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Abstract 

Enrolling industrial collaborators is an ideal method for academia seeking commercialization of 

their research findings. We define and delineate novelty types of uncertain for academic entre-

preneurs in the cooperative entrepreneurship contexts: the struggles to establish social ties with 

potential collaborators and hardness to strengthen the cooperative relationship. In developing our 

theory, we employ a two-stage model to uncover how academic entrepreneurs intentionally target 

desired pre-commitment towards industrial collaborators and then how they achieve sustained 

commitment to ultimately set up a company. Herein, we add important insights to complete the 

model. On one hand, individual proximity provides an important path for network construction 

and is regulated by reputation in the former stage. On the other hand, sufficient information feed-

back and knowledge sharing are required to engage both of them in the entrepreneurial journey 

in the latter one. Overall, we put forward the conceptual the model to illustrate this process.  

Keywords: Nascent academic entrepreneurship, Dynamic commitment, uncertainty, concept 

model 

1 Introduction 

Recently, research lays more emphasis on academic entrepreneurship that the scholars from uni-

versities set up new ventures to commercialize the scientific and technological achievements ra-

ther than licensing or transferring their patents (Secundo and Elia, 2014). As the critical institution 

of education and knowledge production, the university accounts for heavy responsibilities of 

basic and applied research and brings together amounts of talents. However, the successful cases 

of technology transfer in university are actually rare, owing to absence of marketing experience 

and financial supports (Fayolle and Redford, 2014). What we know about academic entrepre-

neurship is largely based upon macro and medium levels, such as the institutional and cultural 

barriers of academic entrepreneurship and interactive relationship between academic entrepre-

neurship and industrial development (Villani et al., 2017). There has been no detailed investiga-

tion about the characteristics of entrepreneurs themselves, who have been thought of as pivotal 

contributors in the nascent process of new ventures (Hayter, 2016a).  

From the perspective of resource-based view, the start-ups are more likely to survive and tend 

to have even better performance with more complementary resources (O'Brien & Sasson, 2017). 

Therefore, it is indeed a challenge to bring the innovations out of laboratories with insufficient 

resources for academic entrepreneurs. Surveys conducted by Freeman (2010) have shown that 
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the cooperative entrepreneurship engaged with industrial collaborators who can provide physical 

capital (material resources), intellectual capital (market knowledge and skills), and social capital 

(social network) is an ideal means to essentially assist new ventures striding over the “Valley of 

Death”. The focus of university-industry linkages is now changing from cooperative innovation 

to cooperative entrepreneurship which refers to enroll industrial collaborators in the nascent en-

trepreneurial activity (Festel et al., 2013).  

Although previous studies on nascent entrepreneurship that has examined the role of individual’s 

ability, few have focused on the cooperative behavior of multi-founders (Powell and Baker, 2017). 

The enrollment of heterogeneous collaborators is two sides of the same coin. On the one hand, 

the cooperative entrepreneurship helps the new venture harness various resources to enhance 

competitiveness. On the other hand, because of the differences that they are working in various 

organizations, institutions even location from remote distance, they get little opportunities to 

know each other and much less profound communication, which fails to build trust. When mak-

ing decisions to enroll industrial collaborators, academic entrepreneurs confront with high level 

of uncertainty. Under this environment, the nascent entrepreneurship is full of hazards such as 

the challenge of market changes and the replacement of technology life-cycle so that the cooper-

ative relationship is vague and unclear. Where to find the intended collaborators and how to make 

consensus on the cooperative entrepreneurship, which are the critical first process. However, little 

is known about cooperative construction of multi-founders and it is not clear what factors can 

bridge the gap between the entrepreneurs of various backgrounds.  

Relevant literature of team work in entrepreneurship suggests that commitment can help people 

to work together effectively, which might hold the key to collaborators enrollment under uncer-

tainty (Erikson, 2002). Nevertheless, few researchers have addressed the issue of how multiple 

founders work through the commitment processes in this circumstance that may shape their co-

operative efforts (Powell and Baker, 2017). Therefore, this study aims to building upon the foun-

dation of prior work of the construction of entrepreneurship network and then expand its focus 

to consider a theoretically and practically important question for academic entrepreneur: how to 

find and actually make commitment with the intended industrial collaborators in the nascent ac-

ademic entrepreneurship under uncertainty. We employ a two-stage model to uncover how aca-

demic entrepreneurs intentionally target desired pre-commitment towards intended industrial col-

laborators and then how they achieve continuous commitment to ultimately create a new venture.  

