison of these two different 
types of new ventures and to examine if there exist differences in how new ventures in 
different situations achieve advantages on their markets. For instance, are academic spin-
offs more dependent on cooperation than non-academic ventures in order to effectively 
carry out their strategy and thereby attain a more competitive performance? If new 
ventures make use of networks and alliances, how and to what degree do they use these 
networks, and how do the partners influence the strategy of the firm? Answering these 
kinds of questions might highlight possibilities and hindrances for new ventures to 
effectively operate and obtain competitive advantages. 
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This paper elaborates on how different types of ventures (i.e academic spin-offs and 
non-academic ventures) achieve competitive performance, and thereby regional or 
national growth, by mainly using network and firm strategy theories. In the next section 
we will describe a conceptual model of a new venture’s performance and how the 
performance (directly and indirectly) can be affected by a set of components. Thereafter 
we suggest how the model could be put to test, and finally we end up with a discussion 
with some conclusions of the paper’s contribution.  

2 A conceptual model 

In this section we are discussing a conceptual model that can explain new venture 
performance by using network theory. The aim is to define variables affecting new 
venture performance. Much of prior research has focused on network relations and 
thereby the ventures competitive advantages indicating that there is a strong relationship 
between networks and the access to missing venture competences leading to competitive 
advantages. According to Walter et al. (2006), network competences and entrepreneurial 
orientation are two important factors that affect organizational performance. Similarly, 
Nicolaou & Birley (2003) discuss that social relational ties or structural holes are 
important in the development of a new venture.  

Fig. 1 shows the conceptual model where it is assumed that both the new venture’s 
network structure and its network competence affect the venture’s strategy. Together the 
network structure, the strategy and the network competence affect the competitive 
performance of the new venture. However, the new venture’s strategy could also affect 
the network structure depending on the origin of the venture, the venture’s offerings and 
targeted customer segments. A moderating variable that influence the outcome of a new 
venture’s network structure, strategy and network competence is the venture complexity, 
i.e. to what extent tasks in the venture is recurring and analyzable. Depending on the 
degree of innovation and level of technology in the new venture, the impact on 
competitive performance from network structure, network competence and strategy can 
be different. 



 

 

190

 

Fig. 1. A conceptual model of a new venture’s competitive performance. 

2.1  The desired outcome for a new venture – competitive 
performance 

Competitive performance is a rather difficult concept when it comes to new ventures. If 
the venture is established on a mature market, traditional aspects of firm performance 
(such as profitability and growth in sales) may tell a lot about the well-being of the 
venture. Similar measurements of venture performance were also used in the study of 
university spin-offs by Walter et al. (2006). However, if the venture is entering (or even is 
trying to create) a novel market, traditional aspects do not provide adequate information. 
Then, prospects about the future, legitimacy with partners and success with financing 
may be better proxies for competitiveness. Walter et al. had this problem and added four 
perceptual subjective measures, namely; profit attainment, perceived customer 
relationship quality, realised competitive advantages and securing long-term survival. 
Clearly, it is not straight-forward to conceptualize competitiveness and several aspects 
need to be taken into account.  
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2.2  The suggested determinants behind competitiveness 

2.2.1  Strategy – introduction 

Prior research by e.g. Hitt et al. (2001), Hamel (2000), Zahra et al. (1995), Drucker 
(1985) and Schumpeter (1934) suggest that innovation is the prime activity of 
entrepreneurship, and that the invention of new products and/or services and then 
commercialising them is an important value-creating action. Thus, to compete effectively 
on local and global markets innovations are critical, as well as attaining difficulties for 
competitors to imitate them. Moreover, to achieve long-term competitive advantages 
Zahra et al. (1995) and Lee et al. (2001) point out that a venture can achieve high returns 
if they are first on the market, and thereby first to introduce new products or services, 
which brings “monopoly profits” (Grimm & Smith 1997) until imitators or substitutes 
come out on the market. This is a competitive advantage that occurs when the venture has 
the opportunity to capture large market segments and charge high prices, which has, for 
example, occurred in biotechnology and telecommunication industries (Zahra et al. 
1995).  

