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Abstract

:

In the situation of a permanent change and increased competition, business ventures are more and more often undertaken not by individuals but by entrepreneurial teams. The main aim of this paper is to examine the team principles implemented by effective entrepreneurial teams and how they differ in nascent and established teams. We also focused on the relationship between the implementation of these rules by entrepreneurial team members and their evaluation of venture performance and personal satisfaction. The quantitative method was used: a list of nine items describing the principles important for the entrepreneurial teams’ collaboration was included in a questionnaire conducted in a group of 106 Polish entrepreneurs who run their businesses as members of entrepreneurial teams. The results of the research showed that all the collaboration principles included in the prepared scale are implemented by the tested entrepreneurial teams; in the case of two particular items, the obtained scores were higher in nascent teams. The correlation between principle implementation and venture performance as well as the correlation between principle implementation and entrepreneurs’ professional satisfaction was confirmed. In addition, the goal was to emphasize the importance of the entrepreneurial team’s collaboration due to its effectiveness, and propose the prepared scale as a tool for entrepreneurial reflective learning. Finally, statements by members of two entrepreneurial teams concerning team collaboration are presented to deliver case studies that can be used during entrepreneurship courses.
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1. Introduction


A high level of market competitiveness, uncertainty and complexity stimulates entrepreneurs to create innovative projects and products to build their business positions. The main resource required for operating creatively and being agile is multidisciplinary knowledge integration. As a result, the potential usage of entrepreneurial teams in the development of new ventures is increasingly popular. Under conditions of limited resources, which is typical for new business ventures, the role of teams in entrepreneurial projects is unarguable [1]. The team can compensate for individual weaknesses and utilize financial, mental and emotional resources together with talent, experiences and skills to strengthen the social capital of the enterprise [2]. Entrepreneurial teams are more effective in responding to complexity and changes in the environment, which results in teams better overcoming challenges, troubles and crises.



New firms established by entrepreneurial teams more often grow faster and operate successfully on the market [3], especially on the global and virtual market [4]. When working in teams, people feel support and fulfil their affiliation need, which increases their satisfaction and reduces the stress level [5]. This results in the fact that more than 80% of ventures are team-based [6].



There are also some threats that are associated with venture creation by an entrepreneurial team: interdependence of responsibility for vision implementation, social loafing, or a tendency to maximize personal profits by individual shareholders at the expense of team effects [7]. Furthermore, it is said that 50% of new team ventures fail due to collaboration problems in entrepreneurial teams [8]. That is why the way the members of entrepreneurial teams operate, and the way they communicate, make decisions and share the profit is crucial for their performance and the venture’s success. Answering questions about the most important entrepreneurial team collaboration principles implemented by effective teams, as well as preparing a tool to measure how much they are implemented in an entrepreneurial team, seem to be very useful for entrepreneurial education.



Despite all the advantages of entrepreneurial teams, the subject has rarely been investigated in research projects conducted in Poland. The individual entrepreneur approach is much more common when we consider education programs focusing on entrepreneurial competencies too. Polish students usually do not associate setting up their own company with team activity [9] and are not conscious of the importance of the entrepreneurial team mental model for venture performance [10].



The main aim of this paper is to examine the team principles implemented by effective entrepreneurial teams and how they differ in nascent and established teams. We also focused on the relationship between the implementation of these rules by entrepreneurial team members and their evaluation of team effectiveness, measured by two factors: venture performance and personal satisfaction. In addition, the goal was to emphasize the importance of entrepreneurial team collaboration due to its effectiveness and propose the prepared scale as a tool for entrepreneurial reflective learning. Finally, the statements of members of two entrepreneurial teams concerning team collaboration are presented as the case of possible best practices for entrepreneurship courses.



The article is divided into three main parts. The first addresses theoretical issues related to collaboration in entrepreneurial teams and their effectiveness, as well as its relation to satisfaction. Many of the literature sources indicate that the relationship (direct and indirect) between an entrepreneurial team and new venture performance were confirmed and pertain to such characteristics as team members’ behaviors, attitudes, orientation and their composition in the entrepreneurial team [11]. However, the influence of internal processes on venture business success is still not fully recognized [1], and research studies conducted in the context of Polish entrepreneurial teams remain scarce.



The second part presents the results of research carried out in a group of Polish entrepreneurs who run their businesses as members of entrepreneurial teams (nascent or established) in Poland. The primary purpose of the research was to examine team principles implemented by effective established entrepreneurial teams and by nascent entrepreneurial teams. The next aim was to test the relationship between entrepreneurial teams’ principle implementation and two factors of teams’ effectiveness: venture performance and members’ satisfaction. The quantitative method based on the created entrepreneurial teams’ implementation of collaboration principles (ETICP) scale was used to test the research hypotheses. Research findings advance the current understanding of entrepreneurial team collaboration as well as allowing us to propose practical suggestions to be used in entrepreneurial teams’ operations and entrepreneurial education.



The third part refers to the implication of the obtained results for entrepreneurial education. The reflective learning context is presented to introduce the entrepreneurial team’s principles survey as a tool to discuss, measure and improve team members’ relationships. Two examples of effective entrepreneurial teams are also presented through the lens of team principles to illustrate their implementation in practice. The possibility of using them as examples of best practice is described.



The structure of the article includes seven sections. The Section 1 is a brief introduction to the considered problems. The Section 2 defines entrepreneurial teams (Section 2.1), presents the main features of nascent teams in comparison to established ones (Section 2.2) and discusses entrepreneurial teams’ effectiveness factors: performance and satisfaction (Section 2.3). The Section 3 is dedicated to research methods and research hypotheses. The ETICP index and the ETICP scale is described here. The research results are presented in Section 4 and their discussion is included in Section 5. Practical implications for entrepreneurial team operation, as well as entrepreneurial education, are presented there. Section 6 includes inspirations for reflective entrepreneurial education based on the ETICP scale and two case studies. The Conclusion indicates limitations of our research and proposes future research avenues.




