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    CHAPTER 1   

    Abstract     To introduce the purpose and scope of the book I begin with a 
personal story: a personal story about  my  somewhat unusual career path. 
This chapter provides the background behind one approach toward devel-
oping a career as an entrepreneurship scholar. In particular, I emphasize 
the importance of intrinsic motivation as the driving force behind deci-
sions and actions that impact job tasks. Although I offer one approach 
of many possible paths to a successful entrepreneurship career, I hope 
the insights in this introduction and the book help each entrepreneurship 
scholar create his/her own path to success.  

  Keywords     Career • Publishing • Motivation • Heuristics  

   Before jumping into a discussion of issues related to the processes fac-
ing an emerging entrepreneurship scholar, I wanted to offer the moti-
vations and foundations for this book. As a doctoral student at Bond 
University, Australia, I was also a full-time senior teaching fellow, teaching 
12 one-hour tutorials a week for 45 weeks per year. To survive, I had to 
try to develop routines for research and for effi ciently switching between 
tasks. When I came to the USA for my last year of dissertation work 
(Northwestern University), the experience confi rmed my suspicions that 
I was defi nitely not going to be able to “cruise” based on talent; I was 
going to have to work very hard. However, more than that, I was going to 
have to learn how to publish. That is, rather than relying on a passive and 

 Introduction                     
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implicit understanding of publishing research, I took active steps to learn 
this process, thought about it deeply, and developed a series of heuristics 
to help improve my performance. 

 In taking active steps to learn, I submitted papers and worked with 
peers. Although it could be considered a disadvantage that my disserta-
tion committee did not include highly published scholars and could not 
help a great deal in crafting my entrepreneurship research for publica-
tion, I believe that in the long run, this has been a blessing. Rather than 
vicariously learning from a senior scholar in the process of crafting a paper 
and guiding it through the revise and resubmit (R&R) process, I actively 
learned with peers (other junior scholars) by submitting our co-authored 
papers to journals. Who knows how things would have turned out if 
I had done my dissertation in the USA under the mentorship of, say, Jeff 
Covin, Harry Sapienza, or Howard Aldrich. However, I do not begrudge 
 doctoral students who publish early and often with senior colleagues. My 
main point, I think, is that by working with peers, the sole responsibility 
for a paper’s future fell on me. I (and my peer co-authors) became actively 
aware of what worked and what did not. Because we, the authorship team, 
were at the same career level, we learned how to discuss publication issues 
and were highly motivated to improve and try again. 

 Indeed, everything was viewed through the lens of “What can I learn 
from this feedback?” Believe it or not, I was even excited when I received a 
rejection letter (but I no longer feel that way). Because I had not received 
much feedback on my dissertation research, I was excited that three schol-
ars had read my work, found something interesting in it, and provided 
me feedback so that I could not only improve the paper at hand but also 
learn skills that I could use to become a better scholar going forward. 
I know this excitement over a rejection is strange, which became particu-
larly apparent to me through a discussion I had with Harry Sapienza. In 
a doctoral seminar, I was talking about the publication process and the 
reasons you should celebrate when you receive an R&R decision letter 
from a journal. When someone asked me about how to deal with the nega-
tive emotions associated with such a decision letter, I thought they mis-
interpreted what I had said and assumed I was talking about a rejection. 
Apparently, they were talking about an R&R. As Harry pointed out to me 
later, I should not assume that everyone thinks and feels the same way as 
I do about research. Still incredulous, given the shift in odds from an ini-
tial submission to an R&R, that someone could have a negative emotional 
reaction to an R&R letter, I asked around. I found out that I was wrong 



INTRODUCTION 3

and Harry was right. Inspired by my conversation with Harry Sapienza, 
I offer this blanket caveat for the book: the approach, thinking, and feel-
ings expressed in this book are those that I have learned (and am still 
learning) and use; all aspects of the book may not (and probably will not) 
always apply to all people all the time. I also realize that my path is only 
one path and is likely different from those taken by others. Hopefully, by 
providing one perspective (without millions of contingencies), you can 
decide what directly applies to your career, what can be adapted, and what 
can be discarded. 

 Returning to the issue of excitement in receiving feedback on a rejected 
paper, I used that excitement to drop other work and immediately begin 
to interpret the letter and the spirit of the reviewers’ comment to improve 
the paper and resubmit it to another journal. I thought about a paper as 
having momentum and believed it was important to keep the momentum 
rolling. On the fl ipside, I felt that if a paper sat, it lost momentum and 
required more effort to “start the ball rolling” again. Fortunately, having 
peers as co-authors and choosing to work with people with similar values, 
I was able to quickly learn, enhance the quality of each paper, and put 
them “back in play” at journals. Speed came from energy and momentum, 
not from cutting corners. 

 Through speed and working with colleagues on papers out of our dis-
sertations, my colleagues and I were able to generate a reasonable num-
ber of papers in the fi rst couple of years post-dissertation. We believed 
that having a “reasonable” number of papers “in play” (i.e., at least three 
or four papers under review at top journals) was important for two pri-
mary reasons. First, we believed that the more papers we worked on, the 
more feedback we would receive. Feedback not only helped us improve 
the quality of the specifi c paper but also provided the basis for a deeper 
understanding of what reviewers were looking for and how to address 
these issues and follow their recommendations. Upon refl ection, we were 
engaging in deliberate practice and hopefully building expertise. We cer-
tainly had many opportunities to learn from our failures, but fortunately, 
we also had some successes—some small wins—which allowed me to start 
to believe that maybe I could make a career as an entrepreneurship scholar. 

 The second reason we believed it was important to have a suffi cient 
number of papers in play was because we came to realize that there is 
a random component to publishing. That is, the same paper could be 
rejected or receive an R&R based, in part, on the “luck of the draw”—
that is, based on who is assigned as a reviewer (although, as I will discuss 
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later, there are ways authors are not completely helpless in the selection 
of reviewers). We did not use recognition of this random component to 
dismiss reviews that rejected our work (because that would distract us 
from learning), but we realized that a way to “combat” or “manage” this 
randomness is to have a “suffi cient” number of papers in play. That is, 
with only one or two papers in play, a bit of bad luck could mean zero 
publications on the CV. We did not want to put all our energy into only 
one or two papers. This being said, I do not want to give the impres-
sion you should create many mediocre papers rather than one good paper. 
Rather, I am suggesting that you “have your cake and eat it too”—namely, 
that you generate and circulate numerous high-quality papers for feedback 
(for doctoral students, this might be two or three papers, and for junior 
scholars, this might be between four or more papers). I also realize that 
this is easier said than done, but I think that a focus on learning from the 
process (rather than being overly concerned with the outcome of a specifi c 
paper in a specifi c journal) is the key to moving in this direction. 

 The above preamble to the book is simply to say that as someone with 
limited ability and training, I was going to have to think about how I think 
about research (i.e., be meta-cognitively aware). I had to learn as much 
and as rapidly as possible, and I was going to have to be disciplined in 
how I approached work. However, I also want to note that while the 
above discussion implies a very instrumental and pragmatic approach to 
research, it belies the underlying motivations driving my research. I am 
passionate about the phenomenon that we, as entrepreneurship scholars, 
study, and as a result, I obtain many intrinsic rewards from engaging in 
the process. Wanting the outcomes of these processes to be published 
is not, I believe, necessarily an extrinsic reward (one that could possibly 
undermine intrinsic motivation and, therefore, creativity). It is intrinsically 
rewarding to ask interesting questions and to offer potential answers to 
them, but I also fi nd that interacting with others (including reviewers and 
editors) to further develop and refi ne these ideas can also be a rewarding 
activity (although I recognize that many people fi nd the back and forth of 
the review process to largely be a waste of time as well as overly intrusive 
on the authors’ “voice”). However, even if the R&R process provides little 
to no intrinsic rewards, publishing research can generate feelings of pride 
and achievement, especially when others fi nd your ideas interesting and 
you infl uence their research projects. 

 I also realize that extrinsic rewards—particularly promotion and 
 tenure—are important, but I tried to make sure that these thoughts and 
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considerations did not become the driving force behind my research. 
If  they did, I felt that creativity would suffer. I am not trying to hold 
out my research as the most creative or anything like that, but these are 
the things I told myself to make sure I continued to enjoy my career. 
Regardless of intrinsic or extrinsic motivations, I hope that this book on 
thoughts about the process faced by entrepreneurship scholars is helpful 
in some way—perhaps mostly to stimulate thought and discussion among 
junior and senior scholars about the processes involved in developing a 
successful career as an entrepreneurship scholar. From this book and the 
discussions that it hopefully stimulates, you will be able to construct a 
more successful career as an entrepreneurship scholar.   
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    CHAPTER 2   

    Abstract     Entrepreneurship scholars, like all scholars, need to fi nd and 
exploit research opportunities. In this chapter, I explain a process of 
 identifying research opportunities by exploring the role of using idio-
syncratic knowledge, making do with the resources at hand through 
recombinations, engaging intrinsic and prosocial motivation, building 
research self- effi cacy, and engaging in experimentation. Entrepreneurship 
scholars need to explore and exploit research opportunities for increasing 
our understanding of entrepreneurial phenomenon and can manage the 
uncertainty of this research process through a portfolio approach to creat-
ing and managing their pipeline of papers.  

  Keywords     Research opportunities • motivation and knowledge • self-
effi cacy • bricolage • experimentation • rejection  

   Okay, so maybe this is self-delusional, but I think of scholars, at least 
the good ones, as highly entrepreneurial (at least in an analogical sense). 
Taking this perspective provides a basis for fi nding or generating a research 
opportunity. By a research opportunity, I refer to situations in which new 
knowledge can be introduced through new theory, new methods, and/or 
new combinations that fi ll important gaps in our understanding of entre-
preneurial phenomenon. The question then becomes how does one iden-
tify or generate these research opportunities. I want to start a discussion 
on this topic by highlighting approaches that are  unlikely  to yield attrac-
tive research opportunities. 

 Thinking Entrepreneurially to Identify 
Research Opportunities                     
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 As the editor in chief of the  Journal of Business Venturing , I am often 
asked what is “hot” at the moment. Presumably, the questioner believes 
that my insight into what is hot (through seeing early and in-press articles) 
will reveal research opportunities for him or her. However, I think this is an 
unproductive path to identifying a research opportunity, a research theme, 
or a career. Although something may be hot at the moment and the fi rst 
papers about this topic are particularly important, by the time the ques-
tioner develops and executes a study, the topic may no longer be popular, 
or his or her paper may end up being among many others trying to follow 
the trend. This approach could still work if the study provides new and 
interesting insights to the new stream. However, an opportunistic approach 
to follow what is hot may be taking the scholar away rather than closer to 
important contributions to the fi eld. That is, by following what is hot rather 
than what one knows and/or is passionate about, it becomes more diffi cult 
to generate the sort of insights required for a substantial contribution. 

 One possible way to pursue what is hot and still say something interest-
ing is to investigate the fl ipside. For example, if social entrepreneurship is 
popular, then perhaps investigate the fl ipside of social entrepreneurship—if 
there is such a thing—for instance, unsocial entrepreneurship, anti- (rather 
than pro) social motivation, harm rather than preserve. Such an approach 
has the potential to offer an important counterweight to the new stream 
of research and thus contributes to that conversation by increasing our 
understanding of its boundary conditions. 

 So, where should scholars look for research opportunities? If we return to 
the perspective (or delusion) that as researchers we can think and act entre-
preneurially, then we can at least think about what we know about the iden-
tifi cation of entrepreneurial opportunities to approach the identifi cation of 
research opportunities. In explaining the formation of opportunity beliefs, 
McMullen and Shepherd ( 2006 ) highlighted the importance of knowledge 
and motivation in both third-person opportunity beliefs (i.e., an opportunity 
for someone) and fi rst-person opportunity beliefs (i.e., an opportunity for 
oneself). I draw on the importance of knowledge and motivation to think 
about where to look for (i.e., where to generate) research opportunities. 

   KNOWLEDGE AND THE IDENTIFICATION OF RESEARCH 
OPPORTUNITIES 

 The identifi cation of research opportunities likely depends on knowl-
edge. Just as entrepreneurs have idiosyncratic (i.e., individual-specifi c) 
knowledge such that different individuals can see the same technology 
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and come up with different opportunities (Shane  2000 ), scholars can 
use (or rely on) their idiosyncratic knowledge to generate novel insights. 
In contrast to junior scholars who are often paralyzed from developing 
“their” model because they have not yet reviewed  all  the literature, my 
good friend Evan Douglas had a different approach. When I asked him 
when he stops his review of the literature before concluding that there 
is indeed a gap to be fi lled, he told me he does not start with a review. 
As a junior scholar, I was horrifi ed and asked him, “But how do you 
know that the model you develop has not already been done before?” His 
response was, “The way I think about these things, I would be shocked 
if someone would head down the same path and come up with the same 
solution/story.” If you know Evan, this is certainly true; he has a unique 
way of thinking and approaching the world. However, when you think 
about it, we all do (or can). His comment had a liberating effect on 
me—I was no longer paralyzed by making sure I reviewed everything 
before beginning the process of formulating a question and developing 
an answer to the question. 

 Reviewing the literature to establish a gap (discussed below) can be 
completed after one’s story has been constructed. An extensive review 
of the literature not only feeds into paralysis for theorizing, but the 
scholar runs the very risk of only seeing what has been said, reducing the 
infl uence of idiosyncratic knowledge and diminishing creativity. There 
are many papers providing advice on generating research ideas (e.g., 
a special issue of the  Academy of Management Review  in 2011). My 
purpose here is to simply point out that we know idiosyncratic knowl-
edge is important for identifying entrepreneurial opportunities and we, 
as scholars, can tap into our idiosyncratic knowledge to identify research 
opportunities. 

 The Douglas “no literature review before theorizing” approach is not 
as simple as it fi rst seems, and there may be a good reason for junior 
scholars not to adopt this approach in its entirety. We know from the 
principle of absorptive capacity that with more knowledge, individuals 
can better recognize, interpret, and assimilate new information into exist-
ing knowledge. Therefore, although Evan did not engage in an extensive 
review of the literature for a particular topic, he had established a body of 
 knowledge (in his head) to enable a “feeling” for what is out there, what 
is not out there, and, therefore, what might be interesting. I often use this 
approach when starting to explore a new topic and when establishing the 
importance of the research opportunity by writing statements about what 
we already know followed by an “xx.” The “xx” indicates that I do not 
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know which specifi c paper made this claim but that I am pretty sure this 
claim has been made by someone somewhere. By doing this (holding off 
the specifi c literature review), I fi nd that I am more liberated to tell “my” 
story, which helps develop a cohesive and hopefully creative story rather 
than a patch work quilt of other people’s stories. 

 Entrepreneurs also appear to have broader knowledge and resist pre-
mature closure on the specifi cs of an opportunity such that the nature of 
the opportunity is somewhat fl uid—it is continually refi ned or becomes 
a different opportunity (Sarasvathy  2001 ; Shepherd  2015 ). The implica-
tions for scholars who wish to be more entrepreneurial in their research 
is to develop a broad knowledge base and become more open-minded 
to different perspectives (e.g., philosophical, theoretical, methodological 
levels of analysis). One way I increase the breadth of my knowledge is 
to read literature unrelated to entrepreneurship and keep an open mind 
about its applications and boundary conditions. For example, I often go 
back to papers published in the  Annual Review of Psychology . They pro-
vide an overview of topics that are critical to psychology but may not have 
been explored in entrepreneurship yet. Indeed, these psychology topics 
may have few, if any, superfi cial similarities with entrepreneurship, but as 
with entrepreneurial opportunities (Grégoire et al.  2010 ), there may be 
structured relationships as a basis for a mental leap—a creative research 
outcome. For example, a coherence theory of vision informed the devel-
opment of a bottom-up model of opportunity belief formation (Shepherd 
et  al.  2007 ). Having an open mind is important because it allows the 
researcher to look beyond superfi cial mismatches to make structural con-
nections necessary for the mental leaps underlying strong contributions to 
scholarly knowledge.  

   BRICOLAGE AND THE IDENTIFICATION OF RESEARCH 
OPPORTUNITIES 

 Related to the above, we also know that entrepreneurs are bricoleurs, 
that is, they make do with the resources at hand through recombinations 
(Baker and Nelson  2005 ). A similar notion has already been applied to 
developing new theories (Boxenbaum and Rouleau  2011 ). Again, by 
approaching research in a more entrepreneurial fashion, we can look at 
the resources we have at hand in a new light, and by combining them and 
recombining them in different ways, we can generate research contribu-
tions. For example, not too long ago, I was without Internet access for 
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two days. I looked into my fi les and found two interesting but completely 
different papers: one was a psychology article on “the crystallization of 
discontent” (as it relates to suicide) and the other article was on “identity 
play.” With access only to these papers, I thought about how to combine 
different notions from the two papers and developed an escape model 
of work identity loss (which is currently under R&R process). Perhaps 
by creating an adverse (rather than resource-abundant) situation, we can 
stimulate our research creativity.  

    MOTIVATION AND THE IDENTIFICATION OF RESEARCH 
OPPORTUNITIES 

 Motivation is also important for the formation of opportunity beliefs 
and entrepreneurial action (McMullen and Shepherd  2006 ). I already 
touched on the issue of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in the intro-
duction but would like to expand upon it here. We know that extrinsic 
motivation—namely, “the performance of an activity because it leads to 
external rewards” (Deci  1972 : 113)—generally undermines (e.g., Hagger 
and Chatzisarantis  2011 ) intrinsic motivation—namely, the desire to 
expend effort based on interest in and enjoyment of the work (Amabile 
et al.  1996 ; Ryan and Deci  2000 )—which is a problem because intrinsic 
motivation is associated with creativity (Amabile et al.  2005 ; Gagné and 
Deci  2005 ; Grant and Berry  2011 ). The ironic implication for scholars, 
I believe, is that the more one engages in research to achieve extrinsic 
rewards (e.g., promotion and tenure), the further one is from achiev-
ing these rewards. That is, by tapping into one’s intrinsic motivation for 
research, the outcome is likely to be more creative and, therefore, more 
likely to be  published and have an impact. The intrinsic motivation is its 
own reward but also more likely leads us to the extrinsic rewards of pro-
motion and tenure. 

 I try to follow this general rule by focusing on the (entrepreneurial) 
research process under the belief that over a portfolio of papers, if I pursue 
research that generates intrinsic rewards, then in the long run, the extrin-
sic rewards will follow. Besides, life is too short to chase a particular out-
come (say a paper on a particular topic) if you do not enjoy the research 
process on generating it (i.e., the topic of the paper and its approach do 
not interest you). Although this might seem like something easier said by 
a senior scholar, I fi rmly believe that it applies equally, or even more so, for 
junior scholars. Perhaps those who pursue research for extrinsic rewards 
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are the scholars who, if they are awarded promotion and/or tenure, stop 
research after this goal is achieved. I am sure we all know some people who 
fi t into this category. It just strikes me that since research is a major invest-
ment of our time and energy (and our lives), we better create the situation 
to stimulate enjoyment, curiosity, and other intrinsic rewards. 

 Indeed, like entrepreneurs whose passion helps them overcome obsta-
cles to achieve success (Cardon et  al.  2005 ,  2009 ), passion can be of 
benefi t to entrepreneurship scholars. The implication is that given that 
research and publishing is a challenging task, the scholar’s passion for 
the specifi c topic can be a source of energy and persistence to succeed. 
This is particularly important when choosing a topic you are passion-
ate about. Again, this might seem easier said than done. Where do you 
look for such research opportunities? This requires some self-refl ection, 
a look into who you are, how you got there, and where you want to go. 
That is, passion involves an understanding of your identity. This could 
be a research topic that extends your scholarly identity into a particular 
research area. It could also be the opposite—engaging in different provi-
sional research topics to test scholarly identities as a way of moving toward 
an envisioned positive identity (for identity work and identity play, see 
Ibarra  1999 ; Ibarra and Barbulescu  2010 ; Mainemelis et al.  2010 ). For 
example, having initially explored venture capitalists’ decision making, 
I realized that my passion was not so much the venture capitalists but 
how people make decisions under conditions of high uncertainty, high 
emotional intensity, and considerable time pressure when outcomes are 
highly consequential. This realization led me to a host of research oppor-
tunities I was highly passionate about, including why some individuals 
choose to pursue an entrepreneurial career (Douglas and Shepherd  2002 ; 
Haynie and Shepherd  2011 ); how entrepreneurs identify (Gregoire et al. 
 2010 ; Shepherd and DeTienne  2005 ) and assess opportunities (Choi 
and Shepherd  2004 ; Mitchell and Shepherd  2010 ), including those that 
harm the natural environment (Shepherd et al.  2013 ) given differences in 
the nature of the potential opportunity (Grégoire and Shepherd  2012 ); 
why some individuals are better able to adapt their decision making in a 
dynamic entrepreneurial context (Haynie and Shepherd  2009 ); and why 
some are likely to persist with their poorly performing entrepreneurial 
ventures while others exit (DeTienne et al.  2008 ; Holland and Shepherd 
 2013 ; Shepherd et al.  2011 ). 

 Passion for a research topic can come from refl ecting on your non-work 
identity. Central to who I am (or at least who I hope I can be) is my father. 
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My father suffered terribly after the failure of his (our) family business. 
This triggered my passion for research to understand the negative conse-
quences of business failure and how—hopefully through my research—
we can help alleviate this “grief” to enable entrepreneurs like my dad to 
recover from failure and move on to have productive lives. I wrote an 
initial paper on the topic because I was passionate about it, so much so 
that I worked hard on it despite confi dence that it would never be pub-
lished. To my surprise, it was published in the  Academy of Management 
Review  (Shepherd  2003 ) and has led to one of my streams of research 
(e.g., Shepherd  2004 ,  2009 ; Shepherd and Cardon  2009 ; Shepherd et al. 
 2009a ,  b ,  2011 ; Haynie and Shepherd  2011 ). Passion motivated the pur-
suit of a high-risk project and persistence despite considerable obstacles. 
Although people always say (even to young children) pursue your passion, 
my hope is that above all, I have provided some guidance in fi nding where 
that passion might lie and/or creating it. 

 I am not suggesting that you should only pursue high-risk projects that 
you think are a long shot for being published, such as the example of my 
paper on entrepreneurial grief (even though it had a positive outcome). 
Like an entrepreneurial fi rm managing uncertainty (McGrath  1999 ), it 
makes sense for us, as entrepreneurial scholars, to also think about using 
a portfolio approach to projects. Some projects are highly uncertain and 
probe the scholarly environment for an interesting contribution by, per-
haps, starting a new scholarly conversation. However, not all projects need 
to be so radical; some can set out to contribute to an existing conversa-
tion. We have a saying in Australia that you have “money for jam,” and 
the investment community talks about “mad money.” The principle is the 
same: you can put aside a specifi c limited amount of resources (e.g., time) 
for engaging in high-risk projects you are passionate about (see also the 
discussion of slack and exploration below). 

 We also know that people may not be (and likely are not) passionate 
about the entire entrepreneurial process but rather prefer specifi c aspects 
of it—inventor, founder, and developer (Cardon et al.  2009 ). Similarly, 
there are a number of phases of the research and publication process, 
and some scholars may be more passionate about some phases than oth-
ers. Some may be passionate about the question itself and developing a 
story around it. I, for example, am less passionate about the methods and 
analysis. I enjoy testing the hypotheses to fi nd out the results, and I see 
the methods as simply a means of providing evidence for what I am really 
passionate about. Fortunately, however, there are people who are highly 
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passionate about seeking data, learning new statistical techniques, and 
running a host of robustness tests. If we think of passion at the paper level 
(really the team level), then differences in passion should be taken into 
consideration in forming research teams. That is, construct a team with 
people who have diverse passions for the different stages of the paper-
development process. 