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: the second section outlines the theoretical 

background and derives our hypotheses. The third section describes the conceptual model to anal-

ysis and present dynamic process of enrollment. Implications and findings are presented in the 

fourth section. 

 

2 Literature Review 

2.1  Multi-founder cooperative entrepreneurship  

Previous research has revealed the nature of nascent entrepreneurship, which refers to define as 

the process that a team or individual who intends to start a new venture has devoted efforts to 

establish but do not formally operate its business. A considerable amount of literature has been 

published on how to establish credit and sustainable development after opportunity identification 

and entrepreneurship commitment (Combs et al, 2023). So far, however, there has been little 

discussion about the mechanism of nascent entrepreneurship which is pretty complex and ob-

scure (Liao and Welsch, 2005). For academic entrepreneurs, it is really a challenge to take the 
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first step in commercialization which is not their area of expertise in the nascent entrepreneurship. 

They often lack business know-how, as the founders are usually highly research-orientated sci-

entists. This means, that besides enough capital, a start-up led by academic entrepreneurs also 

heavily relies on operational assistance in order to be successful.  

Inventor Entrepreneurs (IE) is the typical model in the practice, which argues that academic en-

trepreneurs tend to commercialize their findings by themselves (O Shea et al., 2008). However, 

due to the role conflict between scholars and entrepreneurs or the lack of sufficient resources and 

capabilities to engage in business operations, IE model is under the risk of losing commercial 

opportunities. According to Würmseher (2017), there are the two more common models of Sur-

rogate Entrepreneur (SE) and Founding Angel (FA) as alternative models to IE in the nascent 

entrepreneurship. As a SE, academic entrepreneurs who are reluctant to invest all of their time in 

start-ups or doubt their abilities to commercialize technology, which is the mainstream of the past. 

Indeed, its advantage is obvious that academic staff can make a profit from the beginning, but the 

commercialization process is likely to fail from lack of technical insights and scientific founda-

tions (Lundqvist, 2014). Würmseher (2017) pointed out that the FA model is the ideal way to 

solve the dilemma. The participation of a founding angel (an industrial collaborator) begins with 

the evaluation of market opportunities for invention, and develops market operation continuously, 

promotes the process of entrepreneurship together with scientists (academic entrepreneurs), 

which is a kind of development to the classic entrepreneurship IE model (Festel and De Cleyn, 

2013). 

 Recently, evidence for multi-founder cooperative entrepreneurship has been clear. According to 

the resource-based view, entrepreneurs usually need complementary resources to form and utilize 

opportunities, and only when the providers of these resources are more deeply committed to en-

trepreneurship, can they obtain resources efficiently (Abootorabi et al, 2024). Meanwhile, the 

theory of information decision-making demonstrates that diversity of team members can help to 

obtain heterogeneous resources and information, so there will be more opportunities and possi-

bilities to share their knowledge and experience with others, which is conducive to grasping more 

comprehensive knowledge and information. On this basis, a more in depth discussion of team 

tasks is conducive to better team performance (Meyer and Scholl, 2009). However, the FA model 

and even the more established SE model have received little attention in literature - although 

these approaches have been used implicitly in some new venture creation (Würmseher, 2017).  

2.2  Entrepreneurial commitment under uncertainty 

In contrast to the discovery view that assumes a risky context in which some aspects of the future 

are known or at least can be uncovered (e.g., by trial and error), entrepreneurial agency can also 

be viewed as action under uncertainty (Townsend et al, 2018). Indeed, as a logical theoretical 

alternative to the discovery perspective, the creation view of entrepreneurial action embraces un-

certainty as its distinguishing characteristic (Alvarez and Barney, 2007; Sarasvathy, 2001). Build-

ing on the classical definition of Knight and following the accessibility statements of (Alvarez 

and Barney, 2007), we agree with the view of Engel et al. (2017) that " at the time a decision is 

being made, decision makers cannot collect the information needed to anticipate either the pos-

sible outcomes associated with a decision nor the probability of those outcomes". When making 

decision to enroll the industrial collaborators, academic entrepreneurs have no access to available 

candidates and have no idea about the possible outcomes. For one thing, academic entrepreneurs 

lack business and financial-related networks (Visintin and Pittino, 2014), and members of re-

search team have high homogeneity of academic background and experience, which makes it 

difficult to identify collaborators from other organizations. Even if they have built up the bridge 
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to communicate, it is also a cognitive gap between them, which make the enrollment process 

unstable. This is a novel cooperative uncertainty for the academic entrepreneurs besides the mar-

ket and technology uncertainty.  