2. Entrepreneurial Team


2.1. Entrepreneurial Team Definition and Collaboration Principles


An entrepreneurial team is defined as a group of entrepreneurs who make a joint decision to start a new venture, and act together during all stages of the entrepreneurial process: identifying an opportunity, defining the goal and the model of the venture, assessing the need for various resources, acquiring necessary resources, launching the venture, managing its development and sharing profits [12,13]. It is also understood as a ‘top team of individuals who are the most responsible for the establishment and management of the business’ [8]. Cole, Cox and Stavros [14] emphasize that two individuals are enough be called an entrepreneurial team only if they hold a share in a company and make strategic decisions. Entrepreneurial team members hold an ownership position and are motivated to use their human capital for their organization’s performance and growth [5].



The factors that influence entrepreneurial team membership are equity stake, founder status and strategic decision making [8]. The definition of an entrepreneurial team proposed by Schjoedt and Kraus [15] emphasizes the most important features determining the venture success: ‘An entrepreneurial team consists of two or more persons who have an interest, both financial and otherwise, in and commitment to a venture’s future and success; whose work is interdependent in the pursuit of common goals and venture success; who are accountable (...) for the venture; who are considered to be at the executive level with executive responsibility in the early phases of the venture, including founding and pre-startup; and who are seen as a social entity by themselves and by others’.



To operate in an efficient manner, entrepreneurial teams need to apply all the rules concerning other types of teams, like shared goals, complementary skills, commitment to a common purpose, a set of performance goals, and an approach for which team members hold themselves mutually accountable [16]. The main difference between organizational teams (like project teams or functional teams) and entrepreneurial teams is the context in which they operate. In the case of an entrepreneurial team (which create the new venture), it is much less established because social rules are undefined, team roles are ambiguous, the organization is still evolving, and the team members are fully responsible for managing the venture [17]. More strategic freedom and more internal structure provoke problems in team cohesion and decision-making processes [18]. This triggers the need to identify and access principles regulating entrepreneurial team collaboration.



One of the frameworks that are useful to describe aspects of collaboration important for entrepreneurial teams is the strengths, opportunities, aspirations, and results (SOAR) that define the effective collaborative strategy as a “strengths-based and opportunity-focused inquiry on the aspirations and desired results for the team” [14]. SOAR authors have proved that emotional intelligence and open dialogue are vital for entrepreneurial team performance and the main principles affecting team members collaboration should be:




	
Identifying members’ strengths and aspirations to use their competencies in the venture-developing process;



	
Identifying opportunities together to achieve shared strategic goals;



	
Collaborative dialog concerning new venture strengths and possible opportunities assessments;



	
Inclusive conversations about the company’s vision and planned actions.








Entrepreneurial team members need to understand each other’s areas of expertise as well as preferences, strengths and weaknesses in order to structure their responsibilities and complement each other. The manner in which the team knowledge is organized and distributed is the element of team cognition—an emergent state that allows the team to make assessment and decisions and influences team processes [17]. There are two kinds of these processes: taskwork processes (decision-making, problem-solving, coordinating) and teamwork processes (motivation, conflict resolution, team rules, support and trust).



Most of the researchers point out at least a few of them as the entrepreneurial team performance triggers. Vyakarnam et al. [19] identifies motivation based on clear goals and shared vision mixed with entrepreneurial flair, being focused on strategy, and relationships based on trust as the main venture success drivers. The high level of each owner’s motivation prompts them to voluntarily invest their time and engage in actions which benefit their venture [20]. The members debate and discuss their decisions, share previous experience and knowledge, and share leadership that increases coordination and cooperation. The power of each team member should not be the main motivation to join the team, and the power distribution should result from the fit between a person and a given situation, and should be re-distributive. When power depends on the stake in the firm and promotes one of the owners, it causes conflicts and decreases other members’ interest in long-term results [15]. Shared commitment and shared accountability lead to the consideration of all members’ opinions and generation of different alternatives in the process of decision making. This stimulates open communication of each person’s expectations and perceptions. One’s owner having too much power can promote conflict, which negatively affects the venture launch. Divergent venture visions can also result in frictions, and if they are to positively influence the team’s results, the professionalization of the decision-making process is required [18]. Shared cognition limits the negative impact of conflict on team cohesion, consensus decision-making, members’ satisfaction and, finally, venture success [21].



Harper [3] concludes that three conditions are necessary to format an entrepreneurial team: bounded structural uncertainty (acceptance of risk connected with venture profit mixed with rules and norms defining property rights and others), common interest (collaboration approach in problem solving) and strong interdependence (a common belief that team members can achieve goals together, not on their own, and joint decision-making). Schenkel and Garrison [4] mention a list of conditions influencing entrepreneurial team success and call them relational capital:




	
Trust, friendship and respect are the rules of collaboration and allow to share knowledge and experiences openly;



	
Proactive engagement in strategic activities is typical for all the members of an entrepreneurial team;



	
All the members have the necessary personal resources to achieve business success, and are able to recognize them and share them to meet the market needs.








The members’ knowledge and skills seem to be the critical elements of business opportunity recognition [22] as well as vision and venture development [18]. The set of principles that regulate entrepreneurial team members’ contribution, engagement, roles, responsibilities and profits is a crucial part of team relationships. The main aim of this paper is to examine the team principles implemented by effective experienced entrepreneurial teams and how they are introduced by nascent entrepreneurial teams. We expect some differences because of the uniqueness of the characteristics of nascent teams.




2.2. Nascent Entrepreneurial Teams


A nascent entrepreneur is defined as a person who has just discovered a business opportunity and completed at least one business gestation activity [23], or who has been active in trying to start a new business in the past 12 months [24] but has not made a profit yet. In the context of an entrepreneurial team, the definition is not so clear, although the very first stage of entrepreneurial team formation is widely discussed [25]. Sirén et al. [26] describe a nascent entrepreneurial team as a “team which consists of individuals who are taking tentative steps towards firm formation”, and listed the main features of nascent entrepreneurial teams:




	
Scarcity of time, money and human capital;



	
Lack of structure and decision-making routines;



	
High level of uncertainty and ambiguity;



	
High interdependence;



	
Limited formalization of roles, tasks and responsibilities among team members;



	
Affective nature (affective events take place and stimulate intense positive and negative emotions);



	
Possibility for all team members to emerge as leaders;



	
Need to establish team roles and norms.








