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Background and Special Issue Purpose

This special issue aims to deepen our understanding of public policies to promote innovative entre-
preneurship. We hope to collect exemplary empirical research and theoretical developments that
showcase novel empirical strategies, theoretical concepts, and new data sources. Because entrepre-
neurship is a broad and interdisciplinary phenomenon, we are open to perspectives that combine
entrepreneurship with views from other fields such as strategy, public economics, business, sociology,
etc.

Innovative entrepreneurship may be distinguished from other forms of entrepreneurship by an em-
phasis on novel products, services, production methods, or business models. Such innovation should
increase the likelihood of firm growth, wealth creation, and the addition of value-added jobs which
are crucial for economic development (Acs et al.,, 2016; Audretsch, 2007; Baumol, 2010; Carree &
Thurik, 2003; OECD, 2010). Public agencies and institutions seeking to improve economic growth
should consider incentives and rewards that encourage innovative entrepreneurship as well as con-
ventional entrepreneurial activities that produce economic and societal benefits, at the local, national,
regional, and international levels.

One approach to facilitating innovative entrepreneurship is to establish and protect institutions that
establish the “rules of the game.” Efficient institutions provide economic freedom to current market
participants and ensure new and small firms also have opportunities to compete in the market
(Baumol, 1990; North, 1990; McMullen, Bagby, & Palich, 2008). Policies that address market and
structural issues (e.g. external benefits and costs, high transaction costs, public infrastructure) could
reduce barriers to new venture formation. Second, policy efforts to incentivize innovation may include
organizational sponsorship and human capital development of preferred activities (Amezcua et al.,
2013) through tax incentives, business incubators (Amezcua et al., 2013; Kolympiris, & Klein, 2017),
science parks (Hobbs et al., 2017), and technology commercialization (Seigel & Wright, 2017). Some



national policies go further in the sponsorship of capital market institutions, venture capital, and stock
markets (Columbo et al., 2015; Munari & Toschi, 2015).

Empirical research has focused mainly on the evaluation of specific interventions for innovative en-
trepreneurship, finding examples of both effective and ineffective policies (Autio, & Rannikko, 2016;
Cantner, & Kosters, 2012; Jourdan & Kivleniece, 2017. However, we lack a more general assessment
of policy design for such efforts. Public investments in research, business development, or infrastructure,
for example, are typically justified with arguments that the social benefits exceed the private benefits,
such that a market economy will not do enough of these things (Bradley & Klein, 2016; Holtz-Eakin,
2000). But the exact theoretical mechanisms, and a precise estimate of the effects and their magnitudes,
remain elusive.

Theoretical work has analyzed, among other topics, how entrepreneurial activity creates new groups of
organizations (Chung, 2001), new networks of inter-organizational activity (Ahlstrom & Bruton, 2000),
and new organizational forms (David et al., 2013). These efforts occur across multiple levels of analysis
(Kim et al. 2016). Yet, we don’t know exactly how these mechanisms for organizing entrepreneurial
activity achieve innovation and growth outcomes. Prior syntheses of such policies adopt an efficiency
perspective sprung from market-failure analysis. In other words, they focus on fine-tuning an estab-
lished system rather than assessing its general effectiveness. Policies are then devised to ‘correct’ the
failure — often by incentivising firms and other institutions to enhance R&D and promoting entrepre-
neurial venturing. The time is ripe for research that also looks at the higher-level institutions related
to innovation and entrepreneurship.

While innovation is often highlighted as an important policy focus, entrepreneurs are not the only
constituents of public sector employees. Established firms with political connections and financial
resources also seek to influence policy through trade associations and special interest groups. These
firms often lobby for policies and regulations to maintain an economic advantage and limit competi-
tion (Niskanen, 1971; Olson, 1971; Tullock, 1998; Downs, 1962). These strategic interests often com-
pete with the billions of dollars spent annually worldwide to support innovation and entrepreneurship.
Currently, we lack comprehensive knowledge about the mechanisms associated with these different
forces and whether support for innovative entrepreneurship exceeds, meets or underdelivers their
intended outcomes. It is possible that well-intentioned public investments and policy efforts have
limited gains combined with unintended consequences of crowding out private investment (Baumol,
2002; Acs, Astebro, Audretsch, & Robinson, 2010). For these reasons we need a better understanding
of the costs and benefits of alternative institutions and policies to promote innovative entrepreneur-
ship for the industries and regions targets at the macro, industry, firm, and individual levels of analysis
(see e.g. AMP special issue, Bradley & Klein, 2016).

Possible Research Questions

Some broad questions that contributions to the special issue might address:

e What do public economics, information economics, and public choice theory say about effec-
tiveness of policy interventions under conditions of uncertainty and divergent incentives?
How do network theory, institutional theory, or other approaches drawing on sociology in-
form the discussion?



e How do specific policies or programs channel resources to small scale, experimental and high-
growth new ventures (Haltiwanger, Jarmin, Kulick, & Miranda, 2016; Haltiwanger, Jarmin, &
Miranda, 2012)?

e Under what conditions can successful policies outweigh the potential deadweight costs and
crowding-out effects on firms not included in policy treatments?

e What distinguishes successful from less successful policies? Are there limits to specific policy
interventions or combination of policies?

Deadline, Submission and Review Process

Submissions to this special issue should be prepared in accordance with SEJ’s submission process
described at http://sej.strategicmanagement.net/. Submissions can be made via the SE] website be-
tween 1 May 2019 and 1 June 2019. Please indicate that your submission is for the special issue on
Policy for Innovative Entrepreneurship. Publication of this special issue is planned for March 2021.