To deal with the cooperative uncertainty, results from earlier studies demonstrate that the com-

mitment plays a vital role in nascent process of new ventures. Comparing with financial instru-

ments which can build solid bonds between investors and entrepreneurs, commitment is a fairly 

feasible method to fasten the cooperative relationship in an informal way. Relevant researches 

have suggested that commitment is a kind of the behavior or decision of entrepreneurs who iden-

tify with the role of founders and invest in intellectual capital and material capital, or emotional 

involvement to the entrepreneurship activities (Erikson, 2002). However, existing researches pay 

more attention to two different stages of the relationship between entrepreneurs and investors 

known as the beginning and ending. In the study of relationship initiation, scholars have identified 

motivations that promote investors and entrepreneurs to cooperate together. In the study of rela-

tionship breakdown scholars emphasized the factors that led to the formalization of relationships 

through investment round forecasting (Shane and Cable, 2002). Nevertheless, different from the 

static initiation and breakdown, commitment is a dynamic process which forms an essential part 

in the nascent entrepreneurship and is supposed to be exploited for the successful enrollment.  

In summary, FA is a kind of ideal model for cooperative entrepreneurship, and the critical ques-

tion is how to make it work in the actual technology commercialization. To deal with the uncer-

tainty in the specialized circumstance, this paper applies a two-stage commitment model that 

would help academic entrepreneurs to enroll the industrial collaborators that best fits their needs 

and objectives.  

  

3 Conceptual Commitment Model   

Entrepreneurs face vague entrepreneurial goals, unpredictable entrepreneurial outcomes, and an 

entrepreneurial environment that changes with each action. The impact of uncertainty on entre-

preneurial decision-making should not be ignored. When the target goals of enrolling intended 

industrial candidates are ambiguous and the entrepreneurial tasks are basically unstructured and 

complex, defining the problem itself is a viable solution (Nebus, 2006). Drawing on this line of 

thinking, this study attempts to define the problems that exist in the nascent stage of cooperative 

entrepreneurship as how to find and commit to industrial collaborators. Fig. 1 illustrates this dy-

namic process of commitment actions leading to the expansion of means and the convergence of 

goals, which conjointly shape entrepreneurs' perceptions of uncertainty and the development of 

their ventures. Propositions linking the process components of our model and summarizing the 

main takeaways from each of the sections below are also presented. Note that in our model, aca-

demic entrepreneurs may not start with a clear cooperative idea or goal in the background of high 

uncertainty. Instead, networking becomes almost the very first thing they do. Networking often 

precedes and is always intertwined with every aspect of the entrepreneurial process—from idea 

generation to resource acquisition, team formation, production and execution—none of which 

happens in a linear fashion. Rather, entrepreneurs have to emerge from continual efforts to main-

tain and create network ties. 
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Figure 1: The dynamic commitment model to enroll industrial collaborators under uncertainty 

 

Due to the lack of a common cognitive foundation, academic entrepreneurs and industrial col-

laborators will have major differences in key commercialization goals and technology path 

choices. Therefore, the second problem they encounter is how to establish continuous social in-

teraction and promote the ultimate formation of commitments. Based on this, this research breaks 

down the enrollment process into two stages, and proposes to eliminate the uncertainty of coop-

eration through the implementation of pre-commitment and continuous commitment.  

3.1  Activating existing network 

In the process of finding an intended candidate, academic entrepreneurs tend to conduct prelim-

inary searches based on existing tools, such as the identity, characteristics and preferences of 

entrepreneurs, the knowledge corridors they are in and the social networks they have participated 

in (Sarasvathy, 2001). In a sense, actions of academic entrepreneur are limited by previous 

tendencies and inertia, but they can also create new social paths. Bensaou et al. (2013) proposes 

that due to the limitations of resources and cognition, academic entrepreneurs can only build 

network relationships within cognitive boundaries, and then reconstruct entrepreneurial network 

by activating existing ties and forming new ties. In this process, the proximity of individuals 

provides an important path for the activation of network, which can increase the possibility of 

commitment. 

The concept of proximity first referred to geographic proximity by Storper in 1989, a large body 

of literature ensued to study whether geographic distance is a detrimental factor in university–

industry collaborations and whether other factors might be complementary to geographic prox-

imity (Broström, 2010). Specifically, the French School of Proximity Dynamics introduces mul-

tiple dimensions of proximity and argues that these proximities are no less important than geo-

graphic proximity in promoting interactive learning and innovation (Shaw and Gilly, 2000). 