 However, few people are passionate about revising papers and respond-
ing to reviewers (the specifi cs of which are discussed below) despite the 
fact that this is a critical step to making your ideas accessible to a broader 
audience. Although less passionate about this process than I was in my 
early days, I still try to keep my energy up for this process. I do this in 
three ways. First, I remember that three scholars (i.e., the reviewers) have 
stopped their own research to read mine and provide feedback on how the 
paper could be improved. I owe it to these prosocially motivated individu-
als to make the most of the feedback. To the extent that one is passionate 
about the paper’s topic, then the process of interaction involved in refi n-
ing the paper becomes more enjoyable. Second, there is the old saying (or 
song) “if you can’t be with the one you love, love the one you’re with.” 
Although I am passionate about research problems and stories when I 
start a new project, the R&R of a current paper takes precedence (I can’t 
be with the one I love), so I at least try to convince myself that I gain 
some enjoyment from the “to and fro” of the peer-review process (love 
the one you’re with). Finally, although I am not passionate about writing 
25-page single-spaced responses to reviewers, shifting the level from the 
paper to the career, I tap into my passion of learning to become a bet-
ter researcher and use that to motivate effort at this critical stage of the 
research process.  

    SELF-EFFICACY AND THE IDENTIFICATION OF RESEARCH 
OPPORTUNITIES 

 Consistent with the role of passion in persisting with challenging entre-
preneurial tasks, entrepreneurial self-effi cacy has also been found to be 
an important antecedent to performance (for meta-analyses, see Sitzman 
and Yeo  2013 ; Stajkovic and Luthans  1998 ). The implication for research 
is that the more one believes he or she will be successful at publishing, 
the more that person persists in the face of obstacles and the more he or 
she is able to ultimately achieve success. Therefore, develop research self- 
effi cacy. However, this is easier said than done. How can junior scholars 
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develop their research self-effi cacy? There are three possibilities over and 
above competencies learned in a PhD program. 

 First, self-effi cacy can be built through having some early small wins 
(Sitkin  1992 ). By achieving a win (e.g., a publication), we start to believe 
that we can achieve success. The notion of “small” in “small wins” means 
that we should take on a task that is not too challenging so that we achieve 
the “win” but not so small that it does little to provide evidence of the 
competence necessary for enhanced self-effi cacy. With some small wins, 
you can take on—with positive self-beliefs—more challenging tasks. This 
would suggest that junior scholars initially publish in B journals to pro-
vide evidence to themselves that they can publish and build research self- 
effi cacy rather than submit to an A journal where the paper is rejected 
(as 92 % of the papers are). Such a rejection likely diminishes research 
self-effi cacy and thereby decreases effort, making subsequent success less 
likely. However, with a CV with nothing or little else on it, publication in 
a lower-tiered journal may send a signal of the quality of you as a scholar 
(discussed more specifi cally in and Chap.   5     on securing a job and Chap.   6     
on developing a research record worth of promotion)—namely, the signal 
that you are a “B” scholar. Perhaps we are better off looking for small wins 
in alternate ways, such as successfully presenting at a conference, having 
a publication in the Academy of Management best-paper proceedings, or 
presenting a draft of an idea to a senior scholar who is so impressed he or 
she accepts your invitation to join them on the paper, which brings me to 
my next point. 

 Second, having your papers accepted for publication can help build 
research self-effi cacy and performance and hopefully create a positive spi-
ral (consistent with Lindsley et  al.  1995 ). Working with senior scholars 
can facilitate this process. It might be that as a junior scholar, you have 
invested 300 hours into a paper, while a senior scholar has only worked 
on the paper for fi ve hours. However, that fi ve hours makes the difference 
between an R&R (and eventual publication) and a rejection. Acceptance 
for publication can build research self-effi cacy so long as you do not 
attribute the success largely to a senior scholar rather than to yourself. 
However, even if you attribute the success to the senior scholar’s input, 
so long as you learn from those changes, you are likely to experience 
enhanced research self-effi cacy. 

 Finally, it might not be an individual’s self-effi cacy with the whole pro-
cess that is important in explaining success in the publication process; 
rather, the collective effi cacy of the co-authoring team is likely to be more 
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predictive of overcoming obstacles faced during the publication process 
and achieving success. Perhaps the most critical decision we can make as 
scholars is who we chose to work with. We know a lot from the team lit-
erature in terms of the benefi ts and limits of diversity (Shin et al.  2012 ), 
such as the benefi ts of task confl ict (i.e., “confl ict about the  content  of the 
team task and different task-related opinions”) and the costs of relation-
ship confl ict (i.e., tension, animosity, and friction between team members 
[Jehn  1995 ; Langfred  2007 ; Mohammed and Angell  2004 ]) (Breugst 
et al.  2012 : 190). 

 While I alluded to diverse teams in terms of knowledge and motiva-
tion above, I would like to provide some additional insights specifi c to 
the publication process. Although diversity is generally considered a good 
thing, there are forms of diversity that should be avoided. These can be 
idiosyncratic, so to illustrate, I offer some of my personal heuristics. I only 
work with people I like because, as discussed above, it is important to 
enjoy the process. I once worked with someone, and we had immediate 
success—our paper was published in an A journal—but I refused to work 
on subsequent projects despite the potential for many more top-tier pub-
lications because I did not enjoy the process (despite being an untenured 
assistant professor at the time). The experience is more enjoyable when the 
research and publication process is not only focused on work but has a sec-
ond benefi t as well: friends have become co-authors (e.g., Johan Wiklund) 
and co-authors have become friends (e.g., Holger Patzelt). Furthermore, 
I only work with people I can trust in terms of the ethics of scholarship 
and publishing. All we have in this profession is our reputation, and to 
lose it would be devastating. It is diffi cult to assess a potential co-author’s 
trustworthiness before having worked with him or her, but it is possible 
perhaps by asking around, including asking his or her previous co-authors 
(especially those who are no longer working with the person). It can be a 
simple benign question (e.g., “What is it like working with so-and-so?”), 
which gives the person the chance to shed some light on the potential co- 
author and what you can expect from working with him or her.  

    EXPERIMENTATION AND THE PUBLICATION PROCESS 
 We know that slack can facilitate the experimentation necessary to be entre-
preneurial but with diminishing returns (George  2005 ). In the research 
and publication context, time is the critical slack resource. Although schol-
ars have more slack for research than others (depending on  teaching and 
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service obligations), perhaps there are ways to create slack for research, 
such as minimizing the number of new teaching preps, teaching classes 
back to back, instituting offi ce hours, and learning to say no to some 
“opportunities” (see also Chap.   4    ). However, the important point here 
is that even during time for research, it is important to allocate (or gen-
erate some) slack for experimenting. For example, the temptation is to 
dedicate all time to exploiting current research projects or start new proj-
ects as incremental advancements on current projects, but where are the 
new ideas going to come from? The implication from the fi ndings on 
entrepreneurial slack is to fi nd/create time to experiment. This experi-
mentation could simply be reading “different” literatures, tinkering with 
different ideas (consistent with bricolage), sitting in an arm chair engag-
ing in thought experiments (Weick  1989 ), or going out into the world to 
observe. Weick ( 1974 : 488–489) offers a simple example of how observa-
tion might work:

  If one watches people ride on escalators, he will observe that there are times 
when they walk on the escalator in order to speed up their ride. Now the 
question is, is there any regularity to this pattern of walking? Informal obser-
vation suggests that the following relationship holds: the closer the person is 
to the end of the escalator ride, the greater the likelihood that he will walk 
the remaining distance. Stated differently, walking is unlikely at the start of 
an escalator ride and much more likely near the end of the ride. The obvious 
comment at this point is, “So what, that’s cute but it’s hardly the stuff of 
hard science!” That’s the kind of comment that is objected to here, because 
there is some hard science in that escalator behavior. Neal Miller’s research 
on confl ict behavior is based partially on the following assumption: “The 
nearer a subject is to a goal, the stronger is his tendency to approach it” 
(15, p. 424). Is not this precisely what occurs in the case of people riding 
an escalator? The closer they are to where they want to get, the stronger is 
their tendency to approach it. This strength is shown to the goal, which is 
already underway. Suppose, however, that in thinking about the escalator 
example you had explained the regularity in a different manner. Then it is 
conceivable that you might have developed a formulation that is an alter-
native to Miller’s formulation. If so, then testing which view makes more 
accurate predictions in a new situation would improve the understanding of 
behavior. The point is that this increment to thinking had a humble origin. 

   I am not saying to ignore exploitation (on the contrary, this is very 
important and a large component of this book) but simply to make sure 
exploitation does not drown out exploration (March  1991 ), and one 
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way to ensure this is to allocate time to experiment and even “play.” I 
realize that this advice, particularly for junior entrepreneurship scholars, 
may seem the opposite to what has been proposed by others, but without 
experimentation, I wonder where the novelty will come from (Shepherd 
 2015 ). Besides, experimentation is fun. 

 We know that the entrepreneurial task involves experimenting with 
potential opportunities under conditions of high uncertainty ( Knight 1921 ; 
McMullen and Shepherd  2006 ), and as a result, some (many) projects are 
likely to fail (Boulding et al.  1997 ; Burgelman and Valikangas  2005 ) and 
produce a negative emotional reaction that obstructs learning (Shepherd 
et al.  2009a ,  2013 ). Researchers also invest a great deal into their papers, 
and when they are rejected (perceived as a failure), this likely generates a 
negative emotional response. This “grief” can obstruct learning from the 
experience and diminish the motivation to try again. A common approach 
to protecting self-esteem is to attribute the rejection to the editor and the 
reviewers (e.g., those who were too stupid to see the innovativeness of the 
study). However, by attributing causes externally, there is little to learn, 
and the scholar is helpless in determining his or her own future and is 
bound to keep repeating the same mistakes or give up (given the malefi cent 
publication world). In contrast, an immediate internal attribution (e.g., I 
am so stupid that I can’t conduct high-quality research) can diminish belief 
that one can be successful, thereby reducing persistence and performance 
on subsequent projects. Many scholars use a staged model for dealing with 
rejection: at fi rst they attribute the blame externally and throw the paper 
and reviews in a drawer, and then later, after the negative emotions have 
subsided somewhat, they return to the paper and ask, “How did I contrib-
ute to this paper being rejected? How can I avoid rejection in the future? 
What action can I take now to improve the paper?” 

 The longer your career, the more rejections you will receive (although 
you hope the rejection rate declines over time), and there is a tendency 
to become desensitized to failure. Desensitization to failure means that a 
rejection no longer generates a negative emotional reaction. Although this 
might remove the obstacles to learning and the motivation to try again, 
it might also mean that one makes less of an emotional commitment into 
his or her papers, and it is this emotional component that increases the 
chances of publication success. Rather than take emotion out of the pro-
cess altogether, it seems better to make the emotional commitment to 
research projects and develop the emotional intelligence to regulate nega-
tive emotions generated by the rejection of a research project. 



THINKING ENTREPRENEURIALLY TO IDENTIFY RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES 19

 Indeed, some of my research on business owners (e.g., Byrne and 
Shepherd  2015 ; Shepherd  2003 ) and project team members (Shepherd 
 2009 ; Shepherd et  al.  2009a ,  2011 ) who have suffered failure can be 
instructive here. A useful way to deal with the negative emotional loss 
of something important (e.g., a business, a project, or the rejection of 
a paper) is to oscillate between two orientations. After the rejection of a 
paper, we can begin with an orientation toward the loss whereby we think 
about the rejection in order to try to makes sense of why it occurred. 
To the extent that we can make sense of the rejection, then the “failure” 
generates fewer negative emotions. However, if we think about the events 
leading up to the rejection and the failure event itself (perhaps opening the 
decision letter or sending it to co-authors) for an extended period of time, 
negative emotions can begin to escalate. This is when switching to a resto-
ration orientation can be useful to recharge one’s emotional—and thereby 
cognitive—batteries. A restoration orientation encourages you to take 
a rest from thinking about the rejection through distraction with other 
tasks, such as working on another project, and, importantly, can involve 
addressing secondary causes of stress generated by the rejection. Then 
when attention returns to the rejection, the “failure” no longer looms as 
large. By oscillating between a loss orientation and a restoration orienta-
tion, you can cope with the negative emotions generated from project 
failure, learn from it, and be motivated to try again.  

   CONCLUSION 
 To identify and exploit high-quality research opportunities, we need to 
be entrepreneurial in our approach to scholarship. This involves self-
refl ection and self-knowledge. You can be more entrepreneurial if you 
understand your idiosyncratic knowledge and use it to identify research 
opportunities, if you understand your passions and use them to energize 
the development of a plausible story of the entrepreneurial phenomenon 
of interest, if you engage your intrinsic or prosocial motivation to be cre-
ative and/or “do some good,” and if you regulate emotions to make the 
emotional investments necessary for project success and to learn when 
projects fail. We need to explore and exploit research opportunities for 
increasing our understanding of entrepreneurial phenomenon and can 
manage the uncertainty of this research process though a portfolio (or 
real options reasoning) approach to creating and managing our pipeline 
of papers.     
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    CHAPTER 3   

    Abstract     Navigating the publication process is a challenging task. In 
this chapter, I detail the publication process, highlight the major obsta-
cles faced, and offer advice for how these obstacles can be overcome. 
Specifi cally, this chapter details the nature of the review process, the differ-
ent editorial decisions an author may receive, and advice (with examples) 
on how authors can effectively respond to the comments of reviewers and 
the editor. I emphasize the importance of scholars approaching the publi-
cation process as an opportunity to improve the specifi c paper and also to 
improve as a scholar.  

  Keywords     Editors • Responding to Reviewers • Desk Reject • Revise 
and Resubmit  

   As editor in chief of the  Journal of Business Venturing , I thought it would 
be benefi cial to offer some insights into the review process. In the follow-
ing sections, I highlight the various stages a paper may pass through and 
describe what happens at each of these stages, at least from the perspective 
of the  Journal of Business Venturing . 

   SUBMITTING A PAPER 
 The author submits the paper online. I do not feel old, but when I think 
about how I used to submit papers to journals, it indicates that a lot has 
happened since then (let us say it has happened in a short time). Even 

 Approaching and Managing the 
Publication Process                     
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up to about 2001 or 2002, we had to send four physical copies of the 
paper to the journal offi ce. Of course, the system is a lot easier today with 
 submitting online (although it appears there are still some bugs with some 
journals’ systems). I have a number of comments and suggestions when 
submitting your paper. First, carefully choose the keywords for the paper. 
As discussed later, these keywords are used in part to select reviewers for 
your paper. Based on the intended audience and the theoretical approach, 
you will want to select keywords consistent with these foci. 

 Second, include a letter to the editor. Some people have elaborate let-
ters to the editor that summarize the paper and its key contributions. 
Personally, I fi nd this information unnecessary given that the editor will 
read the paper before taking any action. However, useful information in 
the letter to the editor includes (1) suggestions for fi eld (senior) editors, 
(2) suggestions of possible reviewers that do not have confl icts of interest, 
and (3) requests for people not to be asked to review this paper. I say “sug-
gestions” and “requests” because it is still the editor’s decision, but this 
information will at least be taken into account. Most importantly, the letter 
to the editor is an opportunity to be transparent about other potentially 
related papers. By listing other papers (published, in press, under review, 
and soon to be submitted) and the ways the current paper is similar and 
different from these other papers, the author is hopefully highlighting and 
addressing a potential problem that is far more damaging when detected 
later in the process. On a related note, although authors should not  provide 
indications of who they are in the submitted manuscript (undermining the 
double-blind review process), they also need to indicate how the current 
paper adds value over and above other research, including their own  in 
press  and perhaps recently published papers. In  conjunction with the infor-
mation provided in the letter to the editor, citations to one’s own work 
in the text can take the form “authors’ names withheld.” My advice on 
this issue is to be overly cautious about potential overlap with one’s own 
papers, and if there is the slightest doubt, then be completely transparent. 

 Finally, check the PDFs generated by the journal submission process 
before approving the submission. For some reason, when I create PDFs 
for my own papers, something often happens to tables and fi gures in the 
process of conversion from a Word document. Thus, I suggest that when 
checking the PDF, pay particular attention to the tables and fi gures. As 
an aside, you would be surprised to know how many papers are submitted 
with comments between authors still in the document. 

 Once the paper is submitted, it goes to the managing editor and then 
to the editor in chief (me for the  Journal of Business Venturing ). After 
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 reading the paper, the editor in chief takes one of three actions: (1) desk 
rejects the paper, (2) sends it to a fi eld editor, or (3) sends it out for review. 
I will talk about each of these steps below.  

   DESK REJECT 
 A desk rejection is the decision to not publish the manuscript and termi-
nate the process without sending the paper out to reviewers. Papers are 
desk rejected for one of two reasons: poor fi t or poor quality. As editor 
in chief of the  Journal of Business Venturing , I am inclined to desk reject 
papers when it is blatantly obvious to me that the paper will be rejected by 
the reviewers. By rejecting the paper without sending it out for review, we 
are able to reduce the burden on reviewers—namely, asking reviewers to 
write a review on a paper the editor has already decided will be rejected. 
There is also a benefi t to authors. Authors should receive the decision and 
feedback from the editor within two weeks rather than waiting two to 
three months, so it saves them a lot of time. I realize that such a decision 
is still disappointing for authors, but the hope is that they appreciate the 
rapid feedback and decision. 

  Desk Reject, Poor Fit     Journals have different missions and will desk reject 
a paper that does not fi t that mission. For example, the  Journal of Business 
Venturing  is a journal dedicated to understanding entrepreneurial phe-
nomena. If the paper does not have entrepreneurship at its core, we are 
compelled to reject the paper. There are numerous papers that describe 
the domain of entrepreneurship (e.g., Busenitz et  al.  2003 ; Shane and 
Venkataraman  2000 ), but the editors of the  Journal of Business Venturing  
are open to alternative viewpoints on entrepreneurship (see Shepherd 
 2010 ,  2015 ). However, because we encourage research from different dis-
ciplines, functions, and contexts, the case needs to be made in the paper 
for how it increases our understanding of entrepreneurial phenomena. 
The “rubber hit the road” in my fi rst few months as editor in chief with 
a particularly family business–oriented paper. With permission from the 
authors, I include the letter below: 

   This is an interesting paper. It is well motivated by a gap in the literature, 
it provides a theoretical approach to fi lling this gap, and it does what it 
says in terms of making a contribution to the family business literature. 
I  commend the authors on their high-quality work. As leaders in the fi eld 
of family business research, you do not need me to point out that there is 



28 D.A. SHEPHERD

considerable overlap between the fi eld of entrepreneurship and the fi eld of 
family business. 

 I have given this paper a lot of thought and have given a lot of thought 
about the purpose and objectives of the  Journal Business Venturing . 
Unfortunately, my conclusion is that this family business paper does not 
suffi ciently articulate an overlap with the entrepreneurship domain suffi -
cient to be sent out for review. However, as described below, if you believe 
that you can make the case in the paper that this paper contributes to our 
understanding of entrepreneurship, then I recommend that you submit the 
repositioned paper again to  JBV  as a new submission. 

 I do not make this decision lightly. Family business research has been an 
important part of the entrepreneurship domain in the past and will be in 
the future. But for  JBV  to be a leading entrepreneurship journal, it must be 
prepared not to publish very high-quality papers that do not make a con-
tribution to entrepreneurship—that is, do not make a contribution to our 
understanding of the entrepreneurial phenomenon. 

 I realize that people differ on what is and what is not entrepreneurship. 
I take a broad perspective. I am open to arguments that make the link. 

 I hope that you can understand where I am coming from. I could have 
relied on the past publication of papers in  JBV  that are no more entrepre-
neurial than the current paper and that are not at the same high quality as the 
current paper to justify sending out the paper and eventually publishing it. 
However, the requirements on the journal to maintain a “sharp” image as an 
entrepreneurship journal are becoming increasingly important as we open the 
door to different disciplines, perspectives, contexts, and methods. The unify-
ing theme has to be that all the papers published in  JBV  make a contribution to 
our understanding of entrepreneurial phenomenon. Although this has been an 
implicit policy of  JBV  in the past, to move the journal forward, it is my belief 
that it is necessary to be more vigilant on the types of papers we publish and 
return to what I believe was the aims and scope of  JBV  when it was founded. 

 I want to point out that I see that there is a big overlap between entrepre-
neurship and family business, and I want to publish high-quality papers at this 
intersection. Unfortunately, I do not feel that this paper articulates a suffi cient 
overlap, so I have to decline to continue with the review process. As noted 
above, if you believe that you can make that link, then I hope you will and sub-
mit the paper again to  JBV  as a new submission. In a generic sense, there are 
several ways in which a paper on family business could make a link with entre-
preneurship. These include establishing that the research question(s) them-
selves are entrepreneurship in nature (e.g., deal with new venture creation, 
opportunity recognition, innovation, strategic renewal) and/or the results 
have signifi cant theoretical and/or practical implications for entrepreneur-
ship research and, therefore, contribute knowledge to the entrepreneurship 
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domain. For example, in the current paper, you might be able to establish that 
some of the governance mechanisms used by family businesses are innovative 
in the sense that such mechanisms are not found in non-family fi rms and that 
the adoption of these innovations might lead to improved performance. 

 I appreciate the disappointing nature of this news. I realize that you may 
not agree with me, but hopefully, I have been able to articulate the reason-
ing behind my decision. 

   My thinking behind the above decision letter involved thinking about two 
intersecting circles with substantial overlap. One circle represents entre-
preneurship, and the other represents family business. Simply, and by defi -
nition, studies of family business in the space of the intersecting circles 
contribute directly to our understanding of entrepreneurial phenomena, 
and those outside the intersection do not. I think only a few people (if 
any) would attempt to argue that all family business research has entre-
preneurship at its core—that is, that the family business circle is within the 
entrepreneurship circle. In the same way, a lot but not all research on, for 
example, small businesses, alliances, initial public offerings, and franchis-
ing have entrepreneurship at their core. It is important if authors want to 
make a contribution to the ongoing scholarly conversation in entrepre-
neurship that they make the link explicit.  

  Desk Reject, Poor Quality     In this case, the paper fails to satisfy several basic 
criteria for a paper. Specifi cally, we ask the following questions about the 
paper: 

    Does it address interesting and novel issues, or is it just a repetition of 
well-trodden areas?  

•   Does it open up new vistas, and is it well grounded in meaningful 
scholarship that reaches out to the broader disciplines? Does it push 
theory forward?  

•   Are the core arguments supported with sound logic, contemporary 
theory, or persuasive argumentation?  

•   Are the data of superior quality, satisfying the essential criteria of 
state-of-the-art quantitative or qualitative methods?  

•   Did it use methods that are appropriate, contemporary, and state of 
the art?  

•   Does it provide interesting, non-obvious, and non-trivial results?  
•   Does it provide clear, useful, and persuasive implications for theory 

and practice?    
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 Although desk-rejected papers do not have reviews, the editor tries to 
pinpoint the most critical issues with the paper and, when possible, ways 
they can best be addressed. I say “when possible” because the issues are 
often fatal fl aws (e.g., in terms of design, data collection, methods) and/
or require an almost complete rewrite of the paper—so much so that it 
would look like a new paper. If the editor thinks that the issue can be 
addressed and the paper is suffi ciently interesting to pursue it further, then 
the decision is more likely to be a desk reject and resubmit.   

    THE REVIEW PROCESS 
 If the paper is not desk rejected, then it is sent out to reviewers. Reviewers 
are chosen based on their expertise and the type of information they can 
provide to inform the editor’s decision. Two reviewers are typically chosen 
based on the literature the focal paper is trying to join (often refl ected 
in the scholars cited in the introduction), and a third reviewer is often 
someone who has expertise about the “solution”—either the theoretical 
approach or the research method used. The reviewers typically receive 
some instructions on what is expected of them. For example, reviewers at 
the  Journal of Business Venturing  are provided with the following guiding 
principles when they are invited to review for the journal:

    The reviewers and editors work together to offer authors high-quality and 
timely feedback on their papers. A  high-quality review  includes  addressing 
the following questions:   

    1.     What are the strengths of the paper?  Recognition of positive 
aspects of the paper helps start the communication with the author 
in a constructive, developmental tone. It provides the foundation 
for a conversation that can enhance the author’s learning and help 
improve the quality of the manuscript. This is important regardless 
of whether you (as a reviewer) recommend to the editor to publish 
the paper or not. All papers have some positive qualities. Please 
acknowledge them.   