This fits the psychological model of new team formation which suggests that members of new teams are likely to be at a stage when affective and cognitive conflicts are not yet prevalent, and thus individual team members may not yet be able to benefit from having established a common way of thinking [27]. They are much more focused on opportunity recognition and the formulation of team norms [28]; they need to develop a shared understanding of the context and requirements, and develop team cohesion, which is crucial for team members’ satisfaction.



There are two main models of entrepreneurial team origin: the first one—specialization- or resource-related—describes an individual nascent entrepreneur who searches for co-owners to select the ones who can enrich human capital by diversified knowledge and expertise. The second model, called coordination strategy, presents the entrepreneurial team as a group formed previously to work on a project, a group of friends or family members who have similar interests and like each other. Both strategies are not mutually exclusive, both can be linked to high performance levels, and both generate some threats. The specialization strategy results in trust based on members’ expertise, while the coordination strategy facilitates effective communication and shared vision [25]. The coordination strategy benefits from previous interpersonal experiences and mutual sympathy. However, some research studies place emphasis on the negative consequences of the nascent entrepreneurial team’s density [29] and point out that proximity and affectivity among members limit the constructive diversity and external social capital. Both strategies influence team processes, e.g., if the criterion of partner selection is the amount of resources (e.g., money) she or he is able to contribute, the risk of moral hazard appears when the contribution is not equal. This requires equity sharing rules that are usually an element of shareholders’ contract that defines partnership in an entrepreneurial team. Ben-Hafaïed and Cooney [30] call the main decision that needs to be made by nascent entrepreneurial teams the “Three Rs” rule, concerning relationship, roles and reward. In combination with the distribution of power and strategic decision-making, they are crucial for a strong team entity.



In our study, we define a nascent entrepreneurial team as a group of two or more people who have made a joint decision to start a new venture together, who have acted together during the initial stage of the entrepreneurial process for no longer than six months, feel responsible for the establishment and management of the business, and are motivated to use their human capital to develop the company. Because the teams are at the initial phase of their development, we expect that some of the rules may not be implemented yet.




2.3. Entrepreneurial Team’s Venture Performance and Satisfaction


There are many models describing team effectiveness, like Hackman’s Normative Model, Gladstein’s Model [31] or Campion’s Synthesis Model [32]. They discuss the input influencing team effectiveness but also define the main criteria used to assess the output, like team performance and members’ satisfaction. Team effectiveness is defined as a multidimensional construct consisting of three interrelated dimensions: the output of the team, the long-term viability of the team as a performing unit, and the impact of team experience on individual team members [31]. This definition also suggests that when assessing team effectiveness, we need to measure not only the results but also team members’ satisfaction. In this study context, they need to be explained in the case of entrepreneurial venture creation and management. Murphy, Trailer and Hill [33] have analyzed the empirical entrepreneurship literature to find out the main criteria of successful entrepreneurial performance of new ventures and the variables used to measure performance. The most-used ones include efficiency, growth, profit, size, liquidity, success/failure dimension, market share and leverage. The authors stressed the need to use a multidimensional measurement of entrepreneurial venture assessment, including financial and non-financial aspects. To study entrepreneurial venture performance, Mayer-Hauga, Readb and Brinkmaneec [34] used six categories of measures:




	
Growth (e.g., asset growth, business growth over the last three years, growth in employees, market share growth, net profit growth rate);



	
Scale (number of employees);



	
Sales (e.g., log of sales, sales per employee, revenues);



	
Profit (e.g., income, net income, profit, after-tax profit);



	
Other financials (e.g., cash flow, liquidity, return on asset, shareholder return);



	
Qualitative performance (e.g., financial management, market share, alliance success, progress performance, firm survival, perceived performance, performance versus competitors).








Wincent and Ortqvist [35] sum up: “Venture performance represents the ultimate measure of the strength of any new venture or organization. It includes indicators such as sales, market share, customer satisfaction, and return on assets when compared with other organizations.” and point it out as one of two elements of entrepreneur’s rewards together with entrepreneur’s satisfaction with profits, engagement, or aspiration.



The concept of entrepreneurial satisfaction is derived from a more general construct of job satisfaction that is defined as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences" [36]. It has often been studied as a predictor of workers’ motivation and commitment as well as absenteeism and other responses to job or employer [37,38,39]. Studies on job satisfaction primarily concentrated on research among employees rather than among entrepreneurs. However, studies carried out among self-employed individuals have repeatedly shown that they are more satisfied with their job than employees [40,41,42]. Currently, it is believed that satisfaction is not only connected with individual entrepreneurial success but, more importantly, because entrepreneurial satisfaction is influenced by venture performance, the level of job satisfaction can be a key measure of it.



Trying to answer the question of why self-employed have higher satisfaction rates than employees, researchers most frequently suggest higher autonomy, independence and procedural freedom of entrepreneurs [43,44]. These results apply only to the self-employed who wanted to take this route. If employees were forced into self-employment (necessity entrepreneurs), they often expressed a desire to return to paid employment [45].



What is interesting, in the context of the study presented in this paper, is the fact that teamwork is one of the factors related to job satisfaction [46,47,48]. However, job satisfaction, in this case, is determined by various factors, including the team composition, group processes and the nature of the work [49]. Breugst, Patzell and Rathgeber [50] showed that the perception of justice within the team has a strong relationship with the level of satisfaction.



Based on the above analysis of the literature, the question about the satisfaction of the members of the entrepreneurial team arises. If the satisfaction of an individual entrepreneur results from a sense of autonomy and independence, will it also occur in the context of cooperation in the entrepreneurial team? Is the level of professional satisfaction of entrepreneurial team members related to implemented teamwork principles? Does it depend on team experience? The presented research also aimed to answer these questions. We expect that the relationship between team role implementation and team effectiveness (measured by team performance and team members’ satisfaction) in nascent entrepreneurial teams is significant, but it should be stronger in established teams.