Boschma (2005) further elaborates this work by discussing the proper level of various proximities 

and whether cognitive, social, organizational, and institutional proximities can be complementary 

to geographic proximity. According to Boschma (2005), organizational proximity is a continuous 

variable measuring to what extent two organizations share the same organizational regulation, 

with the low extreme representing arm-length market relationships in a market and the high ex-
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treme being hierarchical control within an organization. While organizational proximity coordi-

nates inter organizational relationships at the micro-level, institutional proximity helps bring or-

ganizations together through sharing similar values and norms at the macro-level (Boschma, 

2005). The institution-level values and norms could be informal cultures and habits that foster 

trust and facilitate interactions (e.g., a common language), or formal laws and rules (e.g., a legal 

system that effectively secure intellectual property rights) that reduce uncertainty and risks 

(Edquist and Johnson, 1996; le Duc and Lindeque, 2018). However, when the topic comes to 

academic entrepreneurship of multi founders from university and industry, organizational prox-

imity and institutional proximity do not necessarily facilitate the enrollment process. In the indi-

vidual level, universities are far from market and share the different constructions and institutions 

with the industry. Therefore, the organizational proximity and institutional proximity are natural 

barriers for academic entrepreneurs. 

In a study on apparel firms in New York City, Uzzi (1997)claimed that many economic transac-

tions were based on social networks rather than considerations of economic efficiency. People 

embedded in the social structure do not make their business decisions only based on theirself-

interest. Therefore, in cooperative academic entrepreneurship, social networks are expected to 

play an important role, both in reducing opportunistic behavior and in the embeddedness effect. 

These socially embedded relations between organization, or their “social proximity” (Boschma, 

2005) will reduce uncertainty, promote effective learning in addition to open communication and 

facilitate the transfer of tacit knowledge ( le Duc and Lindeque, 2018). In this sense, social prox-

imity would be an efficient approach to activate the existing network. 

Proposition 1: Activating existing network by social proximity permits academic entrepreneurs 

to enter into pre-commitments with intended collaborators under uncertainty. 

3.2  Forming new network 

In tandem with networking actions aimed at activating potential collaborators such as family and 

friends, as well as reflecting on and co-creating initial venturing goals, academic entrepreneurs 

are also required to reach out and establish new contacts with strangers or, more broadly, any and 

all people they might meet in the routines of their lives ( le Duc and Lindeque, 2018). The reason 

for this is that under uncertainty, there is simply no way to know in advance who will be the 

conduit for the next necessary resource or who will provide the piece of information that will 

change the venture's current direction(Engel et al., 2017). Indeed, entrepreneurs encounter “tre-

mendous variation in terms of not only what resources are needed, but also when they are 

needed”(Newbert et al., 2013). Obviously academic entrepreneurs are not able to kick-off their 

ventures with direct strong ties to all relevant collaborators (Hallen and Eisenhardt, 2012). Thus, 

in addition to considerations of trust, availability or homophily that dominate early networking 

efforts, new ties are progressively formed based on the idea that exposure to diverse social re-

sources provides a ‘requisite variety’ for idea generation, creativity, and growth (Elfring and 

Hulsink, 2007). Accordingly, the next key feature of networking under uncertainty is evident in 

efforts to cast a wide net and start interacting with potential collaborators in an ongoing process 

of negotiating and renegotiating the design of an emergent venture (Keating et al., 2014). 

According to signal theory, entrepreneurs can use information about the nature of the opportunity 

they are pursuing, information about themselves (i.e., the entrepreneurs’ charisma, trustworthi-

ness, and reputation), or both, to enroll collaborators (Burns et al., 2016). The lack of information 

on supply and demand of new products and the imperfection of new technologies have led to 

market and technology uncertainty in academic entrepreneurship. In this case, the information 
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about the business opportunity itself is scarce, so they have to rely heavily on information about 

themselves to attract industrial collaborators. Especially, in the context of this study, the infor-

mation about academic entrepreneurs themselves refers to the reputation, such as the school her-

itage, scholar honor and extraordinary academic experience. 