   2.     Does the manuscript make a signifi cant contribution to the fi eld 
of entrepreneurship?  Be specifi c about whether it contributes by 
addressing an interesting research question about an entrepreneurial 
phenomenon. Is the current conversation in the entrepreneurship 
community accurately represented? Is the author’s approach well 
justifi ed, and does it provide new, non-obvious insights? If the 
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answer is no to any of these questions, please provide some guidance 
on how the author can better motivate the paper and highlight its 
contribution.   

   3.     Does it make a contribution to theory?  It is not suffi cient to 
 highlight the importance of a phenomenon in the real world; the 
paper must also articulate how it advances our scholarly understand-
ing by fi lling a knowledge void. Contribution can be made by 
empirically testing extensions to theory or theory building using 
top-down or bottom-up approaches. But there must be a basis in 
theory (see Eisenhardt  1989 ; Sutton and Staw  1995 ; Whetten  1989 ; 
Weick  1995 ). If the authors have not suffi ciently articulated such a 
contribution, reviewers need to point it out and offer some recom-
mendations for how this can be done.   

   4.     Is the conceptual model adequate?  Adequacy, in part, depends on 
approach, but a theory is required (as in input or outcome) that 
justifi es the variables and the relationships between them. That is, to 
be conceptually adequate, the manuscript needs to describe the 
mechanisms underlying the hypothesized (or proposed) relation-
ships (see Anderson et al.  2006 ). Sutton and Staw ( 1995 ) do a great 
job of explaining conceptual adequacy for top-down approaches and 
Eisenhardt ( 1989 ) for bottom-up approaches. Please point out 
when hypotheses (propositions) are not suffi ciently justifi ed, and be 
specifi c about which aspects are missing, ambiguous, or obvious.   

   5.     Is the study technically adequate?  For top-down empirical studies, 
does the method provide a suffi cient test of the hypotheses? If not, 
detail your specifi c concerns and the actions the author can take to 
eliminate or at least minimize those concerns. For bottom-up studies, 
does the method collect and analyze data in a way that provides confi -
dence that the resulting theory refl ects those data? If not, please 
explain why specifi c aspects of the method cause concern and/or 
detail what additional information about the method is needed to 
make a more informed decision about the study’s technical adequacy.   

   6.     Is this paper appropriate for   JBV  ?   JBV  is a multidisciplinary, 
 multifunctional, and multicontextual journal that publishes  interesting 
studies on all areas of entrepreneurship. If the paper is not interesting, 
then it is important to point out why and to look more deeply, more 
abstractly, more creatively to offer recommendations on how the 
authors could frame the paper differently, take a different theoretical 
tack, or view the data/results from a different perspective that might 
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make it more interesting. “Interest” is in the eye of the beholder, and 
it is therefore important for you to articulate which aspects of the 
paper, if pursued by the authors, could make the paper more interest-
ing. The paper must be about an entrepreneurial phenomenon. If it 
is assessed to be not suffi ciently “entrepreneurial,” then the reviewer 
needs to articulate why and perhaps highlight a current conversation 
in entrepreneurship that the authors could consider joining.   

   7.     Is the presentation of the material clear?  If it is not, please make 
some recommendations. For example, suggest where to tighten 
grammar, point out if a fi gure or table would help communicate 
ideas parsimoniously, suggest possible sub-headings, highlight leaps 
in logic that need attention, suggest possible structural rearrange-
ments, and so on.   

   8.     Is your review constructive and developmental?  After fi nishing a 
draft of the review, please assess your review to ensure that when you 
express a concern with the manuscript, you also offer a suggestion 
and/or words of encouragement; that the review has a respectful tone 
(remember that this could be the author’s fi rst paper and his or her fi rst 
reviewer comments); and that it does not provide a recommendation 
on the publishability of the manuscript in the comments to the author 
(e.g., a recommendation should only go to the editor). Please make 
sure that your constructive, developmental review is not patronizing 
and condescending, that it focuses on the attributes of the paper, and 
that it never speaks about the knowledge or motivation of the author. 
Also a constructive, developmental review is not soft in its comments 
to the author nor harsh in its recommendation to the editor.   

   9.     Has the review process been double blind ? If you know who the 
author of the paper being reviewed is and this comprises the integ-
rity of the review process, then please contact the managing editor. 
If you fi nd any evidence of academic transgressions by the author, 
please also notify the managing editor. 

   Authors deserve a  timely review  process. We encourage reviewers 
to respond promptly to invitations to review and to please submit 
reviews before the deadline. We very much appreciate the reviewers’ 
service to the journal, the fi eld, and the profession.    

  Hopefully, by seeing the above, authors can better interpret how reviewers 
will read their papers and use that information to pre-emptively address 
these issues in their manuscripts.  



APPROACHING AND MANAGING THE PUBLICATION PROCESS 33

    EDITOR’S DECISION 
 The reviewers provide feedback about the paper and make a confi dential 
recommendation about its publishability to the editor. The editor uses this 
information and their own judgment about the paper to make a decision 
about whether to terminate or continue with the review process. Indeed, I 
encourage all my fi eld editors to rely on their judgment rather than simply 
take the reviewers’ recommendations as a vote. One of the reasons we do 
not want to supplant the editor’s decision with reviewers’ recommendations 
is the relatively common fi nding, for example, with junior scholars’ reviews: 
junior scholars often provide excellent reviews but nearly always recommend 
reject. Perhaps junior reviewers have an idealized picture of the perfect 
paper, whereas senior scholars realize that all papers have at least some warts. 

 Furthermore, in selecting reviewers, the editor may want reviewers that 
offer different perspectives because this provides more information about 
how to improve the paper and inform the editorial decision. The editor 
has the benefi t of reconciling these different perspective when making his 
or her decision (because he or she deliberately constructed it), whereas the 
single reviewer obviously does not. The editor’s decision alternatives are 
(1) decline for publication, (2) reject and resubmit, (3) high-risk revision, 
(4) major revision, (5) minor revision or conditional acceptance, and (6) 
accepted for publication. Some of these decisions require further com-
ments, to which I now turn. 

  Reject and Resubmit     Although the decision to decline for publication 
normally precludes being able to again submit the paper to this journal, 
a reject and resubmit does provide the opportunity to again submit the 
paper to the journal. A reject and resubmit is normally given to a paper 
that has substantial problems, but the editor sees some potential in it if 
these issues can be resolved. These issues are either too numerous or too 
substantial to continue with the current review process. Having seen the 
paper as a “diamond in the rough,” the editor provides recommendations 
for how the paper can be  substantially improved, and if these recommen-
dations can be implemented, then the paper can again be submitted to the 
journal as a new submission. It will typically not go back to the original set 
of reviewers, so a “response to reviewers” is not necessary and should not 
be provided. Given that the editor sees some potential in the paper, if the 
authors believe they can implement the recommendations, then I strongly 
suggest they submit the paper again. The authors already have a foot in 
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the door with a “sympathetic” editor, so they are well advised to take 
advantage of it.  

  High-Risk Revision     Celebrate! The odds of the paper being rejected for 
publication have just gone from around 90 % to about 50 %. Furthermore, 
editors often use the high-risk category on the fi rst round to indicate the 
seriousness of the issues and to make sure they are not sending the signal 
that the paper is closer to publication than it is—they still reserve the right 
to reject the paper on the next round. Although, as an author, I always feel 
elated with an R&R regardless of whether it is a high risk; friends have told 
me that not all people feel the same way (e.g., my conversation with Harry 
Sapienza detailed in the introduction). Some authors experience negative 
emotions based on the editor’s and reviewers’ comments (I addressed this 
issue of emotion in the review process above and do so again at the end 
of Chap.   2    ). Regardless of how high risk the revision is, my advice is that 
authors do everything in their power to address all issues and, when some 
issues are not possible to address, offer an explanation for why they cannot be 
addressed and the actions taken to alleviate the issues as best as possible and 
then resubmit. That is, with a foot in the door, the author should at least try 
to get through the doorway rather than taking the foot out and go knocking 
on another door. This is even more so the case with a major revision.   

    RESPONDING TO REVIEWERS 
 A friend of mine (an accomplished scholar) and I have diametrically opposed 
views about reviewers, their reviews, and the review process more gener-
ally (although I should say we “used to” have diametrically opposed views 
because in our discussions, I think his views have somewhat “softened”). As 
an author, I have a mindset that is favorable to the R&R process (I believe 
my papers improve as a result of the process), and I truly appreciate the 
reviewers’ comments. Despite their criticisms of my paper, these reviewers 
have stopped working on their own papers to read and provide feedback 
on my paper as a service to the community in general and to me specifi cally. 
I try to use these comments to improve the paper and learn to be a better 
scholar. In approaching the R&R process this way, the tone is set for a more 
collaborative and developmental process rather than a confrontational or 
adversarial process. I use examples of my own work here because I have my 
own permission to do so (i.e., below I cite the paper to which the response 
to the reviewer was involved as part of the review process). 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-58996-5_2
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  Respond to Reviewers’ Positive Comments     Having worked hard on a manu-
script, it is especially pleasing to hear  positive comments about the paper. 
I typically express that appreciation as it represents an opportunity to rein-
force these positives in the reviewers’ and editor’s minds. For example, in 
our response to the editor’s comments regarding the reviewers’ positive 
comments for our revised manuscript, we responded in the following way: 

    Response : This is an important project to us, so these comments are highly 
meaningful. We appreciate Reviewer 1’s comments about the commendable 
features of the paper, our use of entrepreneurs in a decision-making simula-
tion, and our acknowledgment of the study’s limitations. We also appreciate 
Reviewer 2’s comment that the study is novel and potentially important and 
Reviewer 3’s recognition of the paper’s improvement from the last round. 
The reviewers were a big part of the improvements in the manuscript. Again, 
they have provided excellent recommendations to move the paper forward. 
We very much appreciate their direct recommendations. Your positive feed-
back means a lot to us, and we thank you for your guidance through the 
revise and resubmit process. Thank you. (Shepherd et al.  2013 ) 

     Address the Letter and the Spirit of the Comment      Repeat the reviewer’s 
comment verbatim rather than offer a summary of the comment . This 
approach signals the importance of every word in the reviewer’s com-
ment. Furthermore, the reviewer’s comment often has multiple points and 
recommendations. It is important each is individually addressed, and then 
perhaps offer a more global response. It is also important to recognize that 
if the reviewer is wrong, it is the author’s fault. Of course, a reviewer can 
be wrong, but as an author, where does that get you? My default position 
is that if the reviewer does not get it, then I should make it clearer. In this 
way, I can take action, which sends a positive signal to the reviewer. Take 
the following response, for example:

   Response : The reviewers were right—we had not been suffi ciently clear about 
on what the entrepreneurs were self-effi cacious. You were right that it is mostly 
about the ability to successfully act on identifi ed opportunities. We are now clear 
on this point in the manuscript, and this is consistent with how it is measured. 
Again, you are correct; it is the latter, and we very much appreciate the reviewer 
pointing out this important source of confusion. (Shepherd et al.  2013 ) 

    As suggested above, when possible, try to follow the reviewer’s recom-
mendation. I take this as my default approach rather than trying to defend 
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what I had done previously. However, even with the default position that 
the reviewer is right, you might fi nd that a particular recommendation 
diminishes rather than improves the quality of the paper. I think this is 
when the collaborative (rather than combative) mindset helps deal with 
the issue. What is important is that you take the reviewer’s comments 
seriously. This involves thoroughly exploring the reviewer’s recommen-
dation, generating and comparing different alternatives, and offering a 
reasoned justifi cation for the approach that one eventually takes. Although 
much of this discussion likely occurs in the response to reviewers, it may 
necessitate some changes in the manuscript providing further justifi cation 
of the current approach vis-à-vis other approaches (e.g., those suggested 
by the reviewer). By signaling that the reviewer’s comments were taken 
seriously and weighing the different options, the author and reviewer 
are collaborating—engaging in a dialog—rather than having two one- 
way arguments. The following example was from the review process for 
Shepherd et al. ( 2011 ). Although I deleted some of the text inserted into 
the paper for the purpose of this chapter, it is a long example (just giving 
you a heads up):

   Editor   Comment  

  The Measures  . In particular, Reviewer #1 and Reviewer #3 express 
concerns about the measures. The concern here is that the reviewers 
and I are not totally convinced that “… the items listed really mea-
sure the constructs they are intended to measure” (Reviewer #1, Point 
#3). Please do everything you can to reduce our concern about this 
issue. As importantly, please deal with the concerns we have about the 
self- report nature of the data-collection effort. (See Point #4, Reviewer 
#1). The self-reporting of the data is a substantial concern for me as 
well. Given that “the data are the data” at this point, we are request-
ing that you do everything possible (theoretically and empirically) to 
convince us that the self-reported data are not a very serious limitation 
associated with the study.  

  Response : The issue of accuracy of self-reports is an interesting point. 
Important to answering the comment on the accuracy of self-reports, we 
need to be clear (in the paper) about what it is on which we are theorizing 
and capturing. To be particularly clear, we went back to Weick’s own words 
(Weick et al.  2005 : 415): “Sensemaking is not about truth and getting it.” 

 That is, we take an interpretive approach, which is based on the assump-
tion that “human understanding and action are based on the interpreta-
tion of information and events by the people experiencing them (Rabinow 
and Sullivan  1979 ). Understanding and action, therefore, depend on 
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the  meaning assigned to any set of events (c.f. Daft and Weick  1984 ). … 
meaning is unavoidably subjective” (Gioia and Chittipeddi  1991 : 435). As 
Cannon ( 1999 : 417) argued, “The continuing debate regarding the accu-
racy of recollections is not particularly relevant when one assumes a learning 
point of view, because inaccurate accounts of the past are typically accepted 
as accurate data by those remembering them.” 

 As we further discuss below in response to the reviewers, we believe that 
we now do a better job justifying in the paper the appropriateness of our 
outcome measure. We very much appreciate you highlighting our previously 
insuffi cient justifi cation of our learning variable. We have added the follow-
ing to the manuscript: 

 In the introduction (fi rst paragraph), we offer the following defi nition:
    “We defi ne learning from failure as … [text has been deleted from this 

book but was included in the full response].”    

 Later in the introduction, we state:
    “Organizational members must manage these emotions with … [text has 

been deleted from this book].”    

 In the Theory and Hypotheses section:
    “Our sensemaking perspective of project failure involves … [text has 

been deleted from this book].”    

 On the broader issue of self-report and objective measures of learning, a 
recent AMLE paper, Sitzmann et  al. ( 2010 ), conducted a meta-analysis 
involving 166 studies, 222 independent samples, and 41,237 learners to 
investigate self-assessments in education and in the workplace. They found 
strong correlations between self-assessments of learning and affective 
learning outcomes and a “moderate” correlation with cognitive learning. 
However, this study made two additional, important points. 

 First, “asking learners to make absolute assessments of their knowledge 
levels is conceptually distinct from asking learners to rate their knowledge 
gain. An absolute assessment requires a judgment against an external stan-
dard, whereas asking learners about changes in their levels of knowledge 
requires self-referential judgments” (Sitzmann et  al.  2010 : 173). In our 
study, we asked individuals about changes in their levels of knowledge, and 
therefore, the scale captures their self-referential judgments. 

 Second, they came to a conclusion about the benefi ts of the self-assess-
ment of learning stated from a logical–empirical view of the world (Manusov 
and Spitzberg  2008 ), but that was consistent (we believe) with the sensemak-
ing perspective of our paper. We realize that this is a long quote and again 
beg your patience in taking so much space to respond to your comment:
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   “We believe self-assessments are … [text has been deleted from this book]”    

 Therefore, from a sensemaking perspective, the measure is meant to cap-
ture the individuals’ change in belief. Our approach is also consistent with 
a logical–empirical view given the nature of the study. That is, we are inter-
ested in the self-referential judgments of changes in the level of knowledge 
and that respondents have received feedback (the failure event) on their 
self-assessments of conducting projects. 

 Further, there has also been substantial work on the reliability of self-
report measures for our second dependent variable, affective commitment 
to the organization. For example, Goffi n and Gellatly ( 2001 ) fi nd that no 
bias exists in self-report measures versus objective measures of commitment. 
Riketta ( 2002 ) uses a meta-analysis to examine the potential differential 
effects of measurements of affective commitment taken from self-reports, 
objective measures, and supervisor reports and does not fi nd signifi cant vari-
ances in any of the three sources. 

 Finally, self-report measures play an important role in psychological 
research on emotions, and there has been substantial work demonstrat-
ing that these measures are valid. For example, in a recent book chapter, 
Sandvik et al. ( 2009 ) discuss the validity of self-report versus non-self-report 
measures of subjective well-being and fi nd that both self-report and non-
self-report measures essentially are equivalent and tap into the same core 
theoretical concepts. Negative affect is also measured by self-report in the 
PANAS (Positive and Negative Affect Scale), which is a widely used scale 
to measure an individual’s affect (Watson et  al.  1988 ; for a more recent 
large-scale validation, see Crawford and Henry  2004 ). This is particularly 
relevant to the appropriateness of our specifi c measure of negative emotions 
from failure. 

   Even given the default position of “leaving no stone unturned” and follow-
ing the reviewer’s recommendations, there may be some instances when 
what is being asked just cannot be done (e.g., a request to include a vari-
able in the analysis when such data were not collected or are not available). 
Although this is a less-than-ideal situation, you can still do your best to 
acknowledge the reviewer’s comment. This might involve acknowledging 
the data limitations, attempting to address the broader point with alterna-
tive proxy variables, and including the issue as a limitation of the study and 
a basis for future research in the discussion section. Just because it cannot 
be done does not mean the author should give up on this reviewer. 

 However, perhaps it can be done by collecting more data. Collecting 
data requires considerable time and energy, but given the enhanced odds 
associated with an R&R, this time and energy in collecting additional data 
is likely well spent. Furthermore, it signals to the reviewer the seriousness 
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with which you approached his or her recommendations and signals one’s 
commitment to the project. Often, these additional data collection efforts 
represent robustness tests whereby the results are fully reported in the 
response to reviewer but may only represent a footnote or small section in 
the manuscript. It is important to go over and above to address the review-
er’s recommendations and/or concerns. For example, in the review process 
for Shepherd et al. ( 2013 ), we had the following dialog with a reviewer:

   The   fact that all the data are self-reported weakens the conclusions that 
can be drawn from it. At the very least, the limitations implied by this 
type of data need to be discussed. It is easy to evaluate the attractive-
ness of hypothetical opportunities; it is a much different thing to put 
your money where your mouth is. Clearly, the authors went to great 
lengths to collect data from practicing entrepreneurs, and this is to be 
commended. However, there is potential both in the short and longer 
term to shore up these data with more objective measures. 

   a)     Shorter term, would it be possible to collect any objective mea-
sures about the entrepreneurs’ history or environment? To date, 
your measure of environmental munifi cence is perceived. Not that 
this isn’t important: note that the correlation between self- 
effi cacy and environmental hostility is signifi cantly negative, 
which is a testament to the perceived nature of the variable. Could 
an objective measure of the industry environment be added?    

  b)     Longer term, I am curious about whether the authors could access 
any archival data about actual investment decisions from the busi-
ness incubators they used as an empirical context. These could 
then be coded for environmental impact. Alternatively, I wonder 
if it would be possible to fi nd EPA violation data and match it 
back to violations of publicly stated corporate values. I realize it 
can be frustrating to hear that more data would be better, and I 
realize it’s an always-true fact about research. Yet, it would be very 
powerful to determine whether actual investment decisions are 
made more quickly, or are larger, when the opportunities are large 
regardless of the environmental damage they cause. If the data you 
have already collected could be paired with any actual decision-
making data either archival or even experimentally manipulated in 
a lab setting, it would truly deepen the contribution you make.     

     Response : While some of the variables were self-reported responses to a post- 
experiment questionnaire, others came from (and were included in) the 
conjoint experiment. Although we see the conjoint experiment as capturing 
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“in-use” decisions (actual assessments) rather than “espoused” (self-report) 
decisions (see Priem  1992 ; Zacharakis and Meyer  1998 ), we see your 
broader point and followed your recommendation to collect some objec-
tive data. Specifi cally, we followed the editor’s recommendation to collect 
objective data on the industries and use this in a robustness test. Although 
industry categories are more coarse-grained in Germany than they are in 
the USA, for this study, we were able to collect and use measures of dyna-
mism and munifi cence based on objective data. Specifi cally, in the research 
method section, we state (p. 27):
   “To be conservative, however, we tested the robustness of the above opera-

tionalization using an objective measure of munifi cence. The  objective 
measure of munifi cence  is … [text has been deleted from this book]”    

 In the results section (pp. 32–33):
    “Nevertheless, it is useful to test the robustness of the model with objective 

measures of the industry as this … [text has been deleted from this book]”    

 We appreciate the suggestion and the recognition of the diffi culty of collect-
ing additional data and that all studies could do with additional data. But, 
we took to heart your comment and followed your recommendation as a 
robustness test (in addition to the robustness test conducted in response to 
your previous comment) (pp. 33–34):
    “In this sub-section, we use a non-hypothetical decision to test the robust-

ness of our results. That is, … [text has been deleted from this book].”    

 We realize that this test also has limitations but does represent an important 
addition to our primary set of analyses. We very much appreciate you push-
ing us on this point.  

   Justifying/Theorizing     In theorizing, we offer social cognitive mechanisms 
to explain the “why” and/or the “how” of the hypothesized relation-
ships. Sometimes, reviewers offer alternate explanations, perhaps suggest-
ing reverse causality. Although issues of reverse causality can be somewhat 
addressed by discussions of research design or data structure, it may still be 
necessary to offer additional evidence for the conceptual arguments. This 
can be done using examples. However, examples may not be suffi ciently 
focused on the mechanisms theorized; examples themselves may be inter-
preted in different/alternate ways. One way to deal with this issue is to col-
lect qualitative data, not as part of an inductive study but to provide some 
evidence consistent with the theorizing and ultimately with the empirical 
results. Although this is not perfect (indeed no paper is ever perfect), it 
helps to build a web of evidence (e.g., theorizing, empirical fi ndings, and 
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interviews with industry experts) to create a plausible story. Again, an added 
bonus of this data collection effort is that it signals to the reviewers the seri-
ousness with which you approached their comments and your commitment 
to this research project. For example, in the review process for Shepherd 
et al. ( 2011 ), we responded to a reviewer comment in the following way. 

    Response  :  To explore these points and a number of your other comments 
below, we went back to individuals consistent with those included in the 
original study and conducted a semi-structured interview to gather some 
qualitative data to determine the realism of some of our assumptions. When 
asked what failure means to them, interviewees were consistent in that it 
means to them the termination of a project that did not yield the desired 
end results. For example, comments that we received from research scien-
tists included “If no one [of the project team] has another idea [to make 
the project successful], we bury the whole thing” (theoretical physics). A 
research scientist in chemistry gave us an example of one project failure: 
“We had fi ve candidates of chemical compounds. Four of them could not 
be prepared with suffi cient purity, and one was not reactive. It took three 
months to fi nd this out; then the project was over.” Another research sci-
entist, in the fi eld of biochemistry, stated that “In the end, the project had 
reached a dead end, so we concentrated on new issues.” The emphasis is 
now on the project’s termination rather than the additional step of who 
defi ned the basis for what represented unacceptable performance. [We then 
detailed the exact nature of changes in the manuscript and where these sec-
tions are located in the manuscript.] 

 As detailed above, we also conducted seven interviews to provide greater 
richness and insight into our theorizing and results. These interviews are 
consistent with the responses to the scale capturing the importance of the 
project to the research scientist (reported above). We have added some 
quotes to add richness to our discussion about the emotion of project fail-
ure. [We then detailed some of the examples added to the manuscript.] 