On the other hand, there are risks for followers as soon as the market matures (Porter 
1985). Information diffuses to others in society who can imitate the innovator and tap into 
some of the entrepreneurial profits (Shane & Venkataraman 2000). Thus, monopoly 
rights, slowness of information diffusion, and inability of others to imitate, substitute or 
acquire rare resources increase the duration of innovations. Moreover, commercializing 
innovations requires the involvement and collaboration of e.g. marketing, production, 
R&D and other units, which is expensive (Zahra et al. 1995). Accordingly, several studies 
of e.g. product development have identified the risk associated with a “pioneering 
strategy”, implying that a more reactive “follower strategy” is more beneficial for long-
term firm growth and revenues (Bodin 2000, Cooper & Kleinschmidt 1993, Bain 1956).  

A generally known marketing approach is to build competitiveness through 
recognition of potential demands. Walsh et al. (2002) define this strategy as market-pull 
strategy where the venture provides replacements or substitutes for existing products that 
are quickly adopted by existing customers. In contrast, technology-push strategies 
involve innovations that require customers to change their behaviour in order to make use 
of the innovation, which often only a few early adopters might call for, and therefore new 
innovations face specific constraints and challenges. Consequently, a technology-push 
strategy normally implies e.g. higher investments, international markets already from the 
start, and a need for education of customers and longer pay-off periods, whereas a 
market-pull strategy relies more on satisfying an existing market need with more or less 
well-known products and services. Schumpeter (1934) and Kirzner (1973) have in the 
same way identified different views on how entrepreneurs discover and exploit business 
opportunities, where Schumpeter advocates a technology push strategy and Kirzner a 
market pull strategy. These strategies are however affected by e.g. the ventures 
proactiveness and search for new opportunities, which will be discussed in more detail 
below. 
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2.2.2  Strategy – Entrepreneurial orientation 

When new ventures are about to get established on a market they need, similar to existing 
companies, to involve in strategic thinking in order to create value (Hitt et al. 2002, 
Roberts 1991). According to Bowman & Faulkner (1996), strategic thinking concerns 
decisions about how to achieve competitive advantages through choices. New business 
opportunities, or new entry as Lumpkin & Dess (1996) defines it, can be accomplished by 
entering new or existing markets with new or existing products or services, and it 
involves also the opportunity to create new markets. Therefore new ventures have to 
involve in opportunity-seeking actions that arise from uncertainty as well as advantage-
seeking actions, which Lumpkin & Dess (1996) refers to as entrepreneurial orientation 
(EO). A venture’s EO can be described as a process consisting of five different 
dimensions, which is, a venture’s organisational autonomy, willingness to take risks, 
innovativeness, proactiveness and competitive aggressiveness (Walter et al. 2003, 
Lumpkin & Dess 1996). Moreover, these dimensions may independently vary affecting a 
venture’s performance but they are dependent of the venture’s internal and external 
context.  

To describe the effect of EO on venture performance, Lumpkin & Dess (1996) propose 
that an important drive for new-entry activities is the ability and willingness of an 
individual or a team to be autonomous in the search of opportunities. Likewise, a 
ventures innovativeness (i.e. technological or product-market innovations) reflects 
important means to track new opportunities since innovativeness is seen as pushing the 
dynamic evolution of the economy (Schumpeter 1934) and thus the venture being highly 
competitive. In the literature, entrepreneurship is also typified by risk taking and 
proactive behaviour. By this, Lumpkin & Dess (1996) mean that entrepreneurially 
oriented ventures employ risk-taking behaviour incurring heavy debt, making large 
resource commitments and/or investing in unexplored technologies when seizing 
opportunities. Similarly, a venture’s proactive behaviour by anticipating and acting on 
future needs in the search for opportunities is equally important. Finally, crucial for a 
venture’s success and survival is its way to aggressively outperform the competitors on 
the marketplace by, for example, adopting unconventional tactics or targeting 
competitors’ weaknesses. 