3. Methods


The main aim of the present research was to examine team principles implemented by effective established entrepreneurial teams and by nascent ones. The level of entrepreneurial teams’ implementation of collaboration principles is expressed by an ETICP index ranging from 1 (poor) to 5 (the highest level). Firstly, we needed to prepare a scale to test the ETICP index (called the ETICP scale). Secondly, we focused on the relationship between collaboration principles’ implementation and team effectiveness measured by two important indicators: venture performance and personal satisfaction. Starting from an in-depth analysis of the literature, we tried to investigate the relationship between the extent to which team principles are followed by entrepreneurial teams (i.e., the ETICP index) and venture effectiveness. We also expected this relationship to be stronger in established entrepreneurial teams where the principles can be clearer and tested in practice.



Taking the above considerations into account, we formulated three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1.

The collaboration principles measured by ETICP scale are implemented by entrepreneurial teams regardless of their experience, but the level of ETICP index is higher in established entrepreneurial teams.





Hypothesis 2.

There is a positive relationship between the implementation of entrepreneurial team collaboration principles and entrepreneurial team performance perceived by their members.





Hypothesis 3.

There is a positive relationship between the implementation of entrepreneurial team principles and team members’ satisfaction.







The research was conducted with a group of 106 entrepreneurs who run their businesses as members of entrepreneurial teams. The research presented in the current paper is a part of a larger national project. We conducted our study on two groups of entrepreneurial teams—experienced teams whose members collaborated for at least three years (40 entrepreneurs) and nascent teams that were no older than six months when they took part in the study (66 entrepreneurs). In Table 1, descriptive statistics pertaining to our sample of entrepreneurial teams are presented.



For the purpose of this article, we considered the firm’s survival of at least 3 years as a proxy for the company’s success, as the probability of a firm’s failure after that period might drop significantly [51]. We employed different means in the process of the sample recruitment. These included: contacting companies listed in a purchased professional database, contacting start-up incubators and technology parks operating in the metropolitan area, contacting university spin-offs, informing alumni and post-graduate and executive students about the project and the snowball technique. Due to the fact that a variety of different activities was performed, our sample might be considered quite heterogeneous as it consists of entrepreneurial teams of different backgrounds and history. Each of the participants individually filled out an online survey. Moreover, the data collection process took place in two stages—the second stage took place several weeks after the first one. In the first stage, data pertaining to teams’ collaboration principles were collected. In the second one, participants answered questions about their satisfaction and the company’s performance.



The aim of the first step of the research was to prepare the ETICP scale. We created the list of nine principles crucial for entrepreneurial team collaboration—they are presented in Table 2. Each of the items corresponds with an important rule which may be introduced to organize operations and facilitate collaboration within the team. Items were created and selected based on the analysis of sources described in the literature review included in the second section of this paper.



For further analyses, we verified the internal reliability of the ETICP scale using Cronbach’s alpha. It reached a very high level (Alpha = 0.94) which proved the ETICP scale’s internal consistency and its reliability. The ETICP index, which indicates the level of implementation of collaboration principles, was created by calculating the mean score of answers to all nine items, separately for each participant. A 5-point Likert scale anchored at 1—“this statement does not refer to our company’ to 5—“this statement refers to our company very much’ was used.



As was mentioned earlier, in the second stage of the research, the company’s performance and the team member’s satisfaction were measured. Both these dimensions are perceived in this paper as dimensions of entrepreneurial team effectiveness. We created an eight-item firm performance scale. Again, it was based on the previous research described in the second section of this paper. It included items pertaining to financial aspects of performance (e.g., our company’s investments bring expected revenue), to company’s growth (e.g., we increase the number of employees or we plan to increase it) as well as its reputation (our company enjoys a reputation among customers). Participants were providing their answers using a 5-point Likert scale. The scale’s internal reliability level was calculated, and as it was high (α = 0.86), a single measure of performance was created by calculating the performance scale’s mean score for each participant.



In order to measure the entrepreneurial team members’ satisfaction, a six-item scale was used. It included statements pertaining directly to satisfaction (e.g., running the company gives me satisfaction.) but also to a sense of personal fulfillment (e.g., thanks to my work I have the time to fulfill my dreams.). Again, a 5-point Likert scale was used and a single measure was calculated after obtaining a satisfactory level of scale reliability (α = 0.77).




4. Results


4.1. Implementation of Collaboration Principles


The first stage of the research was to assess the ETICP index for established and nascent teams. The descriptive statistics—mean and standard deviation—for each item are presented in Table 3.



The mean score in the entire sample of the implementation of team collaboration principles measured by ETICP index was 4.18 and can be assessed as high. All nine principles are implemented by examined entrepreneurial teams regardless of their experience. The lowest (below 4.0) total results refer to members’ involvement in running the company and managerial roles’ division. These results remain at a medium-high level. The highest result (4.47 out of 5) refers to task distribution based on team members’ competencies, but it needs to be analyzed separately for each of the study groups.



The comparison between members of experienced and nascent teams was conducted using the Mann–Whitney U test. It showed that the significant difference concerns two items, no. 1 (z = −2.41, p = 0.02) and no. 8 (z = −2.51, p = 0.04). Both items relate to members’ competencies, and their results were much higher in the group of nascent teams (they are bolded in Table 3). The mean results of the implementation of collaboration principles in the nascent entrepreneurial team were also higher, but the difference is not statistically significant (z = 0.11, p = 0.9).



The hypothesis H1: The collaboration principles measured by ETICP scale are implemented by entrepreneurial teams regardless of their experience, but the level of ETICP index being higher in established entrepreneurial teams was partially supported. The achieved results confirm the implementation of all nine principles included in ETICP scale in both study groups. The ETICP index reached a high level in both types of entrepreneurial teams. However, our assumption regarding higher results in established entrepreneurial teams was not confirmed. Respondents operating in nascent entrepreneurial teams assessed the implementation of two teams’ collaboration principles as higher than the established group.




4.2. Relationship between Principle Implementation and Team Effectiveness


Descriptive statistics of scales measuring members’ assessment of company performance and their satisfaction, prepared using the described procedure, are presented in Table 4.



Research participants assessed their companies’ performance as average. The score of established entrepreneurial teams is significantly higher than that of nascent ones (Mann–Whitney U test; z = 3.71, p < 0.001). Team members’ satisfaction does not differ significantly between both groups and, overall, its level is quite high among study participants.