     Reviewers Appear to Confl ict in Their Recommendations   Although it may 
sometimes seem that reviewers’ recommendations confl ict based on a fi rst 
impression, further consideration may indicate some common ground and 
a path ahead. However, there may be instances when reviewers’ recom-
mendations want to pull the paper in completely different directions. This 
is where special attention needs to be paid to the editor’s letter. The editor 
should recognize the tension and provide some guidance in which direc-
tion to head. Sometimes, this might require reading between the lines in 
the editor’s decision. If the editor does not provide direction, then it is 
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possible to contact the editor about the confl ict. However, when contact-
ing the editor, fully lay out the issues and propose the different alternatives 
you could take and the one that you believe is the best option. In respond-
ing to the reviewers, especially the reviewer whose advice you did not 
directly follow, it is important to highlight in the response that you gave 
full consideration to the suggestion and articulate the thought process in 
coming to the decision on which approach was eventually taken. Along 
with (but not instead of) this full discussion of the decision process about 
which approach to follow, it is possible to refer to the editor’s guidance. 
One must walk a fi ne line here because we want to create a collaborative 
environment where everyone concerned feels involved in the process of 
improving the paper and not pitting one reviewer against another with the 
editor as the referee. For example, during the review process for Shepherd 
and Williams ( 2014 ), we responded to a reviewer comment in the follow-
ing way: 

    Response : We have largely followed this recommendation but, based on our 
discussion with your earlier comments, still believe that our study has impli-
cations for the entrepreneurship literature (even though it is no longer the 
focus of the current paper and, therefore, warrants acknowledgment [con-
sistent with the editor’s comment about focus but implications for other lit-
eratures]). We have substantially reworked these implications such that these 
provide some new potential insights for the ongoing scholarly conversation 
in the fi eld of entrepreneurship. We hope you agree; if not, we are prepared 
to consider further rewriting this section. 

     Indicate Changes to the Manuscript     Although it is important to discuss 
the reasoning behind changes to the manuscript, it is also important to 
be specifi c about the nature of the changes made and where they occur. 
There are two approaches to doing this. Well, there is also a third option, 
which is a combination of the other two. The fi rst option is pasting the 
new or refi ned section from the manuscript into the response. The sec-
ond approach is to, in detail, explain what is done rather than show what 
is done (as in the fi rst option). The third approach is a combination of 
the two. A general rule of thumb is that when the sections changed are 
small—one or two paragraphs—then showing (through copy and paste) 
may be the best option, whereas when the sections are longer, then per-
haps it is best to explain (see examples above). The most important point 
is to communicate in detail how issues are addressed and recommenda-
tions are followed by changes in the manuscript.  
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  Now that You Know More About How the Reviewer, Use It   Each comment 
from a reviewer reveals information about how that reviewer thinks. After 
addressing each issue and following his or her recommendations, it is ben-
efi cial to step back and read the revised manuscript from the perspective of 
that reviewer (based on your new insight about how the reviewer sees the 
world). This helps ensure that the revision not only addresses the explicit 
comments but also the spirit underlying those comments. Addressing the 
spirit can help reduce what would otherwise be issues raised in the next 
round of reviews and possible reasons for rejection, to which we now turn.   

   REJECTION OF A REVISED MANUSCRIPT 
 Even more so than a fi rst-round rejection, a second-round rejection hurts. 
It seems that despite the increased odds indicated by the request for a revi-
sion, you were unable to capitalize on them. Furthermore, the additional 
work in refi ning the manuscript and the extensive response to reviewers 
appears to have come to naught. Despite these beliefs about the futility 
of your efforts, this is likely not the case; the paper has likely improved 
as a result of the process despite being rejected. Even though the incen-
tive to follow the reviewers’ recommendations is reduced given that the 
paper will not be assigned to the same set of reviewers (vis-à-vis another 
chance to resubmit the paper as part of a continuation of the review pro-
cess), it is important to overcome the urge to ignore these comments. It is 
important because there is likely to still be useful feedback provided by the 
reviewers to improve the quality of the paper, but it is also useful to try to 
understand where you went “wrong” in addressing the reviewers for this 
paper and for subsequent papers. That is, it is important to learn from each 
R&R to hone one’s skills in understanding, interpreting, following, and 
responding to reviewers’ comments. It is also important to make changes 
based on the reviewers’ comments because even though you will submit 
the paper to a different journal, it could well be assigned to a reviewer 
who reviewed it for the previous journal. Not surprisingly, reviewers are 
unimpressed when their comments are not heeded. 

 In contrast to the above situation in which the scholar may be tempted 
to quickly submit to another journal (with few or no changes to the manu-
script) are authors so discouraged by the rejection that they shelve the 
paper. While it might be benefi cial to shelve a paper for a little while, it 
is also important to realize (or to at least have confi dence) that this is a 
good paper (after all, it did receive an R&R in the fi rst place) that has 
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 substantially improved. Do not give up on it. Work on it. Submit it to 
another good journal. Perhaps to give the paper new “energy,” invite a 
co-author to join you on the paper. A new co-author might also be able 
to provide new insights into what was missed on the previous round and/
or how to better address the reviewers’ concerns expressed in the previous 
review. Whatever it takes, it is important to maintain belief in the paper 
(and yourself); learn, improve, and persist.  

    A REQUEST FOR A SECOND-ROUND REVISION 
 With a request for a second-round revision, a paper’s odds of eventual 
publication have just taken another substantial leap forward. Journals vary 
in the number of rounds before acceptance. While some journals largely 
make an “up or out” decision after the fi rst round, other journals (e.g., 
the  Journal of Business Venturing ) allow more rounds to enable papers 
that show promise (but that would otherwise be rejected under the “up or 
out after fi rst round” approach) to be developed and improved through a 
collaborative process involving the author and the reviewer/editor team. 

 The reviewers’ comments may bring up previous issues that have 
not been suffi ciently addressed. In this instance, the author has another 
chance to fi x the problem. Such reviewer comments also provide impor-
tant feedback to the author about the appropriateness of his or her inter-
pretation of the reviewers’ initial comments. This learning will serve the 
author well throughout his or her career. Again, if the reviewer did not 
respond positively to the author’s response, the author’s default position 
should be that it was his or her own fault. Acknowledge the issue and 
address it now. 

 The reviewers may also raise new issues. A friend and accomplished 
scholar once approached me enraged that a reviewer had raised a new 
issue in the second round of the R&R process. He believed that the 
 previous review should be considered a contract such that if those issues 
are addressed, then the paper is publishable. My response was that the 
reviewer can raise new issues because, for example, in addressing previous 
confusion in the manuscript, other issues become clearer. For example, 
a request for more information about the research method may reveal a 
serious issue with the paper previously hidden by the lack of clarity over 
method. Furthermore, in the fi rst round, the reviewers may have focused 
on the primary issues with the paper and, and in the subsequent round, 
they may have focused on secondary yet important issues. 
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 Regardless of the issues raised, I recommend authors follow the guide-
lines suggested above in responding to reviewers. I would just add that 
consistent with a mindset of collaboration and an appreciation of the edi-
tor’s and reviewers’ time and effort, it is worth acknowledging their con-
tribution in a footnote to the title (or the title page) and in the response 
document.  

   PAPER IS ACCEPTED 
 Celebrate! This is a great achievement. After the paper is accepted, it goes 
to the publisher, which creates a “proof.” The proof is a draft of the paper 
as it will appear in the journal. The authors must check the proof to make 
sure it refl ects the word version of the document. This is not an opportu-
nity to rewrite sections of the manuscript, but it is important to fi nd and 
correct any mistakes. After all this time and energy in advancing the paper 
to this point, it would be a shame if the published paper had a mistake in 
it. Take particular care to check the tables and fi gures. These changes are 
made directly on to the proof document and returned to the publisher. 
Attached with the proof will be a “query” section where the publisher 
asks for clarifi cation, insertions, and deletions. This typically involves cita-
tions in the text that are not detailed in the reference section, papers listed 
in the reference section but not cited in the text, and requests for more 
information about references (e.g., updates on cited in-press articles). At 
the  Journal of Business Venturing , these proofs are generated within a few 
weeks from when the paper was accepted by the editor. Once the corrected 
proofs are received from the authors, the changes are made and become 
available (through search engines) as in-press articles. Although journals 
vary in the time it takes to post an in-press article and publish it (i.e., 
with an issue and volume number), at the  Journal of Business Venturing , 
this takes only a couple of weeks and a few months, respectively. The 
 advantage of quickly posting in-press articles is that they are out there, can 
be read, and can be cited before they are offi cially published.  

   CONCLUSION 
 Publishing research is important because it is in publishing that you enter 
and make a contribution to the ongoing conversation among scholars of 
the entrepreneurship community. In this chapter, I described the publish-
ing process, the ways others’ (e.g., editors and reviewers) decisions impact 
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you, and actions you can take to infl uence this process. I emphasized the 
importance of approaching the publication process as an opportunity to 
improve a paper and improve as a scholar. This approach can manifest 
itself in a more collaborative interaction with editors and reviewers, which 
in turn facilitates learning and increases the likelihood that a paper and 
subsequent papers will be accepted for publication and have an impact on 
the fi eld of entrepreneurship. Hopefully, by gaining these insights into the 
publication process, you will be able to navigate it more successfully.     
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    CHAPTER 4   

    Abstract     A successful entrepreneurship scholar achieves excellence in 
the classroom. This chapter provides some advice on how to approach 
teaching and manage work to be able to achieve this important objec-
tive. Specifi cally, I dispel a number of myths about teaching in terms of its 
importance at teaching schools, the organizing of teaching and research, 
teaching MBAs, teaching evaluations, and attributions about students. 
I then offer advice on approaching teaching as an opportunity for all to 
learn, signaling dedication to the class and students, setting student expec-
tations, deciding on what to teach and how to teach it, and dealing with 
trouble students and grading.  

  Keywords     Teaching • Myths • Hints • Tools • Teaching-Research 
 balance • Learning  

   When I think about teaching, I think about my time as a doctoral student 
at Bond University on the Gold Coast in Australia. I was employed full 
time as a senior teaching fellow and enrolled as a doctoral student. When 
I say full-time senior teaching fellow, I mean full time. Bond University had 
three semesters a year and, as I mentioned in the introduction, I taught 
12 one-hour tutorials a week as well as attended or gave the weekly lec-
ture; had meetings with students and colleagues; and, of course, graded. 
Most of my doctoral work was done between 6:00 and 8:30 a.m. and 
between 5:00 and 10:00 p.m. on weekdays, each day of the  weekend, and 

 Adopting an Entrepreneurial Mindset 
to Achieve Excellence in Teaching 
(While Not Sacrifi cing Research)                     
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the breaks between semesters (two weeks, two weeks, and three weeks). 
It  is an understatement to say that I was busy. On many occasions, it 
seemed I was treading as fast as I could to keep my head above water. 
However, I also loved it. Something was always going on. I was learning 
so much I thought I would burst. 

 When I moved to the USA, I was told that I would have a teaching load 
of two courses per semester with two semesters a year (a 16-hour load). 
This seemed so little given what I was used to, but then, the expectations 
toward research had ramped up. The reason I refl ect on my doctoral time 
in Australia and my move to the USA is because it helps contextualize the 
lessons I learned that I still apply today (with some adaptation) and which 
I will raise in this chapter. My underlying motivation as a junior scholar was 
to try to achieve excellence in the classroom and in research (and remains 
today, but I have since added efforts to achieve excellence in service pri-
marily in my role as editor in chief of the  Journal of Business Venturing ). 

 One way to do this was to keep the same working hours that I did in my 
senior teaching fellow days (Perhaps this is the equivalent to grandpa’s story 
of walking to school in six feet of snow). Although this approach to work 
was appropriate for a short period with an end goal in mind (four years and 
a doctorate), it was unlikely to be effective in achieving long-run success. 
Rather, it was likely to lead to burnout. So while everyone will tell you the 
doctorate is only the starting point (which it is) and you need to make a big 
push toward tenure (which you do), I made the decision to work smarter 
not harder. Indeed, as I found out, the high teaching load of my doctorate 
days provided a trial by fi re whereby I would either burnout or develop 
routines that facilitated survival. I still use many of these routines today. 
Again, I add the proviso that much of what I say about managing teaching 
and research is based on my sometimes black-and- white heuristics guiding 
my actions. You can take them, discard them, or hopefully adapt them to 
suit your own personality and lifestyle. Indeed, some people have com-
pletely different heuristics with regard to teaching, heuristics with which I 
disagree, and I offer them below as myths related to teaching. 

    MYTH 1:   I AM GOING TO A RESEARCH SCHOOL, SO I DO 
NOT HAVE TO WORRY SO MUCH ABOUT MY PERFORMANCE IN 

THE CLASSROOM.  
 This is a myth. The top research schools also have highly ranked under-
graduate and graduate programs. These rankings are based largely on 
metrics related to teaching in terms of student satisfaction and recruiters’ 
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assessments of students’ abilities (which hopefully they have gained from 
attending our classes). As much as people claim not to be overly  concerned 
with rankings, it too is a myth. Deans care a great deal about rankings. It 
matters to the students. It also matters to the faculty. Therefore, deans, 
department heads, and colleagues want (and need) you to be good in the 
classroom (or eventually be good after learning for a year or two). 

 As I mention in the next chapter (Chap.   5    ), recruiters look for good 
teachers. Hiring a good teacher means that the recruit can immediately 
begin performing in the classroom and also be able to invest consider-
able effort into his or her research as opposed to the recruit who needs 
to spend considerable time and energy to reach an “acceptable” standard 
in the classroom, taking time and energy away from research. Over and 
above the short-run and long-run rewards of teaching, it is a major part 
of our job. Do you really aspire to only be mediocre at something that is 
so central to your role as a professor? To do so would be such a shame. 
Indeed, you will fi nd that some of the most excellent researchers are also 
award-winning teachers. I hope the points below offer some hints on how 
you might be able to achieve this worthy goal.  

    MYTH 2:   THIS IS MY TEACHING DAY. I DON’T DO 
RESEARCH ON MY TEACHING DAY.  

 A former doctoral student in my department (I was on his committee 
but not his chair, thankfully) walked down the hallway at 10:30 a.m. 
having just arrived at school carrying a large Starbucks coffee. I asked 
him what research he was going to work on that day, and he stated the 
above myth—this was his teaching day. I was fl abbergasted. If I had fol-
lowed this approach to balancing teaching and research as a doctoral stu-
dent, I would still be working on my dissertation. Now, I know everyone 
has different styles or approaches, but in this book, I want to offer one 
(of many)—my own. Every day is a research day. It is too easy to push 
research off to days dedicated to research, but in doing so, too much 
time is lost in the gaps, and things often come up on dedicated research 
days such that this time is also lost. I concede that one needs large chunks 
of time to immerse him- or herself into some aspects of research, for 
example, theorizing for a paper or running a set of analyses. However, 
even then, a suffi cient chunk might be two hours. Can you create at least 
one of these chunks on your teaching day? Of course you can—you can 
get up earlier. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-58996-5_5
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 However, there are other ways too. I teach my MBA new venture strat-
egy course on Monday and Wednesday with the fi rst section starting at 
7:45 a.m. and the second section starting immediately after. My teaching 
for the day is fi nished at 11:00 a.m. This leaves (or creates) the afternoon 
on these days as a large chunk of time for research. My other rule for teach-
ing is that I only do same-day preparation for classes I have taught before. 
This takes me about one-and-a-half hours of prep time for one-and- a-half-
hour class. Given that my class starts at 7:45 a.m., I usually start my prep 
for that class at 5:45 a.m. (allowing for a buffer). I also teach my PhD 
seminar on Tuesday, which means by Wednesday at 11:00 a.m. my teach-
ing is done for the week. I then have large chunks of time for research. 

 I realize this is not as easy as it sounds. I realize that I have less teach-
ing than many professors, so my chunks for research can be bigger and 
more frequent. Furthermore, by mid-afternoon on my teaching day, my 
brain is not running on all cylinders. Therefore, with small gaps and/or 
when you know your energy is going to be low, choose different aspects of 
your research work. With a small chunk of time, work on copyediting your 
paper or creating the reference list for a paper nearing completion, fi nd 
some additional citations to bolster your arguments, and/or communicate 
with co-authors. I also try to keep prime times for research  creativity—fi rst 
thing in the morning for me—and late in the afternoon for other tasks like 
entering grades, other administrative duties, and routines tasks related to 
research. The main point here is that it is important to be good at teaching 
when focused on teaching and good at research when focused on research, 
but I think achieving excellence in both is helped by developing compe-
tence and routines for effi ciently and effectively switching between the two.  

    MYTH 3:   I LOOK TOO YOUNG TO TEACH MBAS.  
 As a doctoral student, the faculty voted on whether I should be allowed 
to teach an entrepreneurship class to the MBAs. All voted yes except 
my supervisor. He said he was looking out for me because MBA stu-
dents can be brutal and one needs to have some defenses to thwart these 
attacks, and he believed a PhD was one such defense. Upon refl ection, 
I do not think a doctorate or gray hair is a suffi cient defense to an MBA 
class disaster. Although I taught the MBA class (despite my supervi-
sor’s “no” vote), I did think about my supervisor’s concerns. My high-
est degree was an MBA (still working on my dissertation), and I was 
only slightly older than the class average and was actually younger than 
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some in the class. However, I think this so-called vulnerability provided 
a strong basis for success in the classroom. I might have looked young, 
but I made sure I looked professional, including wearing a tie. I started 
the class the following way:

  I am excited to be teaching you this class. Entrepreneurship is a passion of 
mine. I am studying entrepreneurship as part of my PhD. This is going to 
be a great class for me, and hopefully for you because you have experiences 
and knowledge different from mine and I have experiences and knowledge 
different from yours. We have a great opportunity to explore these fascinat-
ing topics and learn from each other. 

   This approach set up a collaborative learning environment, and the 
semester went very well. The opposite approach is likely to end badly even 
if you are not young. Approaching an MBA class with the attitude that 
you are the expert and they are students here to learn from your brilliant 
insights often serves to create an impasse between you and the students 
and may even create a challenge for them to fi nd an instance when you are 
wrong upon which they nail you to the wall. However, I do not want to 
overstate the challenge of teaching MBA students. By establishing a col-
laborative learning environment, students will soon recognize and appre-
ciate your curiosity, preparation, open-mindedness, and eventually, your 
insights. Indeed, it is not important that MBA students learn from “you,” 
only that they learn, and this often comes from discussion through which 
learning occurs from and by everyone in the class, including you.  

    MYTH 4:   TEACHING EVALUATIONS DO NOT MATTER. 
  There are a host of reasons why teaching evaluations should not be given 
considerable weight in assessing teaching effectiveness. For example, they 
don’t capture what students learn but more on how much they were 
entertained in class; not all the teaching evaluation questions are equally 
relevant for a particular course; student evaluations are highly correlated 
with students’ grade expectations (i.e., a tough grader will likely receive 
lower-teaching evaluations; and some teachers know how to manipu-
late the system to infl ate their evaluations (including donuts, pizzas, and 
even having students over to their homes [very dangerous thing to do 
by the way]). However, despite their fl aws, teaching evaluations provide 
a number, and people like numbers because they can be compared with 
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other people’s numbers and with the average of all these numbers in the 
department and school and even across campus. In fi lling jobs, recruiters 
look to teaching evaluations as an indicator of teaching quality and so do 
 promotion and tenure committees. Whether teaching evaluations  should  
count (in assessments of teaching quality) or not, we have to realize they 
 do  count. All the arguments in the world and discussions with sympathetic 
colleagues do not undermine the fact that you will be assessed on your 
teaching evaluations. 

 Despite being a full-tenured professor, I still want to achieve high 
teaching evaluations. I want to be among the top teachers in the depart-
ment, and this is largely determined by student evaluations (whether I 
like it or not). Although I do not sell my soul to achieve higher ratings 
nor open my house up to a student party, I do take some actions that may 
help boost my teaching evaluations. For example, I make sure that I have 
structured the course such that the class before the teaching evaluations 
are administered, I teach the topic I know students like best, thus capital-
izing on the recency effect. 

 I also know what teaching evaluations ask and make sure I try to 
address them. For example, one item is feedback, so I grade exams within 
12 hours of administering them and then give students extensive feed-
back. I then reinforce in class how I think it is important to give good, 
timely feedback and remind students that is what I have done. This 
approach reinforces my efforts on an aspect of class that students will be 
asked to assess. However, beyond these little tactics for enhancing teach-
ing evaluations on the margins, the hope is that by being interested in 
educating students, your interest and hard work will be refl ected in how 
they evaluate you.  

    MYTH 5:   MY STUDENTS DON’T WANT TO LEARN.  
 Although I recognize generational differences in work ethic, communica-
tion style, and so on, to blame students for a non-productive class is classic 
attribution bias—namely, blaming external forces (beyond one’s control) 
when things go bad. In many ways, students are telling you that you are not 
engaging them and by telling yourself (and others) that they don’t want to 
learn, you are in essence “shooting the messenger.” Indeed, the problem 
with such an external attribution is that you are left with no answer to the 
question “What now?” You become a victim, helpless to impact your own 
future. Yes, students can be disruptive and perhaps unmotivated to learn, 
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but what role do you play in this situation? What can you do to change the 
dynamic? By taking responsibility, you are no longer a victim and are in a 
position to learn how to better engage  students. Overall, be proactive in 
forming your own classroom environment. Below, I offer some hints for 
better managing the classroom.  

    HINT 1:  TEACHING IS AN OPPORTUNITY FOR ALL TO 
LEARN.

  To be an excellent teacher is to be an excellent learner. Learn how to be 
a better teacher from the “master” teachers around you, but importantly, 
approach the classroom as opportunity for all, including yourself, to learn. 
In this regard, curiosity goes a long way. Just as in research where we 
are focused on generating and theorizing on interesting research ques-
tions, the same could be said in the classroom: it is important to generate 
interesting questions (for the students and, for that matter, ourselves) so 
that the exploration of the question itself is a learning experience (not 
necessarily basing learning on generating a predetermined answer to a 
boring question). Indeed, because entrepreneurship is about the pursuit 
of opportunity and opportunities exist in (or create) an environment of 
high uncertainty, class discussions are more about navigating one’s way 
through this highly uncertain process than performing a calculation to 
determine the “right” answer. That is, teachers of entrepreneurship need 
to be curious—asking interesting, probing questions—and proceeding to 
reveal further information leads to a more rewarding classroom experience 
than hitting the content learning points. For example, in my MBA new 
venture strategy class, I assign one  Harvard Business Review  article on 
the benefi ts of stage gates for managing the uncertainty associated with a 
portfolio of ventures and another article that offers the opposite perspec-
tive. It is not so much about which one is right and which is wrong but 
about being curious and exploring the nuances of managing uncertainty 
and the mechanisms for doing so.  

    HINT 2:  “70% OF SUCCESS IN LIFE IS SHOWING UP” 
(WOODY ALLEN) 

 I love this quote. So many people fail simply by not even showing up. The 
lesson I learned from this quote for teaching is always to be the fi rst to 
arrive for class (note that there are no classes before mine at 7:45 a.m.). It 
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signals to the students that I am dedicated and that the class is important 
to me. Being there early also allows me to say hello to the people as they 
arrive. It gives them an opportunity to talk to me (about class or other 
matters), and you would be surprised what one overhears by listening to 
conversations between students before classes start. 

 I also take this opportunity to get to know students better. I ask where 
they are from and talk about my travels there or talk sports if they are 
wearing a team cap and so on. By you developing a deeper knowledge of 
your students and them of you, the classroom experience is enhanced—
there is greater trust and psychological safety, and you also have more 
knowledge of them to call on for discussion. For example, you could call 
on an Indian student to describe to the class what “jaggard” is and use this 
to talk more about the notion of bricolage. 

 The same goes for after class. Hang around. Be the last one to leave. 
Students may have questions about what was discussed or have good feed-
back for you about the class and/or the semester to date. Being accessible 
now might reduce the need for an offi ce visit later (and an offi ce visit 
will likely take longer and be less productive given the delay in feedback/
discussion).  