Further Information
For questions regarding the content of the special issue, please contact the guest editors:

Steven W. Bradley, Hankamer School of Business, Baylor University, Steve Bradlev@bavlor.edu
Phillip Kim, Babson College, pkim1(@babson.cdu

Peter G. Klein, Hankamer School of Business, Baylor University, Peter Klein(@bavlor.edu

Jeff McMullen, Kelley School of Business, Indiana University, mcmullej@indiana.cdu

Karl Wennberg, Linképing University, karl.wennbero(@liu.se

For questions about submitting to the special issue, please contact Liz Moran, SE] Managing Editor,
at SE](@strategicmanagement.net.

References

Acs, Z., Astebro, T., Audretsch, D., & Robinson, D. T. (2016). Public policy to promote entrepre-
neurship: a call to arms. Swall Business Economics, 47(1), 35-51.

Ahlstrom, D., & Bruton, G. D. 2006. Venture capital in emerging economies: Networks and institu-
tional change. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 30(2): 299-320.

Aldrich, H. E., & Fiol, C. M. (1994). Fools Rush in? The Institutional Context of Industry Creation.
Academy of Management Review, 19(4), 645—670.

Amezcua, A. S., Grimes, M. G., Bradley, S. W., & Wiklund, J. (2013). Organizational sponsorship
and founding environments: a contingency view on the survival of business-incubated firms,
1994-2007. Academy of Management Journal, 56(6), 1628-1654.

Audretsch, D. B. (2007). Entrepreneurship capital and economic growth. Oxford Review of Economic
Poliey, 23(1), 63-78.

Autio, E., & Rannikko, H. (2016). Retaining winners: Can policy boost high-growth entrepreneur-
ship? Research Policy, 45(1), 42-55.

Baumol, W. J. (1990). Entrepreneurship: Productive, Unproductive, and Destructive. Journal of Politi-
cal Economy, 98(5, Part 1), 893-921.


http://sej.strategicmanagement.net/
mailto:Steve_Bradley@baylor.edu
mailto:pkim1@babson.edu
mailto:Peter_Klein@baylor.edu
mailto:mcmullej@indiana.edu
mailto:karl.wennberg@liu.se
mailto:SEJ@strategicmanagement.net

Baumol, W. J. (2002). The Free-martket Innovation Machine: Analyzing the Growth Miracle of Capitalism.
Princeton University Press.

Baumol, W. J. (2010). The microtheory of innovative entrepreneurship. Princeton University Press.

Bradley, S. W., & Klein, P. (2016). Institutions, Economic Freedom, and Entrepreneurship: The
Contribution of Management Scholarship. The Acadeny of Management Perspectives, 30(3), 211—
221.

Cantner, U., & Kosters, S. (2012). Picking the winner? Empirical evidence on the targeting of R&D
subsidies to start-ups. Swall Business Econonrics, 39(4), 921-936.

Carree, M. A., & Thurik, A. R. (2003). The Impact of Entrepreneurship on Economic Growth. In Z.
J. Acs & D. B. Audretsch (Eds.), Handbook of Entreprenenrship Research (pp. 437—471). Springer
US.

Chung, C. n. 2001. Markets, culture and institutions: The emergence of large business groups in Tai-
wan, 1950s—1970s. Journal of Management Studies, 38(5): 719-745.

Colombo, M. G., Cumming, D. J., & Vismara, S. (2016). Governmental venture capital for innova-
tive young firms. Journal of Technology Transfer, 41(1), 10-24.

David, R. J., Sine, W. D., & Haveman, H. A. 2013. Seizing opportunity in emerging fields: How in-
stitutional entrepreneurs legitimated the professional form of management consulting. Or-
ganization Science, 24(2): 356-377.

Haltiwanger, J., Jarmin, R. S., Kulick, R., & Miranda, J. (2016). High Growth Young Firms: Contri-
bution to Job, Output, and Productivity Growth. NBER. Retrieved from
http:/ /www.nber.org/chapters/c13492

Haltiwanger, J., Jarmin, R. S., & Miranda, J. (2012). Who Creates Jobs? Small versus Large versus
Young. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 95(2), 347-361.

Hobbs, K. G., Link, A. N., & Scott, J. T. (2017). Science and technology parks: an annotated and an-
alytical literature review. Journal of Technology Transfer, 42(4), 957-976.

Holtz-Eakin, D. (2000). Public Policy Toward Entrepreneurship. Swall Business Economics, 15(4), 283—
291.

Jourdan, J., & Kivleniece, I. (2017). Too much of a good thing? The dual effect of public sponsoz-
ship on organizational performance. Academy of Management Journal, 60(1), 55-77.

Kim, P. H., Wennberg, K., & Croidieu, G. (2016). Untapped Riches of Meso-Level Applications in
Multilevel Entrepreneurship Mechanisms. Academy of Management Perspectives, 30(3), 273-291.

Kolympiris, C., & Klein, P. G. (2017). The Effects of Academic incubators on university Innovation.
Strategic Entreprenenrship Jonrnal, 11(2), 145-170.

McMullen, J. S., Bagby, D. R., & Palich, L. E. (2008). Economic Freedom and the Motivation to En-
gage in Entrepreneurial Action. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32(5), 875—-895.

Munari, F., & Toschi, L. (2015). Assessing the impact of public venture capital programmes in the
United Kingdom: Do regional characteristics matter?. Journal of Business Venturing, 30(2), 205-
226.

North, D. C. (1990). Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance. Cambridge University
Press.

OECD (2010). SMEs, Entrepreneurship and Innovation. OECD Studies on SMEs and Entrepreneurship,

OECD Publishing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264080355-en

Siegel, D. S., & Wright, M. (2015). Academic entrepreneurship: time for a rethink?. British Journal of
Manageent, 26(4), 582-595.

Tullock, G. (2003). The origin rent-seeking concept. International Journal of Business and Economics, 2(1),
1.