In order to verify our hypotheses pertaining to the relationship between the level of ETICP index and the company’s performance as well as team members’ satisfaction, the Spearman correlation coefficient was computed. Statistically significant positive relationships were found:




	
Between ETICP index (total result) and the company’s performance (total result) (rs = 0.33, p < 0.01);



	
Between ETICP index (total result) and entrepreneurial team members’ satisfaction (total result) (rs = 0.52, p < 0.05).








Therefore, hypotheses H2 and H3 were supported. The ETICP index seems to be connected more strongly to the entrepreneurial team’s member satisfaction. However, there is also a positive relationship between ETICP index and the team’s performance.



Additionally, the relationship between the implementation of entrepreneurial team principles and entrepreneurial team performance and members’ satisfaction were analyzed separately in groups of experienced and nascent entrepreneurial team members. The obtained results are presented in Table 5.



As shown in Table 5, a positive correlation between the ETICP index and team effectiveness was confirmed in the case of both types of team. Hypotheses H2 and H3 were supported. The results regarding established teams confirm a moderate positive relationship between ETICP index and both dependent variables. When it comes to nascent teams, the relationship between ETICP index and members’ satisfaction reaches a moderate level, but in the case of company’s performance, the relationship is weak (see Figure 1).



To further verify the relationship between the level of ETICP index and satisfaction and performance in mature and nascent teams, an additional statistical analysis was performed. It involved the Scheirer–Ray–Hare test, which is a non-parametric equivalent of the multivariate ANOVA. The following results were obtained:




	
There were no significant differences in the level of satisfaction depending on the type of the company (mature versus nascent) (H = 1.77, p = 0.18);



	
Significant differences in the satisfaction level were found depending on the ETICP level (H = 17.40, p < 0.05), regardless of the type of company;



	
No significant interaction was found between the two independent variables (company type and ETICP level) in relation to satisfaction (H = 1.10, p = 0.78);



	
There were significant differences in the level of performance evaluation depending on the type of company (H = 12.55, p < 0.05);



	
Significant differences were found in team performance depending on the ETICP level (H = 8.19, p < 0.05);



	
No significant interaction was found between the two independent variables (company type and ETICP level) in relation to performance (H = 1.8, p = 0.61).








These results confirmed the revealed positive relationship between the implementation of team collaboration principles and the effectiveness of entrepreneurial teams and team members’ satisfaction. Additionally, they support the usefulness of the employed ETICP index.





5. Discussion


5.1. Study Discussion


The interactions in entrepreneurial teams were discussed in a relatively small number of articles concerning entrepreneurial team performance [6], and they were focused on the team’s diversity, learning processes, conflict resolution, and leadership. Some of them have proved the importance of social interactions for the success of new ventures. Our aim was to investigate the principles important for the entrepreneurial team collaboration process. The nine items included in the ETICP scale were validated and the high reliability of the scale was confirmed. We introduced the ETICP index as the measure of entrepreneurial teams’ implementation of collaboration principles.



Our research has confirmed that the tested entrepreneurial teams implemented all the collaboration principles included in the prepared scale. Contrary to our assumptions, the implementation of teams’ collaboration principles was generally not different in the two analyzed groups. In the case of two particular items of our scale, the obtained scores were even higher in nascent teams. This confirms the Ben-Hafaïed and Cooney [30] statement that the rules concerning the relationship, roles and rewards in combination with the distribution of power and strategic decision making are crucial for teams’ operations. The differences discovered between nascent and experienced teams may arise from the characteristics of nascent teams. The principles concerning human capital contribution are very important here because each member’s skills and expertise could be the selection criterion used in the team. This is particularly important when a nascent team’s origin is based on the specialization model [25], when co-owners’ expertise is the most vital criterion for the partner’s selection. High human capital can also be used to reduce uncertainty, ambiguity and risk connected to the scarcity of resources, which are said to be primary determinants of nascent entrepreneurial teams’ operations [26]. Human capital scarcity can be the reason why their members pay attention to the division of tasks according to competencies and care more about each member’s contribution to business development.



Hackman’s Normative Model [31] criteria were used to measure team effectiveness: team performance and members’ satisfaction. To assess venture performance, we have chosen Murphy, Trailer and Hill [33] model and the satisfaction scale was based on Lange [44], Kantonen and Palnoroos [46] methods. Our study contributes to the entrepreneurship literature by introducing entrepreneurs’ satisfaction as the measure of business venture teams’ effectiveness.



The relationship between principles’ implementation and venture performance as well as the relationship between principles’ implementation and entrepreneurs’ professional satisfaction was confirmed. Nascent teams are at the initial phase of their company existence and their profits, reputation, or plans for employment are very low or none (which is confirmed by team members’ assessments). Performing in a coherent, conflict-free and supportive team can be the main source of members’ satisfaction [49], which makes collaboration rules very important. For established teams, whose members assessed companies’ performance as better, it can be the main reason behind their professional satisfaction. Team cooperation rules, however, are correlated with the company’s performance. The transparency of roles and the division of responsibilities, as well as profit distribution and each shareholder’s engagement, are crucial for fluent collaboration and provide an opportunity to focus on business tasks rather than setting team collaboration standards. If they are established earlier and work well, they can be a part of the company’s culture, and influence its performance.



Based on these results, it can be stated that the importance of introducing appropriate entrepreneurial team cooperation principles is not just a matter of effectiveness but also of satisfaction. Additionally, high consistency in the perception of the implemented rules based on trust can be, in our opinion, a characteristic feature of effective entrepreneurial teams.




5.2. Practical Implications


Our findings have important implications for practice. First, members of entrepreneurial teams may benefit from a better understanding of collaboration principles importance for their satisfaction and venture performance. As the economic factors and entrepreneurs’ networks are often discussed as the main determinants of companies’ success, social relationship within entrepreneurial teams are taken for granted and perceived as well established and less meaningful. Our findings support their importance for new and experienced teams. For nascent teams, it needs to be clear the rules concerning the identification of members’ strengths and using them in the venture-developing process [18] can be used to reduce the limitations of resources and for dealing with a high level of uncertainty. The principles referring to co-owners’ contributions and profit distribution should not be undervalued. The implementation of cooperation principles by members of the nascent team can be an important source of motivation in the initial stage when income is not sufficiently high to satisfy entrepreneurs. The established teams need to consider the collaboration principles, as they can be their venture’s success driver [19]. If they are not settled clearly, partners’ roles are not well defined and their contribution is not equal, which leads to conflicts and can limit the collaborative approach, which is vital for business development [3]. The principle concerning using team members’ competencies was implemented on the lower level in the established teams. The motivation to perceive other co-owners as suppliers of important resources for the venture can be one of the remedies that protect mature entrepreneurial teams against the collapse of their company related to collaboration problems [8].