    HINT 3:  BE “PROFESSIONALLY” AVAILABLE.
  We need to be available to students, but it is perfectly fi ne to put constraints 
on this availability. I explain these constraints in terms of reinforcing pro-
fessional practice. For example, in a job, you can not assume the manager 
will always be available in much the same way we, as professors, can not 
expect to simply walk into the associate dean’s offi ce to ask a question. I set 
up offi ce hours and assure students I will be in the offi ce at that time, and 
I also offer them the opportunity to email me to fi nd a mutually agreeable 
time to meet outside those offi ce hours. As a senior teaching fellow (in my 
doctoral days), I would strictly enforce my offi ce hours such that when 
offi ce hours were done, I would close the door and not see any walk-ins 
(otherwise, I would have no time for research). It is quite weird to be sit-
ting in your offi ce working and hear a knock on your door and to ignore 
it and keep working (I gave my colleagues a special sequence of knocks if 
they desperately needed to see me). I am no longer that strict (because I 
have far fewer students), but it is important to create reasonable expecta-
tions about accessibility and ensure chunks of uninterrupted research time. 
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 One way I try to provide students the information they need while min-
imizing wasted time (for both them and me) is to strongly encourage the 
use of email. I take the extreme position of telling them that if they email 
me between 6:00 a.m. and 4:15 p.m., I will return their email within the 
hour and normally within a few minutes (except for when I am in class). 
I do this because it is highly effi cient. The student asks his or her question 
and receive an answer without the extended time it takes with a face-to-
face meeting. Students typically prefer this communication mode. The 
problem is that the email “ding” can interrupt your research chunks. For 
me, this is less of an issue because my teaching occurs intensively over a 
short period, and I feel comfortable temporarily interrupting research to 
respond to an email. However, I realize that these interruptions can be 
quite distracting. The point is to fi nd your own approach to managing 
your interruptions from students. Again, I also fi nd that by showing up to 
class early and staying late substantially reduces the need for students to 
contact me outside those times.  

    HINT 4:  BE FAIR, NOT LENIENT.
  This might be one of those situations in which “chasing” high teach-
ing evaluations may lead you astray (and worse teaching evaluation out-
comes). Some teachers fi nd that the more accommodating they are, the 
more students appreciate them. I fi nd that it is more important to be 
fair than lenient and that leniency can lead to all sorts of problems. This 
starts with the course outline. I spend a lot of time ensuring the course 
outline is detailed, and I go through it piece by piece in the fi rst session 
of the semester. I tell students that the course outline sets out what their 
expectations of me should be and what my expectations of them are. It is 
a contract between the two of us. This provides the basis for consistency, 
so we are all on the same page. 

 Being fair (and consistent) is particularly important when it comes to 
how you are going to assess students (i.e., how class grades are deter-
mined). I let them know that we all realize that these assessments are 
subjective—there is no way around it in an entrepreneurship course. 
I encourage them to trust that I will work diligently and fairly in mak-
ing all these assessments. I also let them know that they should feel 
comfortable that by not coming to me to talk about their grades, they 
are not disadvantaged in relationships to other students (i.e., don’t try 
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to grub for higher grades). I tell them that I work hard on determin-
ing the grades and that unless I have made a mathematical error, I do 
not change grades. This might come across as a bit harsh, but students 
appreciate that they do not need to feel compelled to negotiate for grades 
because if others try to do so, they will not be successful. This is being 
fair and not lenient. 

 It is surprising how often issues with students arise based on how scores 
are rounded. For example, “Professor Shepherd, if I round the mid- semester 
test up, round up the assignment, and round up the score on my fi nal exam, 
then I am only 1% short of an A, and I believe I deserve an A.” I have 
removed this from being an issue by stating a “rounding” policy and grade 
breakdowns in my course outline and offer an example: I do not round up 
such that 89.75% is a B+. An A– is 90.0–93.0% (note the use of one decimal 
place in determining the breaks for grades). It is tough but fair, and by set-
ting expectations early and often, you can reduce potential confl ict.  

    HINT 5:  TEACH WHAT YOU ARE PASSIONATE ABOUT.
  To a large extent, for some entrepreneurship courses, particularly electives, 
we have the academic freedom to choose the content within the broad 
parameters of the course title (and perhaps the general course description 
in the handbook, but even then, we are not highly constrained by it). 
Therefore, within an entrepreneurial course, there is considerable freedom 
in the choice of topics and the emphasis within these topics. For example, 
I structured my new strategy course to be one of making decisions under 
high uncertainty. I also include a topic that interests me yet one I have 
little understanding of: new venture creation at the bottom of pyramid 
markets. On this latter topic, I point out my lack of knowledge in this area 
but how there has been little research done on this topic to date (although 
there has been recent progress), so in the spirit of curiosity, we explore it 
together. With students from emerging economies, including India, we 
have interesting and highly informative discussions from which I believe 
everybody learns from the open format. 

 If you are not passionate about the topic for a particular class session, 
then fake it! By faking it, you might even trick yourself into enjoying the 
topic. What is important here is that students respond to your passion 
and enthusiasm about a topic; passion and enthusiasm refl ect the topic’s 
importance and also your openness and curiosity about exploring the 
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issues it involves. Therefore, fi nd a topic for which you are passionate (or 
be good at faking it although faking it is a diffi cult thing to do).  

    HINT 6:  BE YOURSELF (OR YOUR ALTER-EGO).
  Although it is benefi cial to observe and learn from master teachers, attempts 
to “be them” are likely to fail because such attempts often lack authenticity. 
You need to be yourself but use tools learned from master teachers as part 
of your repertoire (which likely require some adaptation). Despite what 
it might seem like from the text in this book, I don’t like talking about 
myself, but I force myself to start each semester with my background—and 
not just my academic background. For example, I tell students that as an 
Australian, I spent much of my youth as a surf lifesaver at a very dangerous 
beach. I have sometimes started the semester with a video of highlights 
of Australian Rules football. This path that led me to standing in front of 
this class and this time is unique, just as each student’s path to this class is 
unique. We all have different experiences and knowledge that can be useful 
in learning from each other through the course of the semester. 

 I fi nd great liberation in being an Australian teaching in the USA. When 
I tell a joke, and they do not laugh, we can all chalk it up to cultural dif-
ferences (although deep down, we all know it is because it was not funny). 
Even “not being funny” can be entertaining if it represents who you are. 

 I also fi nd it useful to fi nd a foil in class, someone I can go to generate a 
humorous comment or someone I can go to for an alternate, controversial 
perspective. This provides dynamism and liveliness to discussions. However, 
to create this dynamism, you need to be authentic and provide a psycho-
logically safe environment for people to engage in this academic “play.” 

 An interesting paradox is that in the classroom, I am myself, but in 
many ways, I am an actor on a stage playing myself. That is, I think that 
to be a good researcher, you need to feel comfortable and even enjoy 
spending a lot of time alone. Indeed, I have become more of an introvert 
over time. However, as a teacher, I play an extroverted version of myself. 
It is fun to take on this role of an interactive, social, and verbal self, but 
as an introvert, it takes energy. Time spent researching alone gives me 
energy. The opposite is an extrovert who gains energy in the classroom and 
expends it in the offi ce doing research. However, this can provide the yin 
and yang of teaching and research—they can help balance each other out.  
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    HINT 7:  DEAL WITH TROUBLE STUDENTS.
  Despite your best efforts, you might face trouble students. It is important 
that you do not let things fester, and to mix metaphors, you need to “nip 
it in the bud.” Although I now offer some advice on how to do so, it may 
also be wise to talk to your department head or a senior colleague and ask 
for their advice. Don’t try to hide problems because they will only get big-
ger, and besides, you are a junior scholar and open to learning how to be 
a better teacher (i.e., you are not expected to know everything, and senior 
scholars will respect you for seeking their advice). 

 However, here are some things I have done to “nip it in the bud.” 
I refer back to the course outline as the contract detailing expectations. 
I will note problems students have with the course outline as changes to 
consider for next semester, but I do not want to move the goal posts or 
change the rules halfway through the game—it would not be fair to the 
other students. Indeed, do not bend over backward to placate a trouble 
student because it will likely create the wrong classroom climate, and you 
run the risk of losing the respect of the other students in the class. 

 I have found that students can be more courageous and thereby more 
disruptive when they can maintain a distance from you. For example, 
they may be more disrespectful in a classroom full of others or via email. 
However, they tend to be less brave when you meet them face to face. If 
things are heading in the wrong direction in class or in an email exchange, 
I ask students to meet me in my offi ce (but do not announce this in front 
of other students). Trying to understand the underlying reason for the 
troubled student’s behavior will likely lead to a solution. As with every-
thing else related to teaching, if you are honest, upfront, passionate, and 
curious, a meeting can often put things back on track. 

 Another but potentially high-risk approach is to use these trouble stu-
dents as your foil in class. Not to embarrass them but to engage their 
need for attention, you can help them contribute to the class discussion 
by approaching their perspective with curiosity. This does not mean you 
accept their arguments, but you can explore them to pull out important 
insights. I say high risk because the engagement could turn out ugly and 
destroy the class climate. Be careful on this one. 

 Another option is to use the class climate and the school culture to 
facilitate peer pressure. By reinforcing the philosophy of the class discus-
sion and the school, then other students in the class have the motivation 
and the right to pull the trouble student in line.  



ADOPTING AN ENTREPRENEURIAL MINDSET TO ACHIEVE EXCELLENCE … 61

    HINT 8:  TREAT GRADING LIKE A BAND-AID: RIP IT 
STRAIGHT OFF.

  No matter what positive spin I try to put on it, grading is not fun, and 
I fi nd that it is the worst part of my job. Like any negative task, I don’t like 
having it hang over my head, so I crunch it out. That is, I work diligently 
on grading and give extensive feedback to students within 24 hours of 
them taking an exam. A potential danger in giving feedback so quickly is 
that they may still be emotionally invested in their answers and respond 
less well to feedback. However, this has not been my experience. To give 
a lot of feedback in such a short time requires preparation. As I create a 
test, I also develop extensive rubrics with positive comments at various lev-
els and comments about what was missed that could have been included 
to improve the answer. Creating individualized feedback initially involves 
checkmarks on the rubric, and from there, I can create an email with each 
corresponding comment. I highlight to the students that I have worked 
diligently on their grade; that while they may not agree with the grade I 
have given them, I believe the extensive feedback provides information 
about how I arrived at the decision; and that feedback is more benefi cial 
the closer it is to the performance of the task, thus explaining my efforts 
to give them feedback quickly. 

 Time can also be saved by the way the test is constructed. I wish I could 
simply use multiple choice for ease of grading, but I fi nd that format alone 
does not do a suffi cient job assessing students’ knowledge in an entre-
preneurship course. Whether I am giving an exam or test, I have a time 
limit of one hour and 15 minutes, and I ask three multifaceted questions. 
Sure, I could offer a three-hour exam and ask six or seven questions, but 
I would be willing to bet that the correlation between the scores on the 
short and long exams would be very high, so the extra time invested in 
grading would have little to no benefi t. For that reason, I do not offer 
take-home exams. 
 There are some other challenges that after all these years I still grapple 
with; I try different solutions, but I am not fully satisfi ed with the out-
come. For a class to work well, it needs students to participate. A par-
ticipation grade can motivate this participation, but grading participation 
offers a host of challenges, including its subjective nature (more subjec-
tive than a test) and the fairness of the procedure for calling on students 
for comments. For example, when discussing an issue, the conversation is 
likely enhanced by someone who just raised his or her hand (because it 
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is a thought relevant to what was just said) rather than someone who has 
had his or her hand up for some time (because his or her comment relates 
to a point made some time ago). Luckily, I have relatively small classes 
(30 students), which gives all people a chance to comment if they desire 
to, and because they are MBA classes (and MBAs do not need a lot of 
motivation to talk), I have a relatively low weighting on participation in 
the formulation of the overall grade for my classes. Team work may also 
be an important part of an entrepreneurship course, but grading it can 
also provide a number of challenges. For example, how do you grade a 
team member if that team member was a free rider? Alternatively, what if 
he or she was excluded from the team? There are some good peer-review 
systems for grading team work. For my courses, team work does not need 
to form part of the learning experience, so I typically do not assign group 
work. I raise these last two teaching issues without any clear guidance on 
how to resolve them because they highlight the challenges of teaching, 
and we can all learn to be a better teacher.  

   CONCLUSION 
 To have a successful and rewarding career as an entrepreneurship scholar, 
you must achieve (or at least attempt to achieve) excellence in the class-
room. By dispelling common myths about teaching and providing hints 
about becoming a better teacher, I hope this chapter provided some useful 
information that you can use in the classroom.    
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    CHAPTER 5   

    Abstract     Whether as a doctoral student or an assistant professor looking 
to change jobs, it is useful to have an understanding of the faculty hiring 
process to increase the chances of securing a desired position. This chapter 
indicates the attributes that a hiring school may look for in a job candi-
date and highlights the timeline of the faculty recruiting process. It also 
details how candidates can facilitate this process through the creation and 
delivery of application materials, the communication strategy of the initial 
interview, the preparation for and performance at the campus visit, and the 
negotiation of “the deal.”  

  Keywords     Applying for a job • Interview • Campus Visit • Negotiating 
an Offer  

   In this chapter, I explore the hiring process, primarily for assistant profes-
sor entrepreneurship positions. Hiring schools typically use the follow-
ing assessment criteria. First, hiring schools are looking for a (potential) 
entrepreneurship scholar with high research potential. The best way to 
demonstrate research potential is to have published high-quality papers 
(one or perhaps even two for a doctoral student and more for an assistant 
professor who has been “out” for a couple of years) and/or have a paper in 
later stages of the review process (I detail the assessment of an individual’s 
research record in Chap.   6    —primarily in terms of promotion and tenure 
but most of the principles apply to the assessment of records for hiring). 

 Securing an Entrepreneurship 
Faculty Position                     
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 Second, hiring schools are looking for someone who can succeed in 
the classroom. Gone are the days when being a great researcher allows 
for poor performance in the classroom (well, at least for most schools). 
Often the “slot” for hiring comes available because of a teaching need. 
Deans and department heads want to hire people who can deliver on the 
teaching front. Although teaching experience may not be a prerequisite, 
decision makers will still try to assess how well you will do in the classroom. 
Even those decision makers who are primarily concerned with research 
potential recognize that if someone is likely to struggle in the classroom, 
it will require more time for them to reach an acceptable standard in the 
classroom, which will negatively impact research productivity. Therefore, 
evidence of teaching is a big plus. 

 I realize that some doctoral programs do not have a teaching require-
ment, or students teach in their last year and therefore do not have evi-
dence of teaching performance. Even though I taught many classes in 
Australia, teaching evaluations from Australia are not directly comparable 
to those of the USA (Australian students are much tougher in their evalu-
ations). To generate more comparable evidence, when I guest taught an 
entrepreneurship class for a professor at Northwestern University, I asked 
the students to fi ll out a teaching evaluation. Yes, it was only one class, 
but it provided some information about my classroom performance—it 
helped alleviate some doubts. 

 Third, those engaged in the hiring decision are looking for someone 
who they want in the offi ce next door. The emphasis on this criterion 
varies across schools, but for those schools that have a strong collegial cul-
ture, considerable attention is paid to cultural fi t. The implications for the 
job applicant is to investigate the different schools’ cultures to determine 
whether they are a good fi t and, if yes, to be able to demonstrate these 
attributes during the interview (details about the interview are offered 
below). However, how do you fi nd out the culture of a particular school 
or department? One way is to simply ask them, “What is the culture like 
in your department?” On the other hand, there are more subtle ways that 
might provide more information that is more specifi c to your interests, 
such as “How is entrepreneurship regarded by others in the department 
and the school,” “Do most people work in the offi ce or do they mostly 
work from home,” and “Does everyone in the department generally 
get along with each other?” Of course, this is information from the people 
who are there and who may be trying to recruit you. An important source 
of information could be an assistant professor who left the focal school; 
it might be possible to gain some information from him or her (but be 
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aware that this information might also be somewhat biased, justifying a 
decision to leave that may have been made for other reasons). Again, your 
supervisor and those in your network are likely to be able to provide some 
insight into the culture of the focal department and whether they think it 
is a good fi t for you or not. 

 Fourth, hiring schools are looking for someone with a completed dis-
sertation. Obviously, this is not an issue for current assistant professors, 
but it is critical for doctoral students. Although I discuss the sequence 
of events that make up the hiring process below, it is important that the 
student have at least successfully defended his or her dissertation proposal 
before the initial job interview (i.e., no later than the end of July in the 
year before hoping to start the job in the US context). Yes, this is one 
year before you would start the job, but a lot needs to be done between 
the proposal and a defended dissertation, and if the proposal has yet to 
be defended, the belief is that the dissertation will not be completed. The 
only exception here is if the dissertation committee was not available in 
June or July and the proposal is complete and has a date set for August. 

 Finally, hiring schools are looking to reduce the uncertainty associated 
with the hire. The more junior the candidate, the greater the uncertainty 
the recruiters have over their assessments using the above criteria. In this 
way, assistant professors who are two or three years out have substantially 
less uncertainty surrounding their candidacy than doctoral students. There 
is more certain information on their teaching performance, papers have 
had the chance to advance, and there is more information about them col-
lectively (through back channels). For these reasons, experienced assistant 
professors are often an attractive alternative hire to doctoral students. To 
overcome the uncertainty surrounding the applicant (particularly doctoral 
students because uncertainty is higher), recruiters look to other signals of 
quality. These include the quality of the school from which the applicant has 
received (or will receive) his or her doctorate and the reputation or status 
of the chair of the candidate’s dissertation committee. Although little can 
be done to change either of these factors at the stage of applying for jobs, it 
is imperative to realize how important the supervisor (or former supervisor 
in the case of assistant professors) is to the success of securing “the” job. 

 I was in the situation that my dissertation supervisor was of little help 
to me in securing a job. Indeed, I almost did not get a job. I did not know 
how the job market worked, and I applied for positions after the Academy 
of Management (AOM) meetings and did not attend these meetings. 
I thought that the ticket for securing a job was a PhD, but with no pub-
lications and a PhD from a university in Australia, I was not an attractive 
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candidate. Only one school showed interest, and after the campus visit, I 
was told I was their second choice. Fortunately, their fi rst choice turned 
them down, and I secured a job. I learned from that experience. In order 
to overcome the lack of legitimacy from having a PhD from a relatively 
unknown university and under the supervision of a largely unknown dis-
sertation chair (by US recruiters), I realized that the only way to overcome 
these barriers for future career opportunities was to reduce uncertainty 
by publishing high-quality research. Therefore, for those that may not 
come from the most highly ranked school or those who have a less-known 
dissertation chair, my advice is that your fi rst job does not need to be 
your last and your choice of fi rst job (if you have one) should be the job 
that gives you the greatest chance to build your research record. In doing 
so, you are able to generate some great career opportunities (should you 
choose to leave your current institution). 

    THE HIRING TIMELINE 
 To successfully secure a job, you need to understand the job market 
sequence. The academic job market differs for different countries, but 
the most highly sequenced/scheduled is that in the USA. I describe this 
process, and while the exact timing will not be applicable for the academic 
markets in other countries, it sets up what entrepreneurship applicants 
need to do, which is more generalizable to these other markets. 

 Jobs are typically advertised in June and July. They can be found by reg-
istering on the AOM placement website and by searching the Chronicle of 
Higher Education website. By registering with the AOM placement ser-
vice, you have the opportunity to post your CV (detailed below) or remain 
anonymous. For example, assistant professors may want to remain largely 
anonymous, not wanting to announce to everyone that they are looking 
for a job. Rather, they are likely to be selective with whom they share this 
information. Although these job advertisements typically state a closing 
date of, say, October 1, it is important to apply for advertised positions 
by early July. This is important because the recruitment committee will 
meet a couple of weeks before the AOM meetings (fi rst week of August) 
to decide on a list of candidates they would like to interview at the meet-
ings. For a single assistant professor position, the committee may choose 
to interview between 10 and 15 applicants, and from this list and based in 
part on the interview, they will likely invite three or four candidates for a 
campus visit (detailed below). Interestingly, but not so surprising, schools 
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are now more actively using Skype for interviews to help select the 10–15 
for in-person interviews at the AOM meetings and/or to help narrow the 
list further to determine who to invite for a campus visit. For nearly all jobs 
in the USA, attending the AOM meetings is a must. 

 After the initial interview in early August, a short list is created for the 
entrepreneurship position and campus invitations are made in September 
and October for campus visits in October and November (with some as early 
as September and others as late as December or even January). After the last 
candidate visits the campus, the faculty meet (for some, it is the whole school 
of business, and for others, it is only members of the relevant department) 
to decide on the preferred candidate, and an offer is made. Therefore, offers 
are often received in October and November. Schools often like to have 
a response to the offer within two or three weeks of it being made. Once 
accepted, the start date is usually either August 1 or September 1.  

   APPLICATION MATERIALS 
 The required application materials are normally stipulated in the job 
advertisement, typically via cover letter, CV, a sample of work, teaching 
evaluations (if available), and referees but may also include a request for a 
research and/or a teaching statement. 

 The cover letter needs to indicate the position being applied for and 
provide information about you as a candidate, including details about 
your research (rationale and research record) and teaching (rationale and 
evaluations) and your motivation for applying to this particular school (I 
detail more on the communication of motivation for a particular school 
below). In addition, the cover letter will normally include a paragraph or 
two summarizing your dissertation (primarily for doctoral student appli-
cants). A two-page cover letter appears about the right length. 

 A CV includes all of one’s accomplishments. I recommend that you 
search CVs on the web for examples. Mine can be found at the following 
web address:   http://kelley.iu.edu/Management/Faculty/page14603.
cfm?ID=8787     .  

 In addition, for doctoral students, it is advisable to include both an 
abstract of your dissertation proposal and the names of committee mem-
bers after the education details on your CV. In education details, be sure 
to put “PhD expected May”! 

 Evidence of teaching includes details about which courses you have 
taught, how many students, and teaching evaluations. Evidence of research 

http://kelley.iu.edu/Management/Faculty/page14603.cfm?ID=8787
http://kelley.iu.edu/Management/Faculty/page14603.cfm?ID=8787
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usually consists of two or three samples of writing. This should include 
publications and/or papers in advanced stages of the revise and resubmit 
process. It could also include a book chapter. However, it is important 
that you send your best work; this sample is what recruiters will use to 
assess the quality—or at least the potential—of you as a researcher. You 
want to put your best foot forward. For example, if you have the option 
of submitting three pieces of work, and you have two high-quality pieces 
and one of only moderate quality, then only submit the two high-quality 
pieces. 

 Referees are people who are willing to write a reference letter for you. 
One of these needs to be your dissertation supervisor, and the others 
should be additional professors who know you well and are also likely to 
be known and respected by those assessing your materials. Ideally, one 
of the referees will be from a school that is not where you have received 
(or will receive) your PhD, but this may not always be possible. It is not 
a big deal, but having an “outsider” helps indicate a broader network. In 
some instances, the hiring school will want the reference letters to accom-
pany the original packet of materials, but more often, the school will con-
tact the referees directly. For example, more and more schools are using 
an electronic system for applications such that when you enter the applica-
tion materials, including the contact details of the referees, those referees 
receive an email requesting they upload their reference letter. These letters 
are important in the hiring decision, but even more important is what 
these referees can do by communicating your candidacy through their 
network and back channels and making introductions. 