Conceptualising entrepreneurship, or entrepreneurial orientation, is not as simple as it 
may seem. Lumpkin & Dess (1996) stresses that the five dimensions of EO (described 
above) may occur in different combinations depending on the opportunity that a venture 
pursues and not even all of them have to appear in a venture in order for it to be 
entrepreneurial. In addition, contingency variables such as firm structure, strategy, 
strategy-making process, firm resources, culture and firm management together with 
environmental and industrial variables may also affect the link between EO and venture 
performance (ibid.).  
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2.2.3  Networks – introduction 

Lu & Beamish (2001) found that small firms (which new ventures often are in the 
beginning) experience greater profits when they engage in alliances with local partners on 
new markets. Moreover, networks can create legitimacy for new firms, especially if they 
are focused on creating a new market or a niche within an established market, since 
alliances can lead to exchange relationships with entrepreneurial firms’ customers 
(Cooper 2002). In addition, Cooper (2002) states that ideas for new ventures often lead to 
the formation of social networks, and that the creation of new ventures is based on 
network ties of either an individual or of entrepreneurial teams. Thus, networks are 
sources of as well as means for exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities.  

2.2.4  Network competence 

The interest in capabilities that enable new ventures to succeed has increased. Ventures 
are widely recognized as being embedded in social and professional networks with others 
and are therefore no longer considered as individual and self-fulfilling units (Walter et al. 
2003). Instead the authors point at the ventures’ learning aspects of critical capabilities 
and protection of firm-specific competencies as a development of friendship, respect and 
trust between interacting parties. Similarly to Walter et al. (2003, p.547), we define 
network competence as the new venture’s ability to develop and use inter-firm 
relationships which includes the following components: a) the ventures coordination 
activities between collaborating firms, b) the venture founders’ relational skills due to 
their ability of inter-personal exchange, c) partner knowledge, i.e. possessing organised 
and structured information about their collaborating firms and competitors, and, d) the 
venture’s internal communication to attain organisational learning within partnerships. 
The result of network competence, as we see it, is that ventures have to manage 
relationships that goes beyond coping with single relationships, and therefore ventures no 
longer can be viewed as individual, self-fulfilling units but rather as “organizing” 
ventures that interact with other actors in order to be able to carry out a strategy and build 
competitive advantage. This allows the collaborating partners to focus on their core 
activities and to interlink these with each other’s competencies.  

Highly innovative or high technology firms, such as academic spin-offs, often have to 
target an immature and international market in order to commercialise their 
products/services (Roininen 2006). Walter et al. (2006) found similar results in their 
study of university spin-offs where they argue that technology-push strategies with 
collaborative partners may hasten adoption. As a result, new ventures need reliable 
market partners to get access to initial customers that often need education to be able to 
use the innovative product. Together with these partners, a new venture can increase its 
credibility and get access to the targeted market. 

What prior studies like the one by Walter et al. (2006) lacks is the dynamic aspect of 
network capability, that is, capabilities in locating and building up new relations rather 
than merely sustaining old ones. For example, the new ventures in Roininen’s (2006) 
study that were started by young people, had a rather poor network at the start, but by 
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working systematically to build a functional network of competences and partners, they 
could change the situation. Therefore, an aspect that catches the dynamic capability in 
network development is essential to add into the ability of network competence.  

2.2.5  Network structure 

A network structure often consists of multiple actors where a certain actor is connected to 
certain other actors. According to Burt (1992), these actors share trust, are obligated to 
support each other, and are dependent of exchange with each other. The competitive 
advantage in a network structure is thus how it is constructed and the position of the 
actor’s contacts in the social construction. Here the amount of interaction between the 
contacts resources and the venture’s own resources, as well as the variation in this 
interaction, is of importance. The importance of network structure for entrepreneurial 
competitive advantages has attracted attention basically from two streams of research. 
One stream, based on research by Granovetter (1985), argues that the social structure is 
an interconnected embedded network consisting of either weak or strong ties, where 
weak ties, among other things, are means to make the venture competitive. The other 
stream, based on research by Burt, says that it is a matter of optimising structural wholes 
where the holes are keys to information benefits and thus more favourable of obtaining 
competitive advantages. 