To date, the existing research does not have a unified definition of the concept of reputation. Most 

scholars interpret the reputational connotation as: the sum of the evaluation and impression of the 

characteristics of the individual being evaluated and the historical behavior of the collaborators, 

which can be transmitted to the outside world as a signal to reduce the uncertainty about future 

activity (Shane et al., 2002). George et al. (2016)found through literature review that reputation 

is receiving widespread attention in collaborative decision-making. Livingston (2005)used online 

trading as an example to find that reputation can build a trust foundation to help buyers make 

decisions. Jian and Lee (2011)found CEO reputation is an important signal of credibility judg-

ment in corporate capital investment and the wealth effect of investment is positively related to 

CEO reputation. Weng and Chen (2017)find that investors rely more on CEO reputation when 

buying stocks. Make judgments and other results. In recent years, the concept of reputation has 

been introduced in entrepreneurial research to explain the relationship between entrepreneurs and 

investors. Wood and McKinley (2010)found that entrepreneurs need investors to agree with his 

views on the future and reach a common understanding. Promote the identification and realiza-

tion of partnerships. It can be seen that existing research has confirmed that reputation can serve 

as a signal to reduce uncertainty and build a foundation of trust to help individuals or organiza-

tions increase their attractiveness to obtain external support (mainly funds) and promote cooper-

ation. Some scholars It is further pointed out that collaborators can participate in joint ventures 

through entrepreneurial business plans and entrepreneurs themselves, and the weaker the ability 

of collaborators to identify opportunities due to institutional differences, the smaller the role of 

business plans, the more they need to rely on entrepreneurs. The information is like a reputation 

for cooperation (Burns et al., 2016). 

Given that industry entrepreneurs and academic entrepreneurs in this study are in different insti-

tutional frameworks, reputation signals need to be passed between different systems. Existing 

research shows that in other scenarios of industry-university integration, reputation can be trans-

mitted and recognized between different systems and the greater the difference in the system (i.e., 

the higher the information asymmetry), the more prominent the role of reputation is confirmed. 

For example, Cable and Turban (2001) found that college reputation can be transmitted as a signal 

between different systems to help companies hire talent in the labor market. (Sullivan et al., 2018) 

found that good school reputation enables students to be in business. The market has a higher 

social recognition, and students from well-known universities tend to occupy better positions and 

earn higher incomes. 

In summary, reputation has the role of reducing uncertainty and building a foundation of trust, 

and the signal can be transmitted between different systems. When the institutional differences 

are greater, the importance of reputation is more prominent. 

Proposition 2: Forming new network by reputation permits academic entrepreneurs to enter 

into pre-commitments with intended collaborators under uncertainty. 

3.3  Continuous commitment Stage 

Academic entrepreneurs tend to interact more with industrial collaborators after the pre-commit-

ment of academic entrepreneurship is reached. Although there are natural institutional and cog-

nitive distances between academic entrepreneurs and industrial collaborators, with the deepening 
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of cooperation, social networks will diffuse norms of behavior, and the subjects of interaction 

will become more similar, and proximity will change. Secondly, cognitive diversity among het-

erogeneous entrepreneurs can lead to conflict and distrust, which in turn hinders decision-making. 

Therefore, the unity of cognition is the key to achieve the cooperation of academic entrepreneur-

ship. In order to achieve the unity of cognition, academic entrepreneurs and industrial collabora-

tors need to form a common knowledge base through multiple information feedback and 

knowledge sharing, so as to continuously reduce the cognitive distance between academic entre-

preneurs and industrial collaborators, and promote the establishment of institutions, organiza-

tional construction and community through continuous commitment. We will build a network to 

achieve the commitment of cooperative entrepreneurship. 

There are natural organizational, institutional and cognitive distances between academic entre-

preneurs and industrial collaborators. Although they have been engaged in a social network, such 

gaps are still an obstacle for them to make further decisions. Based on the knowledge theory, 

knowledge sharing and integration between academic entrepreneurs and industrial collaborators 

is the key to the success of FA model (Hayter, 2016a). Especially in the process of reaching pre-

commitment, two various types of entrepreneurs with potential entrepreneurial intention will 

share knowledge with the goal of achieving cooperation. (Hayter, 2016b) pointed out that the 

cooperation between academic entrepreneurs and industrial collaborators is possible only when 

the knowledge sharing and accumulation of specific projects reach a certain level. (Colombelli 

and Quatraro, 2018) argues that regional knowledge spillover has an important impact on the 

formation of local entrepreneurial motivation under the commitment of knowledge asymmetry 

and uncertainty according to entrepreneurial knowledge spillover theory.  