 With many jobs advertised, the fi rst decision is which positions to apply 
for. Although you do not want to start making choices when you do not 
yet have any alternatives (i.e., any offers), it is worthwhile to set some 
broad parameters for job applications. The broad parameters could be 
a research school or one that is balanced but not a school focused on 
teaching (if you are motivated to also make a contribution through pub-
lishing research); it could be only schools in the USA or only schools 
in Europe; it could be only positions that have entrepreneurship as their 
primary emphasis in the job description; or, while not being too specifi c, 
you might rule out extreme locations—colleges in the middle of nowhere 
or in the middle of New York City. These are broad parameters, so you do 
not risk making the mistake of being too narrow at this stage (e.g., I really 
want a job in Boston because that is where my family is). By narrowing 
the search too much, you may be left with a handful of initial interviews, 
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a couple campus visits, and no offers. Remember, your fi rst job does not 
have to be for life. Find a job that provides you the opportunity to be 
excellent in research and excellent in the classroom and then perform. If 
you are able to do so, then you become an even more attractive job candi-
date and are more likely to be able to secure your “dream” job. You want 
to apply to aspirational schools, peer schools, other good schools, and 
some backstops—schools that are acceptable if all else fails. If the back-
stops do not work, then you will need to think about an additional year 
at you current school (if possible) or wait and look for post-doc positions 
(which are more popular in Europe than in the USA). This may mean that 
you apply to 20 or 30 positions.  

    BEFORE THE ACADEMY OF MANAGEMENT MEETINGS 
 Weeks before the AOM meetings, the recruitment committee meets to 
discuss the applications. By this time, the other faculty have also had a 
chance to see the pool of applicants and give their impressions to the com-
mittee. The committee creates a list of people to be interviewed (at the 
AOM meetings and/or via Skype). Although the weights on the selection 
criteria vary from school to school, the discussion points are often as fol-
lows: (1) how many publications does the applicant have that are on our 
explicit or implicit list of A and A minus journals (e.g., does the doctoral 
student have, or is he or she close to having, one A publication, or does the 
assistant professor with three years’ experience have two or three A publi-
cations), (2) what does his or her pipeline look like, (3) is he or she likely 
to do well in the classroom, (4) is there any evidence that he or she could 
teach MBAs, (5) who do the applicant work with (supervisor and other 
co-authors), and (6) what do the references say. All this help give an idea 
about the candidate’s potential fi t with the school and the department in 
question. The head of the search committee contacts applicants to fi nd 
a time for an interview with two members of the faculty (sometimes it is 
one and sometimes three but usually two). The location for the interview 
could be at “placement tables” in a room provided by the AOM placement 
service, but the committee members may also simply want to meet in a 
lobby in one of the conference hotels and then fi nd a place to talk. 

 Well before you apply for jobs, I recommend that you book a room in 
the “placement” hotel (which is where most of the interviews, but not 
all, are likely to be held). The other option is to book a room where the 
entrepreneurship division has most of its sessions. Yes, there are cheaper 
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hotels up the road, but these recruitment meetings are often held in hot 
locations (e.g., San Antonio Texas), and sweaty armpits is not a good look. 
Besides, being in the placement hotel provides short periods of time to try 
and relax between interviews. If these hotels are too expensive, consider 
sharing a room with another applicant. I also recommend that you book a 
ticket to the entrepreneurship division’s social event. Some of the people 
you are interviewing with will be there, and there may be an opportunity 
to meet other people who have not yet advertised a job at their school 
but who know they are likely to have a position open. This is where your 
supervisor and/or other scholars in your network can introduce you to 
such people. 

 Although it might be tough to remember given the urgency of fi nding 
a job and your limited time at the AOM meetings, my golden rule is to be 
respectful and nice to people you meet no matter what school they come 
from, how famous they are, or what they can do for you. Your behav-
iors and words not only refl ect on you but also your supervisor. I had a 
doctoral student tell someone something inappropriate once, and it went 
through the grapevine, after which I received a rather harsh email. I told 
the doctoral student, “You cough, and I get a cold”; in other words, we 
are connected, and your actions in the community of scholars refl ects on 
me (and vice versa), so please be careful. 

 When contacted for an interview to be held at the AOM meetings, 
display your enthusiasm and excitement. Do not enter negotiation mode 
until you have an offer in hand. At this stage, you want them to want you, 
and people want people who want to be with them. As the arduous job 
process rolls on, maintaining excitement and enthusiasm may be diffi cult, 
but doing so is also critical. Be as fl exible as possible in meeting their 
requests for meeting times. The interviews are normally 30 minutes but 
often run over, so do not schedule interviews too close (i.e., back to back); 
you do not want the stress of being late for the next interview or rushing. 

 Ideally, you will have about ten meetings—more than 15 is likely to 
push your cognitive and emotional limits; less than fi ve runs the risk that 
in the narrowing process, there may be too few campus invites to generate 
an offer. When possible, fi nd out who you will be meeting so that you can 
do homework on the school/department as well as the people you will be 
meeting. By homework, I mean research the people you are meeting with; 
it is likely suffi cient to know their research interests and have a deeper 
knowledge of one of their most recent or most cited papers. Oh, and do 
not forget to buy appropriate business attire.  
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   INITIAL INTERVIEW 
 The interview is a chance for the recruiters to ask you questions and for 
you to ask them questions. The questions the recruiters are likely to ask are 
(1) “Tell us about your research”; (2) “What is your publication  strategy” 
(i.e., theme and target journals); (3) “How far advanced are you in the dis-
sertation process, including anticipated completion date (if applicable)”; 
(4) “What have you taught, and what do you feel comfortable teaching”; 
(5) “How fl exible are you to help meet our teaching needs”; and (6) “Why 
us—what is it about our school and department that is attractive to you?” 

 At the interview, the request to talk about your research is a good one 
to get the ball rolling. The recruiters are not only assessing the quality of 
your ideas but also the extent to which you can succinctly articulate the 
logic of the research and see the forest rather than the trees. The interview-
ers can develop an understanding of specifi c details (i.e., the trees rather 
than the forest) by asking a few probing questions. It is my experience that 
this discussion is not adversarial but more conversational. While “props” 
(i.e., a poster or some form of slides communicating the content of one’s 
research) have not traditionally been used, candidates have recently begun 
presenting a single sheet of paper with a fi gure from the study (or disser-
tation) as a basis for leading the discussion. Personally, I like it when the 
candidate pulls out a sheet of paper, draws the fi gure, and talks about the 
variables and relationships as they draw it—a good balance between hav-
ing some structure for the discussion and not being over choreographed. 

 How you handle questions about your research is critical—both in 
terms of content and style. You need to walk a fi ne line between knowl-
edge of the study, including defending it, on the one hand, and being 
open-minded to others’ ideas and suggestions on the other. 

 In terms of questions related to teaching, recruiters are looking for some 
fl exibility. Expressing fl exibility is a plus, but you also do not need to bend 
over backward—if they ask if you are prepared to teach human resource 
management and this is not in your “wheel house,” say no. Exactly what will 
be taught and when is more for discussion once you have an offer in hand. 

 Your answer to their “why us” questions (e.g., why did you choose 
to apply to their department at their school) can be highly informa-
tive to the reviewers. It indicates whether you have done your homework 
to gain an understanding about the school’s and/or the department’s 
unique  features. It provides an indicator of how serious you are about the 
school—they do not want to go down the recruiting path with someone 
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they believe will eventually say no to their offer. It also provides an indica-
tor of a possible fi t between your and the culture of the school. 

 After answering the recruiters’ questions, you will typically have a 
chance to ask questions as well—usually near the end of the interview. 
Good questions include (1) “What are you looking for in an ideal candi-
date,” (2) “Does your school have an explicit or implicit categorization of 
A and A minus journals” (I would not ask about how many papers it would 
require for tenure because it might seem like you are asking about the bare 
minimum you need to do, but you could ask “What does the research 
record look like for the typical person granted tenure in your depart-
ment?”), (3) “What is the normal teaching load,” (4) “How would you 
characterize the culture in your school and department,” and (5) “What is 
your timeline going forward” (implicit in this question are the following 
questions: “When can I expect to hear from you, and if things are positive, 
when would I come for a campus visit?”). 

 It is unwise to ask about salary—assume it is a competitive salary unless 
they indicate otherwise. Avoid any other form of negotiation questions, 
for example, “How fl exible are you on a reduced teaching load in the fi rst 
year, one teaching preparation, an additional year of summer support, and 
so on?” The time for these questions is after they have made you an offer, 
which is still some way down the road.  

    PREPARING FOR THE CAMPUS VISIT 
 Just as receiving an invitation for the initial interview at the AOM meet-
ings was met with enthusiasm, so too should an invitation for a campus 
visit—still not the time to enter the negotiation mindset. Although there 
is some variation, a campus visit normally involves arriving on a Thursday 
and leaving on a Friday evening or Saturday morning. The schedule within 
those days is packed, and it is physically and emotionally exhausting, but 
the adrenalin normally gets you through. It often starts with a dinner the 
night before “the big day” with one or two members of the department. 
The “big day” starts with breakfast and involves a one-on-one interview 
every half hour with the exception of one-and-a-half hours for job talk 
(one hour in some places—make sure you fi nd out in advance) and lunch, 
which is often with doctoral students. Regardless of whether it is with a 
glass of wine at dinner, a croissant for breakfast, or chicken with doctoral 
students at lunch, you are always being assessed. That does not mean you 
should not be yourself, but be your best self. 
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 In preparing for the one-on-one interviews during the campus visit, it 
is important that you know something about the people you are meeting 
with. If you have not received a schedule for the visit days before the job 
visit, it is perfectly fi ne to ask who you will be meeting with and how long 
the job talk will be. With the knowledge of who you will be meeting, it 
is time to do some homework. Find out about each of these people. This 
does not mean that you should hire a private investigator. Much can be 
gained simply from the bio sketches published on the department’s web-
site and on Google Scholar. Although it is useful to be aware of each inter-
viewer’s research, it is an unrealistic task to learn each person’s research in 
depth. I recommend that you prepare by perusing each individual’s CV 
or Google Scholar list of publications and then focus on one or two that 
seem to have or could have some overlap with your own research. Doing 
so serves two purposes: (1) it provides the basis for a discussion of possible 
collaborations (although do not come on too heavy with this), and (2) it 
is easier to remember and talk about others’ work if you can fi t it into your 
existing mental models.  

    PERSONAL INTERVIEWS DURING CAMPUS VISIT 
 Make sure you have plenty of coffee the morning of your campus visit 
because you are going to need to bring the energy to many one-on-one 
interviews (although the danger of too many coffees is that the sched-
ule does not normally provide for restroom stops). The interviews are 
back to back to back. They are typically with prospective colleagues in 
their offi ces. The conversations can be varied (consistent with the different 
personalities and motivations of the interviewers). When I conduct these 
interviews, I try to gain new information not already revealed by the CV, 
research materials, or job talk. I ask about the candidate’s background, 
what he or she enjoys doing, how the person enjoyed his or her experi-
ences at the current university, and why he or she is interested in joining 
our department. I try to connect with the candidate on a personal (rather 
than a professional) level to see if he or she would fi t with our culture 
(which is important to me and my colleagues). I sometimes gently probe 
on research—not to fi nd fault and point out fl aws—but to try to gain an 
understanding of the applicant’s level of passion and curiosity for entre-
preneurship research. 

 My former doctoral student told me about one one-on-one interview 
at which the fi rst questions was “Which of my papers do you fi nd most 
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interesting?” Yes, believe it or not some professors have egos (okay, most). 
In this specifi c situation, my former doctoral student had done his home-
work and had focused on understanding at least one journal article for 
each person he was to meet. Although most interviewers will not be as 
blatant as the example above, the interview is likely going well if it is the 
interviewer doing most of the talking, especially if it is about himself or 
herself. 

 In many ways, it is important to go with the fl ow. If the interviewer 
is talking about non-work-related matters, go with the fl ow; if the inter-
viewer is talking about his or her research, go with the fl ow; and if he 
or she wants to delve deeper into the “job talk” paper or your general 
research strategy, then go with the fl ow. 

 Just as in the screening interview (e.g., the interview at the AOM meet-
ings), you will typically be asked if you have any questions. You will need 
to have some, so be ready. You could ask work-related questions, such as 
“What is the culture of the department like,” “Do people mainly work in 
the offi ce or from home,” “What does a solid research record look like for 
tenure in this department,” “To what extent is entrepreneurship research 
valued in the school,” “What is the typical teaching load,” and (for the 
interview with the department head) “What are the department’s major 
teaching needs?” Again, do not ask these questions: “What is the salary,” 
“Can I have one teaching preparation in the fi rst year,” and “What is the 
bare minimum I would need to get tenure at this joint?” You can now ask 
non-work-related questions, such as “What is it like living in this town,” 
“How reasonable are house prices,” and “How good are the local public 
elementary and high schools?” By the time you have your last interview, 
all your questions have likely been answered, but this person will still ask, 
“Do you have any questions for me?” It does not hurt to ask a question 
that you have already asked someone else (the last interviewer may provide 
a slightly different perspective or confi rm previous answers).  

    PREPARING FOR THE JOB TALK 
 There is often little choice about which topic to present for a doctoral 
student: the presentation needs to be (at least mostly) research from the 
dissertation and, when possible, the empirical fi ndings from the disserta-
tion (i.e., it is tough to try to present a theory paper for your job talk—it is 
somewhat easier to defend your theorizing when you have empirical fi nd-
ings, and many schools want to see the candidate’s knowledge of research 
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methods over and above generating an interesting research question and 
building a theoretical model). For assistant professors, I recommend your 
best published paper or a paper that is nearing publication. These papers 
have already been through the “ringer” of the revise and resubmit process, 
so you are likely to be less surprised by questions and therefore have well- 
reasoned answers for them (hopefully). It is important to fi nd out how 
much time is allocated for the job talk and aim for presentation content 
to be approximately half that time. I realize that there is a fear of having 
too few slides and fi nishing the presentation early. This rarely happens. It 
is more often the opposite—the candidate races to get through all his or 
her slides only to still not cover all the content slides. 

 Here are a couple of thoughts that will hopefully alleviate those fears. 
First, you will be presenting to a room full of professors—professors love 
to talk and appreciate candidates who let them do so. Second, by having 
plenty of “slack” in time provides the opportunity for discussions to run 
their course—you do not want people leaving with unresolved doubts. 
Allowing time for questions and follow-up questions gives you a greater 
opportunity to at least partly alleviate any concerns. Third, there is more 
skill in understanding and answering questions about research than simply 
presenting content on PowerPoint slides. Okay, the Q&A session (especially 
an extended one) might be a source of the fear and stress, but it is impor-
tant to realize that you are a  junior  scholar—you are not expected to know 
everything. However, you are expected to be enthusiastic and knowledge-
able about this specifi c topic, curious about alternate points of view, and 
ready and willing to learn to improve the paper and improve as a scholar. 

 Therefore, it is not only important to prepare the presentation vis-à- 
vis the slides but also to prepare for the questions that will likely arise. 
A good way to do this is to request to give a presentation to your home 
department and tell them it is a dress rehearsal job talk. These sessions are 
invaluable sources of feedback for better preparing you for the real deal. 

 The second way to alleviate fear of insuffi cient slides in the presenta-
tion includes back-up slides. These back-up slides could be in anticipation 
of audience questions (e.g., “What were the items used in the dependent 
variable?”). They can also contain material at the end of the presentation 
of the paper that broadens the discussion to future papers—slides that if 
not presented, do not diminish the story of the paper. 

 Obviously, the content of the slides depends on the research, but one 
suggestion is that the fi rst slide includes information about who you 
are—perhaps work experience and the rationale behind your research 
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theme/agenda. It is important that the next couple of slides set up the 
importance of your research in terms of how it makes an important contri-
bution to our understanding of entrepreneurship. Specifi cally, these slides 
need to establish a gap worth fi lling by stating what we know and do not 
know about the topic and why it is important that we gain more knowl-
edge, and they should then outline your basic approach (theoretical and 
empirical). Although it is important to be highly diligent in developing the 
logic of each and every hypothesis in the dissertation and in the paper, this 
is likely overkill for the presentation. Rather than presenting bullet points 
for justifying a hypothesis and then having a slide for each hypothesis, an 
alternative is to simply present your overarching model and talk through 
the logic of the relationships presented. It is also a good idea to create a 
hyperlink for each arrow so that when it is clicked, you can go directly to 
the exact wording of the hypothesis if you are asked for it. By telling the 
big picture story of the model, it will come across as more interesting and 
will provide more time to talk about the method and results (compared 
to a highly detailed discussion about each and every hypothesis). Indeed, 
you can talk about your theorizing as you present the results. People are 
generally more interested in how you tested the hypotheses and what you 
found than details on all the mechanisms underlying the relationships. The 
fi nal slide or two can highlight how your dissertation or paper fi ts within 
your current stream (or future stream) of research. 

 As implied by my comments above, it is important that you present 
some fi ndings. Now, for the PhD student, this might be tough because the 
fi rst job talk might be in October (and maybe even in September)—only 
months after your proposal. However, just because it is tough to obtain 
the data and at least have a preliminary analysis completed does not under-
mine the importance of having done so before presenting your job talk. 
Yes, it is ok to talk about the data you plan to collect, but the presentation 
is more plausible if you can turn to “evidence” that supports the plausibil-
ity of your story.  

    PRESENTING THE JOB TALK 
 Pulling up PowerPoint slides on the computer and displaying them on 
the screen should be simple, but it is surprising how often it does not 
work. Although you have little control of your schedule, there is typi-
cally some time “free” before the presentation. Use that time to pre-
pare the room and to familiarize yourself with it. This can be facilitated 
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by having the presentation both emailed to yourself (accessible on web 
mail) and on a fl ash drive, and have your own clicker (pointer and slide 
changer). You may want to rearrange furniture so that you will not be 
tripping over it (or cords) during the presentation. By being ready early, 
you can introduce yourself as people enter the room—it is far less intimi-
dating if you have personally greeted everyone (or nearly everyone) in 
the room as opposed to having a large group of complete strangers sit-
ting in front of you. 

 There are a number of fi ne lines that need to be navigated. On the one 
hand, you want to be accommodating and fl exible in addressing audi-
ence questions, but on the other hand, you want to present the story of 
your research in a way that comes across as coherent and plausible. You 
want to display knowledge, competence, and intellect in presenting and 
defending your research project while also being curious, open-minded, 
fl exible, and ready to learn. Finding the right balance is not easy but can 
be enhanced through practice and feedback (with one’s home department 
but also based on earlier job talks—you will get better and more comfort-
able with later job talks). 

 In many ways, the challenge to answering audience questions is in 
understanding what they are really asking. Feel free to ask them to repeat 
the question (which they will do in slightly different terms and often will 
begin to answer their own question), have a go at answering what you 
believe the question is and then ask them whether that did indeed address 
their question, and it is alright to highlight the importance of the question 
and that you would like to give it more thought (as you write it down). 
That is, if you don’t know, you don’t know, and if you don’t know, you 
are unlikely to be able to bluff your way out of it. Bluffi ng is the worst of 
all responses. It indicates stubbornness, a lack of fl exibility, and an inability 
to learn and grow. 

 Again, if you approach the presentation with a collaborative rather than 
a combative mindset, you might offer a potential answer followed by ask-
ing them how they might address the issue. Yes, it is your paper, but it 
is not perfect, and neither are you, but you are willing and able to learn. 
Some things can be addressed in the current paper, but others might be 
better addressed in subsequent research. Most audience members real-
ize that not everything fi ts in one paper. If you can articulate the bounds 
of the current paper and can think about how comments might fi t into 
papers going forward, then you demonstrate attitudes and skills opposite 
to those of the “bluffer.”  
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    AFTER THE CAMPUS VISIT 
 Upon returning home and perhaps sleeping in, send the department mem-
bers individualized “thank you” emails. This is not “sucking up” to get a job 
but should refl ect a true appreciation for them inviting you to their campus 
and spending time to answer your questions and providing feedback on 
your research. All the better if these emails are not generic in content. For 
example, reference a specifi c aspect of the discussion with the person or 
additional information to a conversation that was cut short. Perhaps, it was 
a paper that you were talking about or something completely unrelated to 
the job (e.g., “and I hope the cat’s surgery goes well tomorrow”). In addi-
tion, as time passes, and there are any updates to your CV, send an email to 
the main person at each school with the update and the revised CV. 

 After the campus visit (and, for that matter, for every stage of the job 
process), keep an open mind about the school(s). Do not start focusing 
on all the negatives of the school because in the end, it might be the only 
offer you receive. On the fl ipside, do not (or at least try not to) spend all 
day on realtor websites looking at houses and imagining yourself in the 
house with the large pool overlooking the lake. Again, this option may not 
materialize. It is important to keep an open mind (and not make choices) 
until you have an offer. If you have no offers (and, really, if you only have 
one offer), then you do not have a choice. Instead of undertaking detailed 
analyses of and making choices among all the hypothetical job opportuni-
ties, you are better off investing your energy and enthusiasm in to each 
opportunity as it is presented (e.g., interviews) to help generate offers. 
When you have been able to generate multiple offers, this is the time to 
start comparing and contrasting and moving toward a choice—hopefully, 
the house with the pool overlooking the lake is still for sale.  

    THE OFFER OR NOT 
 “You can tell the true character of someone when things don’t go their 
way,” and “It’s a small world.” These two sayings should be kept in mind 
if you do not get the offer you had hoped for. It does not mean hiring 
committee did not like you—there are a host of reasons why they may have 
gone with another candidate that have little to do with you (e.g., a spousal 
hire, they decided to go with a senior person). Be gracious because it is 
always good to be gracious but also because it is a small world. The fi rst 
candidate might turn them down, and they may come back to you with 
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an offer; a few years down the road, they may want to hire you with ten-
ure; or the department head might leave that institution to go to another 
institution—one in which you may want to apply. Word gets around about 
people who are “diffi cult.” 

 Receiving an offer is far more exciting but not the end of the story. 
First, whether by phone call or an email, the offer should be received with 
enthusiasm, and questions at this point should only be clarifi cations of 
what precisely is being offered. These details should include salary, start 
date, summer support 1  (i.e., how much and for how many summers will 
you receive payment), information about classes (i.e., timing, how many 
“new” preps), research funds (i.e., conference travel), and the date they 
expect an answer from you. At this stage, I recommend that you do not 
ask about fl exibility on these things, do not make any comment about 
whether something is good or bad, and do not begin negotiating. Take 
this information and speak to your mentor—hopefully, your supervisor. 

 One issue that often arises has to do with other potential offers and other 
campus visits. The ideal situation is that all offers come in on the same day 
so that all information on all alternatives can be considered in making the 
decision. Unfortunately, this is rarely the case. It could be that you have 
one offer (which explodes in two weeks), are waiting for another offer, 
and have a scheduled campus visit three weeks away. There is consider-
able uncertainty. Will the second offer materialize? Are you  willing to turn 
down the fi rst offer in the hope of receiving an offer from the school whose 
visit is scheduled sometime in the future? You can take steps to attempt to 
answer the fi rst question by contacting the school you have already visited 
and expect (hope) to get an offer from to give them an update on your sta-
tus (e.g., “I just wanted to let you know that I have received an offer from 
another school, and they have asked for a response in two weeks. I was 
hoping you could let me know where you are in the process of making your 
decision”). Schools typically appreciate the “heads up,” and they might 
give a clearer statement of where you stand in their evaluation to date, and 
it might accelerate their process if they really want you. 

1   A professor’s annual salary is typically for 9 or 10 months, with the notion that grants or 
other sources will provide funding for the summer months. For most entrepreneurship jobs 
(and others in the business school), you can receive summer support (i.e., pay for these sum-
mer months). This adds either 22 % or 20 % (depending on the school) to your salary. Most 
research schools offer some summer support, but the question (and possible point for nego-
tiation) is how many years they will provide this summer support: it could be three years, six 
years, or indefi nitely if you remain research active. 
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 However, before you update them of your status (which puts some 
pressure on them to accelerate their process), it is worth thinking the 
potential decision through. That is, even if this school was to make you 
an offer, which school would you choose? Although this might seem like 
a diffi cult decision without the details of the offer, it is likely you will have 
a good understanding of the yet-to-materialize offer (there is not much 
difference in offers for assistant professors at similar schools). If your deci-
sion is that even if the second school was to make a good offer and you 
would choose the fi rst, then perhaps there is little benefi t in “pushing 
them along” and perhaps even a cost in doing so (under the “It’s a small 
world” approach to a scholarly career). If the answer is yes or maybe, then 
it is likely a good idea to notify them of your status and timeline. 