According to Burt (1992), networks have to design principles referring to their 
efficiency as well as their effectiveness. The first principle establishes the number of 
nonreduntant contacts in the network, that is, to maximize connections with different 
people beyond the network that gives higher benefits because of more and preferably 
diverse contacts are included in the network. As a result more diverse sources of 
information, resources and competences necessary for the venture to be efficient are 
ensured. The second principle points out connections as ports of access to more diverse 
and separate clusters of people that are beneficial for a venture. Here the actor (or the 
venture) maintains the primary contacts who in turn reach other people (secondary 
contacts) in other clusters so that an extension to include new clusters of the ventures 
own network can be made. The venture is then free to focus on primary contacts and thus 
has more time for effectiveness, that is, to do the right things. As Burt (1992, p. 69-70) 
puts it “the information screen provided by multiple clusters of contacts is broader, 
providing better assurance of the players being informed of opportunities and impending 
disasters”. By this the central actor becomes the one who brings people together and 
obtains the opportunity to coordinate the activities among the collaborating firms, which 
is an important network competence.  

Granovetter (1985) argues that institutions (or organisations) can be analysed by their 
ongoing social relations where the networks can be argued to be of significant importance 
in accessing information. Where Burt (1992) talks of the importance of structural holes, 
Granovetter (1973) talks about the strength of weak ties; meaning that bridges to 
knowledge, information and resources that are crucial to individuals’ (or in this case the 
ventures’) opportunities and to their integration into societies consists of loose 
interpersonal ties. Additionally, strength of a tie is defined as a combination of the 
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amount of time, emotional intensity, intimacy and mutual services between the parts in a 
network. Consequently, a network consisting of weak ties has bridges to clusters of 
information, whereas the connections within a cluster merely consist of strong ties. The 
bridges that provide information benefits, namely connections with nonredundant ties 
beyond a cluster are (as Burt argue), more likely to be weak than strong. This means that 
information, knowledge and resources obtained through weak ties can reach a large 
number of people over great social distance (Granovetter 1973).  

To summarize, a new venture’s network structure consists of the entrepreneur/s them 
selves as well as the number of other interested parties. This in turn has the result that the 
strength of network relations is dependent of the variety of participative people and their 
relations to others. As a consequence, these relations and the access to required resources 
or competencies affect the new venture’s strategy. At the same time a new venture’s 
strategy is also affected by the network competences in the firm, that is, the firm’s ability 
of coordination between collaborating firms, the relational skills among the 
entrepreneurs, the knowledge of partners and competitors, the internal communication of 
the venture and the dynamic of the ventures network competences.  

2.3  Venture complexity 

2.3.1  Academic spin-offs vs. non-academic ventures 

The type of new venture might affect the venture’s competitive performance, that is, the 
attained competitive advantages over existing companies and the new venture’s further 
growth and survival. According to Nicolaou & Birley (2003), an academic spin-off 
involves the transfer of a core technology from an academic institution into a new 
company, but we also include other knowledge intensive outcomes from university 
education in the definition. Moreover, in our definition the academic spin-offs are 
founded by students, researchers or other employees of the academia and thereby exclude 
those who do not commercialize intellectual properties created in academic institutions. 
Thus, our definition is in line with Shane’s (2004, p. 4) definition of an academic spin-off 
as “a new company founded to exploit a piece of intellectual property created in an 
academic institution”. A non-academic venture on the other hand is in this paper defined 
as a venture that does not have its origin in academic or other research projects, and that 
is created by founders with a lower educational degree than the founders of academic 
spin-offs. As a result, the complexity or origin of these two types of new ventures is 
expected to affect the venture’s competitive performance and further growth.  

2.3.2  Task complexity 

A venture’s earned profits could largely be attributed to the resources they hold (Penrose 
1959), and ventures with valuable, rare and inimitable resources have the potential to 
achieve superior competitive performance (Barney 1991). These resources could consist 
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of internal capabilities such as EO, technological capabilities, and financial resources 
(Lee et al. 2001, Baum et al. 2000). Another critical asset, as well as a competitive 
advantage, is knowledge (Grant 1996, Ylinenpää 1999). Important competitive resources 
of a firm resides in its human capital (Hitt et al. 2001), and young (or new) technology-
based ventures lacking these resources can achieve competitive advantages through 
getting hold of important difficult-to-imitate capabilities embedded in inter-organizational 
relationships with external organizations, customers, suppliers, investors, government 
institutions, and the like (Yli-Renko et al. 2001). Through this knowledge acquisition, 
new ventures are able to survive and grow despite the lack of significant firm-specific 
resources. 