Secondly, our findings and ETICP index can be widely used in entrepreneurial education processes. They can address the needs of three potential groups of recipients: established entrepreneurial teams, nascent entrepreneurial teams and graduate students. Collaborative reflective learning can be implemented in all three groups [52]. The members of established entrepreneurial teams can learn on the basis of their own experience and use the ETICP scale to evaluate their collaboration processes, and assess their strengths and weaknesses concerning the distribution of competencies, responsibilities, power and company’s profits. The possible gaps in the team’s relationship can be clarified, and improvements can be implemented. Reflection helps to clarify intentions and possible consequences, to evaluate and synthesize primary entrepreneurial experience to develop knowledge [53]. Self-assessment on the basis of the ETICP scale allows to diagnose a particular team’s needs and can be used for a highly personalized consultancy service. The development of the team’s collaboration can be beneficial for venture performance and for team members’ satisfaction.



Nascent co-owners should also be reflective on the processes within the team they conceived to develop a business venture. At the initial phase of their collaboration, they are focused on filling the gaps related to funding, resources, structure, decision making methods and roles. Some of the nascent teams start with nothing more than the raw talents and determination of team members. This places the principles concerning co-owners’ competencies among the most important ones. The reflective learning process supported by the ETICP scale can be used to influence the founding team and facilitate company culture development. Reflections on the relationship between the implementation of collaboration principles and members’ satisfaction can strengthen teams’ awareness of their importance for each person’s well-being and the company’s progress.



Elements of entrepreneurial team collaboration are rarely included in the entrepreneurship courses delivered for university students. Some of the principles that we discovered were implemented by effective entrepreneurial teams are covered during team building, team management and leadership courses. In the case of business venture creation, an individualistic approach prevails. We propose that the results presented in this paper and the questionnaire we have created can be used to complement students’ knowledge and skills regarding the process of entrepreneurial team development and its effectiveness. Reflection as a mental process that engages deep thinking and can explain and understand experience is well known as a method used in entrepreneurial education. It pertains to metacognition, an element of students’ self-regulation process [52]. In university students’ case, the reflective learning can be based on graduates’ participation in entrepreneurial projects, the experience of seasoned entrepreneurs and support from a teacher. The ideas on how to implement our findings and ETICP scale in graduates’ education are presented in the next chapter. They are supplemented by two examples of effective entrepreneurial teams’ collaboration case studies.





6. Educational Inspirations


Two recommendations are presented: the first one proposes that the ETICP index and our questionnaire can be used as a tool for entrepreneurial reflective learning. The second one includes an example of best practices based on statements of members of two experienced entrepreneurial teams linked to nine collaboration principles.



Learning activities based on experience need to be completed with proactive, reflective sessions, self-assessment, and the possibility to compare experiences to different concepts. This process needs to be conscious and focused on changing understanding, perception, and future behavior [54]. Reflective learning can be individual or collaborative when people can learn on the basis of their own experience and the experience of a more experienced person or support of a coach. A facilitator’s or teacher’s role is to guide students during the process of reflective learning as well as to use selected methods that trigger reflection, like self-awareness activities, writing letters or blogs [52,53]. Modern technologies are very useful in reflective learning. Applications that students are familiar with can be used as multi-level support for reflective learning: they can support collecting data from the experiences, to structuralize them, they can include tips or questions triggering the self-assessment and reflection process, allow to share the experiences and reflections with other students or, finally, help to plan future actions based on reflections [54].



We propose that the ETICP scale can be used for measuring.



The implementation of entrepreneurial team collaboration principles as a tool for entrepreneurial reflective learning:




	
Self-assessment tool (after entrepreneurial team task realization)—the items of the questionnaire can be made available online (e.g., Mentimeter app can be used) to allow students to assess their experiences of collaboration during entrepreneurial tasks or simulations. The answers of each team member can be compared with the opinions of other team members, they can be discussed in the context of the research results presented in this article, and a shared plan for future team collaboration can be prepared;



	
Logs triggers—the items of the questionnaire could be also used as the points the students must take into consideration while collecting logs about the entrepreneurial team collaboration process and effectiveness. All logs need to refer to nine principles included in the questionnaire and some checkpoints need to be pointed out to stop the collaboration process, discuss the logs and look for possible improvements in team operations. At the end of the project, an assessment of the ETICP index can be conducted according to the questionnaire, and the results should be discussed. Another final step can be to write an essay to summarize the team processes on the basis of the implementation of principles and their influence on team effectiveness.








Another active learning method that is widely used in entrepreneurial (and not only entrepreneurial) education is the case study. It is usually a description of a real situation which allows students to analyze the challenges, decisions and opportunities faced by the described persons or companies, and provokes students’ critical thinking in complex contexts [55]. A case study includes not only the necessary data but also open questions or problems to be solved. Case studies promote group discussion, motivate students to find out connections between academic knowledge and real-life conditions [56]. To support learning about collaborative entrepreneurship, we propose two short case studies. The members of the described entrepreneurial teams participated in the quantitative research, and their results in the questionnaire were extremely high and congruent. Both teams are established teams, family businesses, and have achieved business successes. Members of the entrepreneurial team were asked to participate in an interview to describe their team collaboration. The main features of each team are presented in Table 6; the names of the companies were kept confidential at the request of the owners.