 The second question is perhaps more diffi cult. If your visit with the 
third school is still three weeks away and they are unable to make any offers 
before the offer at the fi rst school expires, what do you do? Would you 
prefer “a bird in the hand” or “two in the bush”? This consideration likely 
involves how much better one school is over the other and how much risk 
you are willing to bear. The golden rule for me in advising people about 
jobs is to not start negotiating unless you are prepared to accept the offer 
if they give you what you ask for. If this is not the case, then do not begin 
negotiation. Now, this is my golden rule. Other people may have a different 
approach and begin negotiating with two or more schools simultaneously. 
In the case of multiple offers, begin negotiating with the one that seems 
most attractive, and if they do not suffi ciently deliver, then reject their offer 
and move on to the next offer. Do not negotiate with two schools at one 
time—it breaches my golden rule expressed above. Remember, academia 
is a very small world, and our reputation is our most important resource. 

 This an important process for you and for the school at hand, and 
it is critical to be ethical and transparent (as much as possible). Perhaps 
there are some costs of being overly transparent, but at least for me, the 
costs of being perceived by others as deceptive are far too great. You 
do not want to leave a “bad taste” in others’ mouths. I have found that 
being upfront—even with bad news (like rejecting an offer)—is under-
stood and even appreciated when the candidate is honest throughout the 
whole process. (“I choose the XX School of Business because they seem to 
value entrepreneurship more. For example, they have both the  Journal of 
Business Venturing  and  Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice  as A publica-
tions.” This would be a good response when the rejected school only has 
the  Journal of Business Venturing  on that list.) 
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 As indicated previously, the negotiable points are salary, summer sup-
port, teaching topics and number of preparations, research budget, mov-
ing budget, and start date. Although these are points for negotiation, 
there is often very little scope for major adjustments. In terms of salary, 
schools are often concerned about salary inversion (more senior scholars 
with lower salaries than junior scholars), but they need to meet the market 
to hire good people. The result is that the fi rst offer is close to the max—
there may be only a few thousands to bump up the offer. 

 A similar story goes for summer support and teaching load because 
there are concerns about creating a precedent. However, there are some-
times opportunities to negotiate for “one offs,” which does not create a 
precedent for current faculty. These opportunities might be a reduced 
teaching load in your fi rst year (might be tough to obtain), an increased 
moving budget, or an earlier start date. Be sure to seek advice from your 
mentor about what to ask for and how to do it. 

 Once the negotiations are complete and you have accepted the offer 
(perhaps over the phone), make sure the agreement is also conveyed and 
accepted via email. From this point, you are “off the market,” but you 
may hold off on letting others know until you receive the offi cial contract 
(which may take a few weeks). At this time, the school will let the other 
candidates know that they did not get the job. Although you have not 
signed the offi cial contract, you do not have the fl exibility to back out if 
something better comes along. This is a big “no no,” and it will follow 
you wherever you go. Similarly, if the school backs out (which almost 
never happens because even those schools that advertise a position pend-
ing budget approval will [should] not make an offer unless they can honor 
it), then its reputation is and should be severely damaged.  

    CONCLUSION 
 I hope this chapter resolved some of the uncertainties associated with the 
process of securing a job. Once this process is complete, it is important 
to return to your tasks—work on publications (and your dissertation if 
you are a doctoral student). You will be surprised how quickly time passes 
before you start submitting your pre-tenure and then tenure packets for 
assessments. Tenure is just around the corner, and you need to build your 
research record (a topic covered in the next chapter).    
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    CHAPTER 6   

    Abstract     This chapter recognizes the importance of promotion for entre-
preneurship scholars but also acknowledges that the process underlying 
the decision to grant or deny promotion is often opaque to those going 
through it. There are various metrics and proxies that people use to assess 
a candidate’s research record for quality and quantity, and in this chapter 
I detail these “measures” as well as their limitations. The chapter also 
explores the role of external reviews and offers some advice for how these 
letters should be written and how they should be read by those making the 
promotion decision. I specifi cally discuss the metrics and attitudes toward 
entrepreneurship research and journals.  

  Keywords     Promotion • tenure • impact factor • Research quality • 
research quantity • A journals • external letters  

   In this chapter, I focus on scholarship assessment as it relates to promo-
tion and tenure (P&T). Not surprisingly, as doctoral students and/or 
junior faculty, you are interested in how you are going to be assessed, 
which may impact the formulation of your research strategy (even as you 
move to complete your dissertation). Indeed, the P&T decision is par-
ticularly consequential to both the university and you. For the university 
(and the school of business), a P&T decision is a million-dollar decision 
because it represents a substantial commitment of resources (Daniel and 
Bélanger  1989 ; Sitren and Applegate  2012 ). For you, P&T is an  important 

 Building an Entrepreneurship Research 
Record Worthy of Promotion                     
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 milestone in your career, and being “turned down” often represents a seri-
ous career setback. Indeed, the vote to grant (or deny) P&T is one of 
the most important decisions a faculty member will make (Dennis et al. 
 2006 ), especially when it involves your promotion (or denial). 

 Given the importance of the assessment of scholarship for P&T, it 
is somewhat surprising that the decision policy for such an assessment 
remains largely opaque. It is not surprising, however, that junior scholars 
facing P&T are often reluctant to ask questions about how tenure assess-
ments are made. Some are concerned that asking questions about ten-
ure sends the wrong message (e.g., they are shooting for the minimum 
standards necessary for P&T, or they are trying to curry [win] favor), 
that they are putting their senior colleagues in an awkward position, 
and/or that they know the answer from senior faculty will be so guarded 
or “generic” as to be largely useless. Furthermore, the decision-making 
policy underlying the promotion decision may be deliberately opaque 
to provide senior scholars the fl exibility to make the “right” decision 
regarding tenure. That is, senior members want to use criteria that are 
not made explicit (e.g., collegiality), or they “weight” criteria differently 
for different tenure candidates. This uncertainty, opaqueness, and com-
plexity over the P&T decision inhibit communication between scholars. 
For example, heated debates between tenure committee members often 
involve senior scholars talking beyond each other—there is little com-
mon ground, and more debate simply results in original positions solidi-
fying and increased animosity toward those who fail to understand what 
the other is saying. 

 The purpose of this chapter is to describe the assessment of entre-
preneurship research for promotion and tenure. Although P&T is typi-
cally assessed in terms of research, teaching, and service, I focus on the 
assessment of research because I believe this assessment is currently more 
opaque, has greater variance across assessors, and involves external evalu-
ators to a greater extent. I hope this chapter provides you insights into 
senior scholars’ decision criteria and weights in how they are likely to 
assess your research record for promotion purposes (and this chapter may 
form the basis of a discussion with your mentor about your current prog-
ress prior to committee assessments). Nevertheless, I acknowledge the 
challenges associated with “insiders’” assessment of your entrepreneur-
ship research record for the P&T decision and the role of letters provided 
by external reviewers. It is important for you to understand how these 
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 external assessment letters regarding your record are generated and how 
they are used in the decision to grant or deny your promotion. 

 While some studies highlight the limitations of one method of schol-
arly assessment and argue for another (e.g., the limitations of counting 
papers in A journals and the superiority of simply reading papers [Adler 
and Harzing]), other studies defend the system being attacked (Peng and 
Dess  2010 ). Although in this chapter I acknowledge the limitations of 
different “measures” of scholarship, I do not suggest that one is superior 
to another. Rather it is important that you, as a junior scholar, understand 
the different ways that senior scholars can look at your record of entre-
preneurship research to inform their vote on whether or not to grant you 
promotion. 

 Furthermore, the limited research on external reviews has revealed that 
there is considerable variation across universities in their policies for exter-
nal review (Rhoades-Catanach and Stout  2000 ; Schwartz and Schroeder 
 1997 ). In this chapter, I offer some descriptive statistics about the policy 
for external reviewers as part of the scholarship assessment system for a 
sample of 102 US universities and how this can infl uence who assesses 
your research record, what they say, and how it is “read” by the members 
of your promotion committee. 

    HOW OTHERS ASSESS AN ENTREPRENEURSHIP RESEARCH 
RECORD 

 It is easy for me to discuss all the progress that the entrepreneurship fi eld 
has accomplished, the high quality of its journals, and the schools that 
have the  Journal of Business Venturing  as an A journal. Indeed, here is a 
section of an email I sent to the board members of the  Journal of Business 
Venturing  about the latest journal impact factors:

  The newest impact factors are out, and I would like to take this opportunity 
to thank you for your contribution as a member of the review board. Thank 
you! 

  We have grown the impact of the journal.  

 Although there are some issues with the measuring of impact factor, it is 
commonly used as measure of the quality of a journal. The impact factor is 
important to the people who are important to me—junior scholars facing 
promotion and tenure decisions based on their entrepreneurship research 
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published in the  Journal of Business Venturing . We have made substantial 
progress here.  JBV ’s current  impact factor is 3.678 , which means that over 
the last fi ve years, it has grown 71 % (i.e., the 2010 impact factor was 2.149). 
This exceeds other quality journals in: 

•      Entrepreneurship , such as  Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice  (3.144), 
the  Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal  (2.000), and  Small Business 
Economics  (1.795).  

•    Management , such as  Administrative Science Quarterly  (3.333), 
 Management Science  (2.482), and  Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes  (2.201).  JBV  is approaching  Organization Science  (3.775).  

•    Strategy , such as the  Strategic Management Journal  (3.341) and 
 Strategic Organization  (1.400).  

•    Innovation , such as  Research Policy  (3.117), the  Journal of Product 
Innovation Management  (1.696).  

•    International Business , such as the  Journal of International Business 
Management  (3.563).  

•    Marketing , such as the  Journal of Marketing Research  (2.256) and the 
 Journal of Consumer Research  (3.125).  

•   Disciplinary journals in  economics , such as the  American Economic 
Review  (3.673), the  Journal of Political Economy  (3.593), and  Economic 
Geography  (2.375), and  sociology , such as the  American Journal of 
Sociology  (3.545).    

 I believe our multidisciplinary, multifunctional, and multicontextual strat-
egy (explained in a letter from me published in  JBV  in 2010) is bearing fruit. 
I hasten to note that we have grown the impact factor without infl ationary 
actions, such as high self-citations. The credit for the implementation of this 
strategy goes to the fi eld editors of the journals and our high-quality review-
ers. Thank you!  

  Despite this wonderful news, I want to start this discussion based on 
the recognition that some people still believe that entrepreneurship jour-
nals are “lagging behind.” I do this because I want to highlight the oppor-
tunities as well as the challenges that you as a junior entrepreneurship 
scholar may face going forward. To trigger the discussion, I highlight a 
recent email exchange with a non-management professor (I have changed 
his name below to maintain his anonymity):
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  Hi Fred, 

 Each year, when I track  JBV’s  progress vis-à-vis other journals, I always think 
about our discussions of journals for promotion and tenure when you were 
my senior colleague. I think you said “how could it be an A if you have so 
many of them?” I always appreciated your straightforwardness. 

 Here is a section of an email that I sent to my review board at the  Journal of 
Business Venturing . I hope all is well. 

 [Here I had inserted the journal impact factors reported above] 

 Warm regards, 

 Dean 

  Ha! Dean, of course I remember you. You were our star! Of course, I also 
remember our conversations. I hope you recall that my meaning wasn’t that how 
could it be an A if YOU have so many of them, as you also had so many (what 
I call) legit As. My conversation to you was at the time you were an assistant. 
I think you had published about seven  JBVs  in the period of less than two years. 
With no offense meant, I said how could it be an A if one can get something like 
this number in that time period … . My advice to you, which I would still give 
today, was to back off all that effort with  JBV  and focus on your (again, what I 
call) legit As. My comments were motivated by the fact that I saw you as a real 
scholar, someone who could have impact through legit As (and you have!), and 
more  JBVs  weren't going to really add much for you. Yes, I defi nitely recall our 
conversations. Although I get a sense that you would now disagree with me, I 
would again give the same advice to a “young Dean Shepherd” today.  

  BTW, every time I hear about you, it reinforces the perceptions I've always had 
of you—that you're a real scholar. Wish we could have kept you!  

  Fred  

 Fred, 

 I always took it that you were encouraging me, and I really liked your 
straight talk. And I appreciated it. I agree with your comments completely. 
But, I think we can now say that  JBV  is a legit A. I hope you agree. But, 
even then, scholars should probably have a portfolio of journals. A strategy 
scholar who only has  SMJ  looks the same (or should look the same) as an 
entrepreneurship scholar who only has  JBV . Both would benefi t from some 
variety. 

 I hope you are enjoying Boulder. Things are good here. 

 Cheers, 
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 Dean 

  Dean,  

  Well, I think we'll agree to disagree. Here is my thinking: For a thought experi-
ment, consider two conditions for an assistant prof. coming up for tenure. 
In one condition, s/he has 10  JBVs , in the other condition is 10  SMJs . Everything 
else is identical. The 10  SMJ  candidate not only gets tenure but gets a chair. The 
one with 10  JBVs  gets turned down. This is my thinking of what those at a school 
the stature of Indiana would do. Do you disagree?  

 Fred, 

 Yes, we disagree. Why would 10  SMJs  be superior to 10  JBVs  when  JBV’s  
impact factor is well above that of  SMJ ? We publish to have an impact. We 
want to infl uence the generation of knowledge. If the journal’s impact is a 
proxy of what a paper’s impact is going to be, then why would we reward 
someone who is going to have a lower impact on the subsequent genera-
tion of knowledge? OK, so impact factor may not be the only measure of 
impact, but if not impact factor, then what do we use? Indiana is transi-
tioning, and this is how we treat  JBV  now.  JBV  is an A in the presence of 
other As. Although this is not formally the case with  SMJ  yet, our policy 
will soon make them equivalent—both legit As. But, I would also be fi ne 
that  SMJ ,  JBV ,  JIBS Journal of Consumer Research , and others were all 
considered an A in the presence of another A. What would be the justifi -
cation for all  SMJs  being granted tenure and all  JBVs  not? I do not think 
that there is any hard data that would suggest that such a process is based 
on merit but rather based on previously held but yet to be updated beliefs. 

 Cheers 

 Dean 

  Hi Dean,  

  I hope its ok to add my colleague, Joe, as we (and I think many B schools) deal 
with these same issues. John chairs our full professor committee, where these issues 
are front and center.  

  First off, descriptively speaking, do you disagree with me that the 10  SMJ  per-
son would be evaluated more favorably? (I think your argument is normative 
based, right?)  

  That said, I agree with you that impact factor is only one metric. Another is 
what are the journals that people select to send their best work to? If people in 
strategy had a paper they considered to be their best work, and say the paper was 
equally appropriate for  SMJ  or  JBV , where would they send it? I'm guessing 
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it’s approximately 100% for  SMJ  and 0% for  JBV . Another question, of the 
papers published in  SMJ , how many were sent fi rst to  JBV  for publication but 
got rejected there? I would guess about 0%. Of those published in  JBV , how many 
were fi rst sent to SMJ? I’m guessing a very, very large number. Another thing, 
think about the strategy papers that have had impact on the fi eld,  qualitatively 
speaking. Where has the best work appeared? If I were to go to Wharton, 
Stanford, Northwestern and pull a syllabus for a strategy seminar, what would 
be on that syllabus?  SMJs  or  JBVs ? When people write tenure/promotion letters, 
how impactful will they say that a  JBV  paper has been?  

  Dean, I can understand that some would like  JBV  to be an A. We have the 
same thing in marketing, where people want  Journal of Consumer Research 
 to be an A. I give the same responses. It simply ain’t so.  

  So yes, agree to disagree. (You owe me a beer for all this typing. But you only 
owe me one because I don’t agree with you. If I supported your view, you’d owe 
me more.)  

  Fred  

 Fred, 

 I think this is my point about people applying previously developed decision 
models without updating their categorizations based on new information. 

 Great sparring with you again. 

 Warm regards, 

 Dean 

  Ditto here, Dean! I may just be an old fossil!  

  Fred  

   [Email from Joe] 

 As Fred knows, I’m not a big counter of anything. I would never give some-
one tenure because they had N articles in any particular journal. My mantra 
is “read the paper” and say what important fi ndings and ideas someone 
contributed. I believe that great papers are written in lesser journals and 
that a lot of drivel appears in the agreed-upon best journals and fades away 
without notice afterwards. 

 So I do not care what the citation impact is of a particular journal when I 
am judging an individual scholar. Here’s a letter that was co-signed by 26 
editors of journals in marketing and other areas of business. 
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 Lynch, John et  al. (2010), “Frivolous Journal Self-Citation.” Public 
letter to Deans of all American Academy of Collegiate Schools of 
Business, co-signed by 26 journal editors. Web version posted on vari-
ous Internet forums, e.g.,   http://ama-academics.communityzero.com/
elmar?go=2371115     

 In marketing, we had a problem with two journals that Fred would call 
A ( Journal of  xx and  Journal of  xx, and before that xx) engaging in edito-
rial practices to pump up the citation impact factor to support a claim to 
people like Fred that these journals were now As or belonged on FT lists etc. 
Similar shenanigans went on in information systems. So I do not get excited 
when an impact factor pops up or down with a new editorship. 

 As it happens, I’m one of four co-editors of the  IJRM  “Replication Corner” 
that publishes replication attempts of important papers in marketing. IMHO 
it is an unambiguous positive for the fi eld: but it drags down the  IJRM  cita-
tion impact factor, so the incoming editor is discontinuing it. 

 I would also say that when a new journal comes out, one way apart from 
impact factor to judge its esteem within the fi eld is to look at how much it is 
used by scholars in the top 20–30 business schools. Some new journals get 
wide acceptance … e.g.,  Organization Science . 

 Finally, for folks like Fred who like to count (;-)), my plea would be count 
not the citation impact of the journal but the citation impact of the scholar’s 
particular paper. 

   Few would argue against quality as a criterion for assessing your research 
for P&T, but many senior scholars argue about what represents quality 
and how it should be assessed. Indeed, as illustrated in the above email 
exchange, answering these questions is not easy, senior scholars use dif-
ferent decision polices in assessing a junior scholar’s research record, and 
good people can disagree. In the sub-sections below, I provide insights 
into some of the means by which senior scholars assess the research qual-
ity of a junior scholar’s record, namely, based on (1) reading the junior 
scholar’s research (Joe’s recommendation), (2) analyzing citations to his 
or her papers (Joe’s recommendation), and/or (3) examining the impact 
of the journals in which the junior scholar has published (the trigger of the 
email exchange between Fred and myself above). As detailed below, each 
approach presents its own challenges and could provide a slightly different 
interpretation of your entrepreneurship research record.  

http://ama-academics.communityzero.com/elmar?go=2371115
http://ama-academics.communityzero.com/elmar?go=2371115
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    READING RESEARCH TO ASSESS QUALITY 
 What appears to be the most obvious approach to assessing a junior schol-
ar’s entrepreneurship research record is for those responsible for making a 
P&T assessment to simply read the scholar’s research and make a determi-
nation. Indeed, in the email exchange above, Joe (a highly accomplished 
scholar and, as indicated above, chair of a committee for the promotion of 
associate professors to full professors) recommended this approach. I agree 
that this is important but may not fully inform the quality  assessment. 
Although scholars may be classifi ed and assigned to departments, there 
remains considerable variation in the type of research conducted across 
topic areas within a department. For example, a junior scholar’s paper on 
entrepreneurship may not be targeted toward nor capture the interest of a 
human resource management scholar; a study exploring the role of entre-
preneurial action in the alleviation of suffering in the aftermath of a natural 
disaster may not have the content validity of measures that are common-
place in laboratory experiments conducted by micro- organizational behav-
ior scholars; and the extreme cases chosen for inductive theory building, 
such as entrepreneurs’ emotional responses to and recovery from business 
failure, may not be fully appreciated by a scholar who approaches strategy 
from an economics perspective that values generalizable fi ndings. 

 Indeed, management departments are often heterogeneous such that 
department members will attempt to assess the quality of a junior schol-
ar’s entrepreneurship research papers despite the fact that the junior 
scholar’s research pursues a different set of research questions, uses dif-
ferent theoretical lenses, employs different research methods, and tar-
gets different audiences than does the research of non-entrepreneurship 
members of the promotion committee. In such a situation, the non- 
entrepreneurship scholar’s reading of the junior scholar’s entrepreneur-
ship candidate research likely requires him or her to take the perspective 
of the entrepreneurship audience as well as to adopt the assumptions 
and conventions of the entrepreneurship community of scholars. To 
put aside one’s fi eld- related biases to understand and assess a research 
record in entrepreneurship may be quite diffi cult. Therefore, when the 
approach to assessing a junior scholar’s research quality is to simply 
read his or her papers, we hope that senior scholars acknowledge that 
it may not be so simple; assessing the quality of research outside one’s 
immediate domain can be quite challenging. I am not making an excuse 
that senior non-entrepreneurship scholars just do not understand the 
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“hidden” quality of our research but that the reverse also holds. For 
example, the management department at Fred and Joe’s school is made 
up of strategy, entrepreneurship, and operations management schol-
ars. Despite confi dence in being able to assess the quality of research 
in entrepreneurship and most (but not all) strategy research, I have 
severe doubts about my ability to adequately discern the quality of the 
research of an operations management assistant professor who offers 
formal models of inventory management. I could read and re- read these 
papers and still not fully appreciate the appropriateness of the assump-
tions about inventory underlying the models nor fully appreciate the 
beauty of a fully solved (which is probably not even the right term) 
mathematical model. 

 Given these challenges, senior scholars often look for less-subjective 
quality measures to assess a junior scholar’s research record, to which I 
now turn.  

    ANALYZING PAPER CITATIONS TO ASSESS RESEARCH 
QUALITY 

 Senior scholars can look to the intended audience of each piece of work for 
indications of its quality. For example, in the marketplace for ideas, how 
do these papers fair? One indication is the extent to which a paper is cited. 
Citations are often used as an indication of impact (Bergh et  al.  2006 ; 
Podsakoff et  al.  2008 ), scholarly infl uence (Christenson and Sigelman 
 1985 ), and international visibility (Judge et al.  2007 ; Turner and Rojouan 
 1991 ). The underlying assumption is that the greater the number of cita-
tions, the higher the paper’s quality (Endler et al.  1978 ; Judge et al.  2007 ; 
Margolis  1967 ). 

 However, relying on the impact of research in assessing research qual-
ity has a number of limitations. Given the backlog of accepted papers, 
the time it takes for a paper to be published, and then the time it takes 
for papers that cite it to be published, citations for junior scholars’ papers 
are often low at the time of the tenure decision (e.g., six years) and thus 
do not provide a suffi cient trajectory to infer impact. This is alleviated 
somewhat (but not a great deal) by investigating Google citations rather 
than Web of Knowledge (i.e., the Social Science Citation Index) because 
Google citations capture a more immediate and broader impact (Adler 
and Harzing  2009 ; Segalla  2008 ). This is less an issue for those look-
ing to be promoted from associate to full professor; suffi cient time has 
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passed for such scholars to demonstrate impact through citation analy-
ses—or if they cannot demonstrate impact, perhaps they should delay 
“going up.” 

 Furthermore, papers can be cited for reasons other than quality (e.g., 
citations are often higher for papers in dominant paradigms [Lindsay 
 1989 ]), and citation numbers can often be infl ated by self-citations 
(Bedeian et  al.  2009 ; Glänzel and Thijs  2004 ). These weakness can be 
somewhat diminished by investigating the nature of the citations (i.e., cen-
tral or tangential to the paper [see Kacmar and Whitefi eld  2000 ]) and by 
removing self-citations (a common practice in studies of authors’ impact 
but rarely used in P&T-related assessments). I also want to note that while 
citations can be for weaknesses (e.g., for low sample size; Brooks  2005 ), 
this appears to be relatively rare (Gabehart  2005 ). 