Consequently, strategic options such as “technology push” or “market pull” has 
implications for how the new venture configures its resources in order to enter its target 
markets. According to Roininen (2006), knowledge-intensive and often high-tech 
companies generally require more resources for product development and (international) 
marketing, implying a need for external funding, long-term investments and a more 
advanced structure of the firm itself. Likewise, commercialization of high-technology 
product/service required high investments especially when the new venture targeted an 
international and immature market since this market approach often calls for customer 
education and specific marketing methods that are expensive and time demanding. 

Moreover, Roininen (2006) argues that development and commercialization following 
a “technology-push” entry strategy also requires a combination of different kinds of 
expertise during the start-up process for product development, commercialization and 
strategic planning; a situation far more complicated and demanding than for the non-
academic ventures commercializing a product known to the market. In this perspective, 
the academic spin-offs’ business concepts, being derived from university research and/or 
education, should have a more significant need for resources than the non-academic 
ventures and thus a higher need of networks and alliances to accomplish the entry on a 
market.  

Again, in relation to Fig. 1 the outcome of the affecting variables (i.e. network 
structure, entry strategy and network competences) on new ventures’ competitive 
performance is dependent of the new venture’s complexity suggesting that the degree of 
complexity in a venture affects how the affecting variables influence the new venture’s 
performance.  

3 Summary and propositions 

From prior research e.g. Roininen (2006) and Walter et al. (2006) the findings show that 
new academic spin-offs and non-academic ventures might achieve competitive 
performance through networks and alliances. The competitive advantages could be a 
result of the new ventures possibilities to get access to information, resources and 
knowledge that is missing in the company in order to get hold of important difficult-to-
imitate capabilities embedded in the inter-organizational relationships (cf. Hitt et al. 
2001, Yli-Renko et al. 1999, Ylinenpää 1999, Grant 1996). However, to be able to join a 
network the venture is dependent of competences in networking, i.e. abilities in 
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developing and making use of inter-firm relationships (Walter et al. 2006). This network 
competence in turn affects the structure of the network, that is, the mixture of partners 
and people possessing the essential capabilities. A network gains from being constructed 
with connections to people within other clusters beyond the network in order to obtain 
more diverse information, resources or competences (Burt 1992). In addition, 
Granovetter (1973) states that the most beneficial network connections often are social 
relations consisting of weak ties with low effort spent on the relationship, giving the 
company more time to focus on their core activity. Therefore, both the network 
competence and the network structure affect the new venture’s strategy in outperforming 
the existing companies.  

The suggestion in this paper is that the venture’s competitive performance is not only 
dependent of the venture’s network structure, network competence and its strategy but 
also by the complexity of the venture. In other words, the venture’s complexity affects the 
ventures network competence and how the venture builds up its network structure. If a 
venture is highly complex, like academic spin-offs that often are innovative, have less 
routinized activities and are more difficult to analyse, it probably requires more 
capabilities in form of expertise competences, external funding and cooperation with 
partners to get out on the market, which also most likely leads to higher requirement of 
networks. In addition, the complexity of a new venture also affects the chosen strategy to 
achieve competitive performance and to reach out to customers.  

If we go back to the model proposed in Fig. 1, we propose the following relations. 
Regarding the impact from network competence, we propose that the more competence a 
venture have in building and maintaining a network; 1) the more and stronger network 
contacts it will have; 2) the more entrepreneurial orientation it will show and 3) the better 
competitive performance it will have. For 1) it is easy to argue that better network 
competence leads to a more advanced network structure in terms of size and strength. 
Network competence is the tool to build a network and network structure can be seen as a 
result. For 2) we find network competence to be a good starting point for entrepreneurial 
behaviour in terms of innovation, proactiveness and risk taking. By having the tools to 
network, the venture also have the tools to show entrepreneurial orientation. Finally, for 
3) we argue that network competence by itself can provide better performance, especially 
in terms of creating legitimacy. When being seen as a competent networker, stake-holders 
around the venture will be drawn to the venture, and thereby improve the competitive 
situation. 