The entrepreneurial team in Company I consists of a father who was the company founder, and his older son; they plan to invite another son to the collaboration soon. The father invited his son to the entrepreneurial team ten years ago, when he decided to run the business, because he was conscious that the help of a well-educated, young engineer was needed to develop the company. ‘Whom can I trust more than my own family? I knew a lot about the product, I had many chances to observe how it works in practice, so we decided to engage and to devote to our company’. They assessed trust in the team on the highest level and found that the father’s technical knowledge and the son’s managerial competencies, as well as shared values, were the main sources of mutual respect and trust. Both owners admitted that they use each other’s competencies to run the business and to divide managerial roles. The father is responsible for technical aspects, while the son organizes the work and proposes innovative solutions, but they discuss each decision and take it together. The father said: ‘We make decisions usually in online conversations because we travel a lot, but my son’s young head produces all the novel ideas’. The son’s reaction was “I would never question father’s technical opinions, he delivers expert information, plays the role of the technical mentor, suggests solutions and the final decision is obvious for me.” Both partners understand the company’s mission in the same way, and despite saying that they also share company strategy and understanding of venture success, the details they provided differ a little bit. They measure success by earned money, positive clients’ opinions and ecological technology development. While the father appreciates the stability of profits, the size of profits is much more important for the son. The older owner points out the technological excellence of the main product as the most important direction of company development; for the younger one, the most important is the introduction of new products and international expansion. The father does not even think about selling their technical license, while the son takes such a solution into consideration. This does not mean they disagree with each other; both of them are looking for the best way to improve business results and are open to the other partner’s point of view and proposals. They support each other in achieving company goals and feel strongly involved in that process. When the question ‘Do all the members care to achieve the company’s success?’ was asked, participants were both surprised and said, “This is a rhetorical question, isn’t it? Could it be different?”



In Company II, the owners explained that the division of their roles is based on personal competencies, temperaments and preferences. One of them, who is the grandson of the company founder, is responsible for strategy, the other one is responsible for operations. The first one leads the production department, the other one sales. The division is clear for them and their employees, but both of them are and feel responsible for the success of the company and can make all the decisions when the other is absent: “Our employees know, when I am abroad, and a person working in production department wants to renegotiate their terms of employment or to get a rise, he can go to my partner, and he knows what to do, and I will accept the decision”. Both partners assessed the level of trust in each other as on the highest level: 100%. One of the owners is said to be an expert in resolving crisis situations: “He does not know about some processes I control, he forgets immediately even when I tell him. But in crisis situations, he takes a sheet of paper, analyzes, and after ten minutes all the fires are extinguished, he manages it perfectly”. The entrepreneurial team members share the company vision and the strategy to achieve it; they are both involved in running the company. However, their roles were different from the beginning of their cooperation: “He made me think about the business from another perspective: I was a bit ashamed to manage a small business delivering low-quality cakes. He made me think that the confectionery business is a way to give pleasure to the clients and to create the brand we can be proud of”. They also share the same understanding of company success: ‘Our success is that our cakes are unique, hand-crafted and natural’ and both of them are still hungry for more: “We want to be the best bakery in the world”. They support each other on that path, but it does not mean they are unanimous; We often quarrel, we discuss emotionally, we even shout at each other because we have other ideas how to complete the same vision, we have the same priorities. The dispute always is finished with a compromise and a joint decision’. “The most challenging thing in our collaboration is the necessity to give way to the other owner, but we are open to doing so, and we do so”. They are also open to asking the third owner—the mother of one of them—to advise them on some production problems. They agree about her advisory role, and they appreciate her expertise and her right to be a co-owner without taking part in company management. The rules of profit distribution between partners were established and respected even though the distribution is not equal.



The recommended questions to ask to motivate students to analyze the cases are:




	
What are the sources of entrepreneurial team success?



	
Assess the described entrepreneurial teams using the questionnaire (principles of team collaboration implementation);



	
What are the potential challenges the entrepreneurial team can face in the process of company future development? How can they be solved?



	
What can inspire your team to strengthen your team collaboration?









7. Conclusions


Our study examined the principles implemented by entrepreneurial teams in the process of their collaboration (ETICP index). We presented the characteristic of entrepreneurial teams and described the rules that are important for team processes within the teams. The factors that distinguish nascent and established teams were discussed to explain our research questions and hypotheses. We also presented the two-factors model for entrepreneurial teams’ effectiveness assessment, including venture performance and team members’ satisfaction.



The main aim of this paper was to examine what collaboration principles are implemented by effective entrepreneurial teams and how they differ in nascent and established teams. A list of nine collaboration principles was formed, and the ETICP scale was designed. To answer the questions about the implementation of those principles in entrepreneurial teams, quantitative research was conducted in a group of 106 Polish entrepreneurs operating in entrepreneurial teams. The first hypothesis was partially confirmed; we found the collaboration principles measured by ETICP index to be implemented by entrepreneurial teams regardless of their experience. Both groups of respondents achieved high results. Contrary to our assumptions, in the case of two particular items of our scale, the obtained scores were even higher in nascent teams.



The other aspect we were interested in was the relationship between the implementation of entrepreneurial team principles and entrepreneurial team performance as well as team members’ satisfaction. The correlation analysis could test the next two hypotheses. The positive relationship between the implementation of entrepreneurial team principles and entrepreneurial team performance perceived by their members was confirmed.



We have confirmed the importance of team collaboration principles in an entrepreneurial context. We also made an attempt to find the relationship between the implementation of collaboration principles in entrepreneurial teams and team member satisfaction at two different stages of entrepreneurial team development. To our knowledge, this issue has not received sufficient attention from scholars to date. The results should be verified in a much larger group of entrepreneurial teams because the number of participants is the most important limitation of our study. The research should also be repeated in groups of entrepreneurial teams’ members in other countries. The locations where the teams operate and the culture of their members could have a bearing on the findings. Our research group was homogeneous in terms of nationality and came from one region of Poland, which limits the universality of the conclusions presented here. Another one is the fact that we have analyzed the results on an individual level: we took into consideration entrepreneurial team members’ assessments and opinions, and we did not perform team level analysis. We leave this task for further research. It would be very interesting to examine the relationship between team congruence regarding the implementation of collaboration principles and companies’ effectiveness through the lens of a shared mental model approach. A very interesting issue to discuss would also be to establish links between two kinds of team performance: financial and non-financial performance with team principle implementation.