Therefore, entrepreneurship organization members need to fully communicate and share individ-

ual knowledge. Entrepreneurial organizations need to make decisions and act on perceived un-

certainties based on organizational knowledge, transiting from one uncertain state to another until 

the uncertainties are fully resolved (Packard et al., 2017). The inefficiency of organizational learn-

ing will lead to inadequate understanding of uncertainty, the failure of effective knowledge shar-

ing and transmission among organizational members, resulting in overconfidence and wrong de-

cision-making (Hayward et al. 2006, Dew et al. 2009). In view of this, after academic entrepre-

neurs and industrial collaborators form entrepreneurship organizations, the next step to be solved 

is knowledge sharing and transmission within the organization. 

Proposition 3: learning mechanism by knowledge sharing and transmission helps to achieve 

continuous commitment. 

To sum up, this study aims to break the black box of academic entrepreneurship incubation stage 

and construct a dynamic process framework model of cooperation between academic entrepre-

neurs and industrial collaborators under uncertainty of relationship. Herein, we add important 

insights to complete the model. On one hand, individual social proximity provides an important 

path for network construction and is supplemented by reputation in the former stage. This is not 

to say that all the intended candidates that academic entrepreneurs have found will engage in the 

new venture. Hence, on the other hand, sufficient information feedback and knowledge sharing 

are required to engage both of them in the entrepreneurial journey in the latter one. Besides the 

conceptual the model to illustrate this process, we then take a typical example called Royole from 

China to understand it better. 
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4  Implications and Conclusion 

The paradigm of cooperative entrepreneurship has access to heterogeneous resources and infor-

mation, so there will be more opportunities and possibilities for entrepreneurs to share their 

knowledge and experience with each other, which will help the new venture perform better. Be-

cause of role and cognitive conflict between these different individuals, we put forward novel 

uncertainties in the nascent process of academic entrepreneurship, and then flesh out a dynamic 

commitment model to explain how the academic entrepreneurs can find collaborators and actu-

ally make consensus on the cooperative entrepreneurship. Below, after detailing our main contri-

butions to the literature, we turn to outline additional possibilities that can feed into a broader 

research agenda and hopefully change current conversations about networking altogether. These 

general arguments fill several important theoretical gaps in the literature and have a variety of 

implications for the study of academic entrepreneurship, and for the practice of academic entre-

preneurship. 

Firstly, much entrepreneurship researches focus on the attributes of single entrepreneurs or entre-

preneurial organizations (Nicolaou et al., 2008).  Few attention has been paid to the cooperative 

entrepreneurship of multi-founders，and we contribute to expanding its focus to consider the 

cooperative relationship between academic entrepreneurs and industrial collaborators. Hybrid 

identities of entrepreneurs appeare to be the two sides of the same coin. The theory we have 

proposed aims to tackle this dilemma and help to build the solid trust in the academic entrepre-

neurial team. 

Secondly, we demonstrate the novelty uncertainty when the academic entrepreneurs are intended 

to enroll industrial collaborators. Meanwhile the conceptual model is proposed to explore impli-

cations for decision-making behaviors in the academic entrepreneurship over time. By taking 

uncertainty into account, we illuminate an overlooked but extremely relevant part of how indus-

trial collaborators engage in the nascent venture. This contribution is important because extreme 

positions in the debate about the roles of structure and agency tend to discourage new theoretical 

understandings of the cooperative phenomenon (Bensaou et al., 2013). Instead, the position we 

take here may encourage more research on the dynamic and reciprocal influence of multi-indi-

vidual actions. 

Thirdly, for commitment research, we unfold a more dynamic mechanism to understand why 

industrial collaborators receive a pre-commitment, and how the process of continuous commit-

ment would strengthen their bonds to form a venture together. This challenge is exacerbated un-

der conditions of uncertainty where neither the possible outcomes associated with a decision nor 

the probability of those outcomes is known. Indeed, it is this uncertainty that excludes instrumen-

tal bonds from consideration as enrolled—or at best only weakly enrolled - in uncertain entrepre-

neurial endeavors. And the industrial collaborators enrollment process - especially under condi-

tions of uncertainty - grows out of deeply social roots. That is, the study of nascent academic 

entrepreneurship - especially under uncertainty - is the study of how social groups are formed, 

how they evolve, and, ultimately, how they cooperate.  

Overall, these insights help to construct a more refined and robust theory and implications for 

entrepreneurial practice. Going further, future studies building on our model may feed into a 

larger research agenda to better understand how the entrepreneurial context changes the way in-

dividuals interact with one another.  
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