For network structure, we propose that the more extensive the network is, 1) the 
higher the entrepreneurial orientation will be and 2) the better the competitive 
performance of the venture. For 1) we argue that each network contact is a source for 
entrepreneurial activity and the more contacts, the more opportunities for 
entrepreneurship and thus EO. The link in 2) can be explained by the same logic as 3) 
above, that is, when a venture has a more extensive network, it has an easier task when 
seeking legitimacy for its actions. The link from EO to competitive performance is also 
proposed to be positive in line with evidence found in earlier studies (e.g. Wiklund, 
1998). 

Finally, the moderating variable is proposed to work as follows. The higher the 
venture complexity the stronger the relationship to competitive performance from 1) 
network competence and 2) network structure. For 3) EO we propose the opposite 
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relation, that is, the higher the venture complexity, the weaker the relationship between 
EO and competitive performance. The logic is similar to the first two links and is based 
on that network competence and network structure pays off better on performance if the 
venture is complex rather than simple. Having and being able to build a network may 
always be helpful, but perhaps not so much so when the venture is too simple in terms of 
complexity and therefore extensive networking does not add any value to the firm’s 
operations. The opposite logic is true for EO. Entrepreneurial activities may be more 
certain to lead to performance when the venture is relatively simple. When complexity is 
too high, EO may be more difficult to put into useful action.  

4 Putting the model to test  

There is a range of different issues to consider conducting a comparative study. For 
instance, the context of the new ventures has to be decided upon. Is it going to be studies 
of a specific type of ventures, like ICT-related (i.e. information and communication 
technology) companies, or could it include all types of ventures? Other considerations are 
the location and age of the ventures. These are examples of questions that have to be well 
thought-out in order to get access to adequate empirical data. As important as it is to find 
the “right” sources of information is the method of the study. Both qualitative and 
quantitative methodologies could be chosen to get accurate results. A quantitative study 
can be used by testing hypotheses on a large sample of new ventures, and thereby obtain 
findings that could be generalized to a broader population, whereas a qualitative study 
can be used as a source of richer descriptions and explanations to obtain a deeper 
understanding of the phenomenon, including influencing conditions and prerequisites 
(Denzin & Lincoln 1994). However, Denzin & Lincoln (1994) argue that a combination 
of these two approaches could ensure to a large extent that more interesting and 
convincing results could be obtained. The aim for further study in this paper is to make a 
quantitative study with questionnaires to newly started companies, i.e academic spin-offs 
and non-academic ventures as in the study of Roininen (2006), to test the conceptual 
model. But before conducting a questionnaire a focus group consisting of founders in 
their early stages of business start-up should be interviewed to get an understanding of 
critical activities, competences and resources in order to be able to get launched on a 
market.  

4.1  Sample, Operationalizations and Analysis 

The sample of new ventures consists of a cohort of firms started in Sweden during 2003, 
since then they have survived the critical limit of three years. It is important to be able to 
study how the new ventures have developed during time, and since it is a study of new 
ventures we do not want companies older than four years. The companies should consist 
of limited companies representing academic spin-offs and non-academic ventures 
(defined above) and the founders should engage fulltime in the venture. The reasons to 
distinguish the new companies are partly due to the accessibility of secondary data of 
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limited companies in different databases. Thereby, we can confirm the ventures’ financial 
performance, number of employees, their business sector, their annual reports and their 
board of directors among other things. The second reason, to only account fulltime 
operating ventures, is due to that performance (or the outcome) between hobby- or part-
time ventures might not be comparable.  

When turning to operationalizations, we will mainly use scales from published studies, 
but in some cases we may need to develop subscales for this study. For instance, as we 
discussed in the network competence section, we lack the dynamic aspect of network 
competence in the published studies. Structural equation modelling will be used to 
analyze the results. 

5 Final comments 

Understanding more about early venture performance is of great interest to both scholars 
and practitioners. By knowing more about what makes a young venture succeed or fail, 
we can provide better support for practice and provide better policy for government. 
Networking has emerged as an important tool for young ventures to perform well, but it 
has not been tested on a large sample from a cohort before, where it is possible to capture 
differences between firms, for instance whether they are complex (which often academic 
spinoffs are) or simple (that the more generic firms often are). We thereby hope that this 
study will be able to shed some light on the impact of networking and networks on 
venture performance in early stages.  
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