Despite the presented limitations, the conducted research findings advance the current understanding of entrepreneurial team collaboration, but, at the same time, allow us to propose some practical ideas to be used in entrepreneurial teams’ operations. The ETICP index can be used as the measure of entrepreneurial teams’ implementation of collaboration principles. The questionnaire we have used to test the ETICP index, called the ETICP scale, can be applied to assess entrepreneurial team collaboration and to propose advisory suggestions referring to the entrepreneurial team and company development. We have not found such a comprehensive tool in other studies, so it can be further developed, validated and widely used.



The other practical implication is related to entrepreneurial education. Three types of recipients of educational activities have been defined: graduate students, nascent entrepreneurial teams and established entrepreneurial teams’ members. The ETICP index and ETICP scale can be used as a reflective learning tool for each of them. The experienced entrepreneurs can analyze their internal relationships, point out the aspects of team collaboration that need to be improved and implement chosen corrective actions to strengthen the team and its business effectiveness. Nascent entrepreneurial teams’ members can use the ETICP items as a template to create their internal rules. Graduate students can reflect their project teams’ behaviors and develop their employability—competencies that are important for their success when accessing a satisfying occupation which benefits a wide range of stakeholders [57].



We have also delivered two case studies that can be discussed during classes concerning entrepreneurial teams, analyzed as the cases of best practices and can be the triggers to implement entrepreneurial team collaboration principles in students’ entrepreneurial activities.



Self-awareness, networking and teamwork are examples of skills that are highly required in the labour market, enhance graduates’ employability [58] and are worth developing even if the student does not become an entrepreneur. The most important practical contribution includes our remarks that refer to team aspects of entrepreneurship, which are often omitted in Polish entrepreneurial education and seem to influence graduates’ and entrepreneurs’ satisfaction and business results.
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Figure 1. Correlations between ETICP index and: company’s performance and team members’ satisfaction. 
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Table 1. Descriptives—entrepreneurial teams.
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Experienced Teams

(N = 40)

	
Nascent Teams

(N = 66)




	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean

	
SD






	
Number of members of the entrepreneurial team

	
2.28

	
0.60

	
5.4

	
2.0




	
The age of the company

	
15.51

	
15.9

	
<6 months




	
Number of people employed in the company

	
14.10

	
23.3

	
0

	
0




	
Age of the entrepreneurial team member

	
40.5

	
9.12

	
33.7

	
10.22




	
Gender of the entrepreneurial team member

	
M:27, W:12

	
M:52, W:14
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Table 2. Collaboration principles—items.
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	1. All owners bring important skills and knowledge to the entrepreneurial team.



	2. Managerial roles are divided between entrepreneurial team members.



	3. All members are involved in running the company.



	4. All members are committed to the company’s success.



	5. The rules of profit distribution between partners are established and respected.



	6. All partners share an understanding of the company’s success and agree on the strategy.



	7. All partners support each other in achieving the company’s goals.



	8. In the entrepreneurial team, we use our unique competencies, and regularly distribute tasks in accordance with them.



	9. In our entrepreneurial team, we jointly develop the way in which we operate.
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Table 3. Collaboration principles—descriptive statistics.
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Experienced Teams (N = 40)

	
Nascent Teams (N = 66)

	
Total (N = 106)




	
Items

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean

	
SD






	
1. All owners bring important skills and knowledge to the entrepreneurial team.

	
3.92

	
1.53

	
4.64

	
0.78

	
4.37

	
1.16




	
2. Managerial roles are divided between entrepreneurial team members.

	
3.85

	
1.48

	
3.91

	
1.06

	
3.90

	
1.23




	
3. All members are involved in running the company.

	
3.74

	
1.52

	
3.89

	
1.17

	
3.85

	
1.30




	
4. All members are committed to the company’s success.

	
4.21

	
1.28

	
4.52

	
0.90

	
4.40

	
1.06




	
5. The rules of profit distribution between partners are established and respected.

	
4.26

	
1.186

	
4.26

	
1.04

	
4.26

	
1.09




	
6. All partners share an understanding of the company’s success and agree on its strategy.

	
3.97

	
1.31

	
4.08

	
1.06

	
4.04

	
1.15




	
7. All partners support each other in achieving the company’s goals.

	
3.97

	
1.35

	
4.36

	
0.94

	
4.22

	
1.11




	
8. In the entrepreneurial team, we use our unique competencies, and regularly distribute tasks in accordance with them.

	
4.10

	
1.31

	
4.68

	
0.71

	
4.47

	
1.01




	
9. In our entrepreneurial team, we jointly develop the way in which we operate.

	
4.0

	
1.21

	
4.21

	
0.98

	
4.14

	
1.07




	
Mean

	
4.0

	
-

	
4.29

	
-

	
4.18

	
-
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Table 4. Company performance and team members’ satisfaction—descriptive statistics.
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Experienced Teams (N = 40)

	
Nascent Teams (N = 66)

	
Total (N = 106)




	
Dependent Variables

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Mean

	
SD






	
Company’s performance

	
3.83

	
0.61

	
3.3

	
0.78

	
3.51

	
0.77




	
Entrepreneurial team members’ satisfaction

	
4.2

	
0.56

	
3.99

	
0.68

	
4.07

	
0.65
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Table 5. Correlation between ETICP index and team members’ satisfaction in experienced and nascent entrepreneurial teams (p < 0.05).
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Experienced Teams (N = 40)

	
Nascent Teams (N = 66)




	
Dependent Variables

	
r

	
r






	
Company’s performance

	
0.55

	
0.31




	
Entrepreneurial team members’ satisfaction

	
0.62

	
0.49
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Table 6. Characteristics of entrepreneurial teams—case study.
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	Company I
	Company II





	Year of establishment
	2009
	1946 (2010—present coowners)



	Sector
	Manufacturing, chemical production
	Confectionery



	Legal form
	Ltd.
	Partnership



	Number of coowners
	2
	3 (one of them does not manage anymore, she is retired and plays the role of advisor for the new owners), 2 were asked to participate in the interview.



	Entrepreneurial team members status
	Family (father and son)
	Friends



	Number of employees
	5
	About 100



	Plans for development
	Product development, international expansion
	New product development and launch
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