 Although I could devote this whole chapter (and for that matter, a 
whole book) to a discussion of citations and citation analyses (as oth-
ers have done [e.g., Bornmann et al.  2008 ; Hirsch  2005 ; Liu and Fang 
 2012 ]), I wish to simply point out that while useful, citation analyses are 
rarely the “silver bullet” for senior scholars to assess a junior scholar’s 
research record for P&T decisions.  

    EXAMINING THE IMPACT OF JOURNALS IN WHICH PAPERS 
ARE PUBLISHED TO ASSESS RESEARCH QUALITY 

 Assessments of a journal’s quality can be used as a proxy for the qual-
ity of a junior scholar’s paper published in it. There is a long tradition 
of assessing the quality of journals by their impact factor (Franke et al. 
 1990 ; Kirkpatrick and Locke  1992 ; Niemi  1988 ; Podsakoff et al.  2005 ). 
A journal’s impact factor is calculated by analyzing all the papers pub-
lished in one year and counting the number of times the focal journal’s 
papers published in the preceding two years are cited. Thompson Reuters 
calculates and reports journals’ impact scores as part of the Social Science 
Citation Index. Papers published in higher-quality journals are often 
assessed as higher-quality papers than those in lower-quality journals. 
This heuristic is based on four primary assumptions: (1) higher-impact 
journals have a higher hurdle for acceptable publication quality, (2) the 
editors and reviewers of higher-impact journals are more skilled evaluators 
of paper quality, (3) the best journals provide the best feedback through 
the review process (and presumably the quality of the paper improves as 
a result), and (4) papers published in impactful journals will themselves 
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be more impactful over time because these journals offer papers greater 
visibility (Haveman  2007 ; Podsakoff et  al.  2005 ). The notion is that 
although there has not been suffi cient time for your recently published 
papers to have an impact in terms of others’ citing your work, the impact 
of the journal in which your paper is published can be used to project its 
future impact. 

 Although it is true that by defi nition, more impactful journals include 
more impactful papers, it does not necessarily follow that a paper pub-
lished in the  Journal of Business Venturing  (or for that matter in the 
 Academy of Management Journal ) will have a high impact (i.e., there 
is still considerable variance in impact across papers within a journal 
[Starbuck  2005 ]). Indeed, many highly impactful articles have been pub-
lished in so-called lesser-quality journals (Singh et  al.  2007 ; Starbuck 
 2005 ). However, even if we consider the impact of the journal as a strong 
proxy for an entrepreneurship paper’s quality, an issue arises based on 
how senior scholars use that information to assess a junior scholar’s 
research record for P&T. 

 A journal’s impact factor is a continuous variable, yet schools largely use 
it to create distinct categories. 1  For example, journals are classifi ed as an 
A, an A minus, or other. When dichotomizing (or trichotomizing) a con-
tinuous variable, an important decision is where to make the cut(s). Two 
journals with similar impact factors can straddle the cutoff score such that 
publication in one is classifi ed as the highest quality—an A—whereas the 
other is assessed as an A minus. Therefore, a minor difference in journal 
impact can have a major impact on the assessment of a paper’s quality and, 
therefore, the assessment of a junior scholar’s research record. 

 Although journal impact factors move over time, department lists 
(implicit or explicit) categorizing journals are only updated intermittently 
(and, as I argued in the email exchange above, some individuals’ categori-
zations [e.g., Fred’s] are rarely updated). I believe that updating is infre-
quent because the process of doing so is often unpleasant. There is much 
at stake to challenge the status quo of a department’s journal list, which 
is often required for entrepreneurship journals to take (what I believe is 

1   It should be noted that impact factors are not the only criteria used in categorizing jour-
nals. For example, scholars are often skeptical of journals that have a rapid rise in impact 
factor (e.g., editors taking unethical steps to infl ate impact factors [also noted in Joe’s com-
ments in the email exchange above]), and many recognize that some high-quality journals 
are underestimated based on their impact factors. 
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their rightful place) on business schools’ list of A journals. The journal 
lists are often considered (or set up as) a zero-sum game, which requires 
one journal to be demoted from an A to an A minus for another to be 
“promoted” to an A. People who have published in the journal proposed 
for demotion are typically not happy about it—despite the impact factor 
scores. Professors feel very strongly about certain journals, and the stakes 
are high because discussions of the impact of a journal are tantamount to 
discussing the impact of a professor’s research and, therefore, his or her 
professional identity. 

 The potential for confl ict is somewhat avoided by ignoring the issue. 
Moreover, these categories of journals send an explicit signal to scholars 
about where to target their work, and to frequently update the list (i.e., 
recategorize journals) would result in a “shifting target.” As a result, the 
stability of journal categorizations within a department may reduce uncer-
tainty for you (and other junior scholars) but may not accurately refl ect an 
entrepreneurship journal’s current impact. Despite the limitations of using 
a journal’s impact factor as a proxy for the quality of a junior scholar’s 
paper published in it, the practice is widespread, which prompted some 
to suggest that we have become more interested in  where  a paper is pub-
lished than in  what  is published (Adler and Harzing  2009 ; Holub et al. 
 1991 ; Macdonald and Kam  2007 ). From categorizing a paper in terms of 
its quality, I now turn to assessments of the quantity of a junior scholar’s 
research record.  

    ASSESSING THE QUANTITY OF AN ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
RESEARCH RECORD 

 Worrell ( 2009 : 127) referred to the old joke about the ability of a dean 
to assess faculty research: “The Dean may not know very much about 
research, but at least he or she can count.” To the extent that quality can 
be categorized (as discussed in the previous section), the overall assess-
ment of a junior scholar’s research record becomes an exercise in count-
ing. However, to do so requires a basis for aggregation. Considerations in 
assessing the quantity of a junior scholar’s entrepreneurship work for P&T 
includes how senior scholars (1) aggregate the number of A and A minus 
papers, (2) count “commentaries” and “research notes,” (3) count papers 
published in non-management journals, (4) count multi-authored papers, 
(5) account for the time it has taken to build the research record, and (6) 
use indices for assessing the quantity and impact of the research record. 
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  Aggregating the Number of Papers Published in A and A Minus Journals   As 
alluded to when discussing the quality of papers based on the categoriza-
tion of the journals in which they are published, such assessments have 
implications for assessing quantity. For example, if journals are  categorized 
as A and A minus, to assess the quantity of entrepreneurship research, 
assessors must have an implicit means of aggregating the number of 
papers across each category. For example, do you have a stronger research 
record if your research strategy has produced two A publications and fi ve 
A minus publications or if your research strategy has produced three A 
publications and one A minus publication? More importantly, how would 
a senior scholar determine which research record is better? One way 
to gain insight into senior scholars’ decision rules for aggregation is to 
ask, “How many A minus papers equals one A paper?” In other words, 
how much extra weight is given to the number of A publications vis-
à-vis the number of A minus publications when considering the overall 
quantity of a candidate’s research record? This weighted aggregation is 
rarely discussed but is often used in P&T assessments. Although there 
is some variation across schools and some variation across scholars in 
whether the  Journal of Business Venturing  is an A or an A minus journal, 
I suspect there is greater variance across schools and scholars in how they 
weight the number of papers published in A journals vis-à-vis the number 
of papers published in A minus journals.  

 I do want to reinforce the point that this discussion of weighting A and 
A minus journals is somewhat troubling when, as discussed above, the dif-
ference in the impact factor used to separate these two categories may be 
very small (or even in the opposite direction—an A minus journal has an 
impact factor higher than an A journal [see the list above of management 
(and other business school journals’) impact factors and their comparison 
with the entrepreneurship journals]). 

 In the Management and Entrepreneurship Department at the Kelley 
School of Business, our answer from junior scholars on what it takes to get 
tenure is the following: “The conversation for tenure starts with fi ve As.” 
The list of our department’s As are the  Academy of Management Journal , 
the  Academy of Management Review ,  Administrative Science Quarterly , 
 Organization Science , and the  Strategic Management Journal . Having 
started the conversation (with fi ve As), then the A minus publications 
become part of the deeper analysis of the junior scholar’s research record. 
We also “count” As from other departments. Of particular importance to 
entrepreneurship scholars is that the  Journal of Business Venturing  is an A* 
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and  Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice  is an A minus. An A* means that 
the  Journal of Business Venturing  is an A journal in the presence of other 
A journals. This means that a scholar cannot have only papers published in 
the  Journal of Business Venturing . Personally, I do not mind this approach 
of offering one’s scholarship in more than one outlet, but I believe it 
should apply equally to a strategy scholar having only papers published in 
the  Strategic Management Journal  or an organizational behavior scholar 
only having papers published in the  Journal of Applied Psychology  (on the 
A list of the marketing department). 

 I cannot help but take this opportunity to point out (again) that the 
 Journal of Business Venturing  has a higher-impact factor than two of the 
fi ve journals on the Kelley A list and almost the same impact factor as 
the third. Indeed, I could type for hours about the nature of the list in 
terms of the quality of  Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice  and what 
to do about the  Journal of Management —which has consistently had the 
second highest impact factor among all business journals for a number of 
years. However, the purpose of stating the Kelley list is simply to provide 
an indication of what some schools have and how they are slow in updating 
based on new information. I do want to point out that Kelley has been sup-
portive of entrepreneurship, as indicted by the A*, and I believe that the * 
will be taken away soon, making it simply an A without any qualifi cations. 
Otherwise, how can we argue for our leadership in entrepreneurship (tar-
geted at my dean and associate dean in the hope that they read this book)? 

  Counting “Commentaries” and “Research Notes”   Determining the quan-
tity of a candidate’s entrepreneurship research is complicated by a dis-
tinction between regular papers and both commentaries and research 
notes. Although commentaries are clearly not papers, it is less clear how 
these should be counted. Commentaries likely contribute to impact and 
reputation but not to research quantity (or only minimally so). However, 
a research note is a paper. By defi nition, research notes are shorter, 
more narrow contributions, but we know they can still have a consider-
able impact (e.g., Shane and Venkataraman ( 2000 ) was the  Academy of 
Management Review ’s most impactful paper of the decade in 2010 and 
was a research note, and my most cited paper is a research note in the 
 Strategic Management Journal  [but impact is a separate issue, as previ-
ously discussed]). Again, how to count a research note published in an 
A journal is rarely discussed. Although its contribution is narrower than 
a full paper (according to journal guidelines), is it suffi ciently narrow to 
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knock it out of the A category for counting purposes? My experience 
is that this is not a big issue because junior scholars rarely have a large 
number of research notes, and it will likely become less of an issue going 
forward because fewer journals now publish research notes. Neither of 
the top entrepreneurship journals—the  Journal of Business Venturing  
and  Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice —publish research notes.  

  Counting Multi-authored Papers   I suspect that because “counting” papers 
has been emphasized in assessments of research for the purposes of P&T, 
junior scholars have started to respond with larger author teams (Certo 
et al.  2010 ). Presumably, working as part of a larger team of co-authors 
will generate a greater number of papers than working as part of a smaller 
team (even if there is some ineffi ciency associated with a larger team). To 
illustrate, I use the following example of two junior scholars who have 
the same quality of papers and the same absolute number of papers pub-
lished. Say they both have two papers in the  Academy of Management 
Journal , one in the  Academy of Management Review , two in the  Journal 
of Business Venturing , and one in  Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice , 
but the fi rst candidate wrote all the papers by him/herself, while the other 
candidate wrote all the papers with the same three co-authors. It would 
appear that senior scholars are likely to determine that fi ve solo-authored 
papers are “more” than fi ve four-authored papers, but it is not obvious 
to what degree. 2  Such a calculation requires some basis for assessing the 
candidate’s contributions to a multi-authored paper.  

 There are a number of approaches to address this issue. First, some 
schools require that your co-authors provide a statement of co-author 
contributions, and some even ask co-authors to report the percentage of 
contribution you made to the focal paper. I do not mean to disparage co- 
author assessments, but for a host of reasons, these reports may not be a 
particularly valid measure of contribution. Second, order of authorship 
often refl ects the order of contribution to the paper unless it is explic-
itly stated that all authors contributed equally. In entrepreneurship papers 
(unlike some disciplines, for which authors are always listed alphabeti-

2   Although a record of only solo-authored papers leaves no doubt about how to count the 
number of papers, I want to add that most assessors appreciate the importance of co- 
authoring and the joint creation of knowledge and that a candidate who always publishes on 
his or her own may represent someone who does not “play well with others,” which may also 
play a role in the tenure decision. 
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cally), this provides information that senior scholars are likely to use in 
assessing your research record. 3  If you are often last on a long list of co- 
authors, this can be seen as a red fl ag—an indication that you are not 
making a substantial contribution. At the very least, this information is 
used by senior scholars to focus on assessing and more heavily weighting 
the quality (and quantity) of the papers on which the junior scholar is the 
fi rst author. 

 It seems that the practice of assessing the quantity of research for P&T 
lags behind best practice as represented by published research on scholarly 
productivity. Bibliometricians and other researchers of scholarly produc-
tivity have generally agreed that credit for publications should be assigned 
proportionally for multi-authored papers (Bedeian et al.  2009 ; Harsanyi 
 1993 ; Persson et  al.  2004 ). Indeed, studies of scholarly production 
and citations that fail to account for multiple authorship “introduce 
 considerable measurement bias.” Thus, “the measure of production (or 
citations) must include an adjustment for multi-authored work” (Lindsey 
 1980 : 156), such as fractional counting (e.g., n authors receive 1/n credit 
[de Solla Price  1981 ; Lindsey  1980 ]) or other means of unevenly count-
ing contribution (Liu and Fang  2012 ), including inverse author rank 
(Hagen  2010 ; Hodge and Greenberg  1981 ; Sekercioglu  2008 ), pro-
portional counting (Trueba and Guerrero  2004 ; Van Hooydonk  1997 ), 
credit distribution (Lukovits and Vinkler  1995 ), and geometric counting 
(Egghe et  al.  2000 ). This research suggests that in the future, senior 
scholars are likely to assess the quantity of junior scholar’s entrepreneur-
ship research record for promotion in a way that is at least somewhat 
consistent with the best practice used in research, which is to discount the 
quantity of your papers on some basis for the number of your co-authors 
on each paper. 

 Who the co-authors are may also impact the assessment of an entrepre-
neurship research record. If your dissertation advisor is always a co-author, 
for example, this might raise some concerns about your ability to publish 
on your own. This assumes that the supervisor is carrying you, but it could 
be the other way around. Publications absent the supervisor are often 
viewed as a plus. Alternatively, if your multiple co-authors are different on 
all the papers, this could raise a red fl ag about your ability to work well 
with others or about your ability to develop strong working relationships, 

3   However, Floyd et al. ( 1994 ) caution that order of authorship may be assigned for rea-
sons other than merit. 
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and/or it could refl ect an opportunistic approach to choosing research 
topics, resulting in the absence of a dominant entrepreneurship stream. 
Working with a consistent research team or teams is generally perceived as 
a plus (holding constant the overall number of co-authors on a paper). If 
your co-author is a senior person, there may be concerns over whether the 
senior person is the one generating the publications, but a counter is to 
ask what motivation the senior person has for working with you, a junior 
scholar, other than he or she thinks you have talent (or brings something 
important to the table). Along this line of reasoning, if your co-author is a 
doctoral student, this refl ects particularly well on you: you have been able 
to mentor someone more junior. 

 Although I highlight research on scholarly productivity suggesting 
some discount for “counting” multi-authored papers, I do not disparage 
multi-authored papers. As Floyd and colleagues noted ( 1994 ), research 
collaboration brings complementary perspectives to a project, educates 
graduate students and junior faculty members, and serves as a basis for 
rapport and friendship. 

  Accounting for Differences in the Time to Build a Research Record   Time 
can also play a role in how a junior scholar’s research record is assessed. 
Some entrepreneurship candidates have a longer period before going up 
for P&T than others. For example, some candidates change schools and 
restart their clock, and some schools have a longer clock (e.g., ten rather 
than six years). 4  Is it reasonable to compare the quantity of publications 
for someone who has six years to build a record versus someone who has 
ten years? Adjustments are often made for time in assessing quantity, but 
again, the weighting often remains implicit, with variation across asses-
sors. One heuristic is to simply consider the number of papers the candi-
date published per year. If the clock was restarted when the junior scholar 
joined the new school (having been an assistant professor elsewhere for 
a couple of years), then another heuristic is to simply count the number 
of papers he or she published since joining the school. Another heuristic 
is to evaluate the whole period but more heavily weight the candidate’s 
productivity in the most recent years (e.g., the post-transition period).  

 Indeed, the trajectory of your research record is important. Senior 
scholars try to determine what a junior scholar’s post-promotion research 
record will look like, and the more recent years are generally considered 

4   Although rare, some candidates “go up early.” 
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more predictive of the future than the fi rst few years. This logic contin-
ues in the assessment of working papers: the stronger the pipeline, the 
more positive the projected research record. However, as tough as assess-
ing candidates’ publications is, it is more diffi cult to assess working papers 
given the additional uncertainty of them not yet completing the peer- 
review process. Suffi ce it to say that assessors who more heavily weight 
more recent years are also likely to be more interested in working papers 
(especially working papers in the second and third rounds of the review 
process). Similarly, conference proceedings are evidence of quantity but 
are typically viewed as part of the process toward publication—an input 
rather than an outcome. 

  Indices Assessing the Quantity and Impact of a Research Record   One system-
atic approach to assessing the quantity of research publications regardless 
of which journals the papers are published in is the h-index (Hirsch  2005 ). 
The h-index represents “the largest number of the  scholar’s articles that 
have received at least h citations” (Hirsch  2005 ). For example, an h-index 
of 6 means that your sixth-most cited paper has six citations. This index for 
aggregating the impact of a body of work refl ects “sustained and signifi cant 
contributions but may not have enjoyed the reputation they [the author 
and his or her body of work] deserve” (Bedeian et al.  2009 ; van Raan  2006 : 
492). Not surprisingly, there is a difference of opinion on the appropriate-
ness of this index, and other indices have been introduced, including the 
g-index, that give greater weight to the most highly cited articles in a record 
(see Bornmann et al.  2008 ; Liu and Fang  2012 ). I also acknowledge that 
these indices combine the assessment of quantity with some measure of 
quality (well, at least some measure of impact). Debating the pros and cons 
of the different indices is important but is not the purpose of the current 
chapter. I wish to simply point out that these indices exist and that some 
senior scholars are likely to rely on them when making decisions about pro-
motion possibilities while others may not.   

    ASSESSING THE ORIGINALITY OF RESEARCH 
 Papers that make a contribution and are original and interesting are 
important contributions to a research record. Because what is interesting 
(Davis  1971 ) and what makes a contribution (Locke et al.  2008 ; Whetten 
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 1989 ) for individual papers has already been well established, I focus on 
the originality of your research as a whole. Central to the notion of the 
originality of your research record is the recognition of a theme or themes. 
That is, when scholars think about the particular entrepreneurship topic 
you work on, you hope that your research is suffi ciently prominent that 
their thinking is infl uenced by your research. This is more likely the case 
when you have a research record that is focused on one or a few themes 
than across many themes (holding constant the quality and quantity of 
the papers). Candidates’ research statements nearly always involve Venn 
diagrams with three or four circles. It is not the number of circles (or 
their intercepts) that necessarily indicates a focused research stream but 
the scope of the fi elds represented by the circles. For example, the Venn 
diagram of one candidate’s themed research may involve the intersect-
ing circles of strategy, organizational behavior, and entrepreneurship, 
while another candidate’s diagram may include the intersecting circles of 
entrepreneurial opportunity, entrepreneurial cognition, and entrepre-
neurial decision making. The fi rst is likely considered scattered, while the 
latter is more focused. How focused is your entrepreneurship research? 
Thinking about this notion of a research theme or themes may help you 
decide early on which projects to pursue and which to decline and/or the 
best areas to look for research opportunities—namely, in the gaps around 
your current research stream rather than far afi eld from it. 

 Although a research record might become so focused that its contribu-
tion is questioned, promotion-related concerns mostly arise regarding the 
other end of the continuum. A research record that is scattered creates 
a number of red fl ags about the candidate. It could indicate (1) that the 
junior scholar is pursuing opportunistic publishing—namely, jumping on 
papers because they are available rather than because they complement 
previous research to build a coherent body of knowledge, (2) that he or 
she is not pursuing a research agenda but the agendas of multiple co- 
authors, and (3) that the junior scholar is not building a presence such that 
he or she is not known for anything in particular (a highly diluted voice 
and a confused scholarly identity [to mix metaphors]). 

 It is possible that a theme (or themes) is not immediately apparent 
to the casual observer of a body of research. In this regard, the candi-
date’s research statement takes on particular importance. It represents 
the opportunity to connect the dots for the assessor. That is, while some 
papers are superfi cially connected in a theme (e.g., the same theoretical 
lens and level of analysis), others may be superfi cially dissimilar from this 
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theme but are structurally connected. This structural connection could 
refl ect interests in explaining a particular entrepreneurial phenomenon 
using a variety of different perspectives, including theoretical lenses, levels 
of analysis, and methodological approaches. If effectively communicated, 
this can be infl uential in highlighting the originality of a body of entrepre-
neurship research. 

 Furthermore, although your research may be thematic, its originality 
will be assessed more positively if it represents a new theme of research 
for the fi eld of entrepreneurship or a new offshoot of an existing theme. I 
made a similar point with regard to impact, suggesting that citations may 
not necessarily refl ect impact on others’ thinking (Kacmar and Whitefi eld 
 2000 ): a paper can be tangentially cited along with a long list of others 
(low originality), or a paper can be a central citation that is highly infl uen-
tial in the development of the core ideas (high originality). This originality 
can be discounted if the candidate’s research is co-authored with his or her 
supervisor and that supervisor has worked in the theme for a long time—
that is, the candidate has not created an identity independent (or at least 
suffi ciently different) from his or her supervisor.  

    EXTERNAL REVIEWERS ASSESSING A RESEARCH RECORD 
 Senior scholars outside the junior scholar’s institution are typically asked 
to provide a “peer review” of the candidate’s research record (and com-
ment on teaching and service if they have knowledge of it) (Poston  1984 ; 
Rhoades-Catanach and Stout  2000 ; Schlozman  1998 ). This approach has 
the possibility of overcoming obstacles to the straightforward means of 
assessment (i.e., senior scholars from the candidate’s institute reading his 
or her research) in that these outside scholars are likely to be well qualifi ed 
to assess the research by reading it given that they are part of the targeted 
audience and open to the papers’ assumptions and approaches. Therefore, 
it is important for you to understand the process by which external letters 
are sought, written, and read. 

 In terms of seeking external review letters, there are a number of 
unique issues related to universities’ policies, including (1) the instruc-
tions provided to external letter writers, (2) assurances of confi dentiality, 
(3) positive bias by external letter writers, and/or (4) confi rmation bias by 
department members in reading external letters. 
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 To build on the few studies that have explored this topic, I analyzed 
universities’ external review policies. I conducted a search of university 
policies posted online and was able to capture 102 universities that also had 
business schools (67.3 % of the schools were public). Overall, 77.5 % of the 
universities specifi ed the number of external reviewers required, and 33.3 % 
outlined the number of solicitations (invitations) that should be sent. The 
mean number of external reviewers required was 4.2 (std dev. = 1.683; 
median = 4), but Columbia University requires 12, Stanford University 
requires 8, and the University of California–Berkeley requires  7. There 
was considerable variation in how many solicitations should be made par-
ticularly vis-à-vis the required number of external reviews. Bowling Green 
University suggests 20 solicitations and requires three letters, whereas 
Stanford requires 13 solicitations for eight required external reviews. 

  Instructions Provided to External Letter Writers   It appears that some schools 
provide external letter writers insuffi cient information on the criteria for 
assessment. I found that 87.3 % of the schools provided criteria for the 
external review, but these criteria were often broad. A typical statement on 
the criteria for the external review is offered by Indiana University, which 
refers to “quality and signifi cance of research/scholarship/creative activity.” 
Perhaps the criteria are so broad that even with them, external letter writers 
fi nd that the information is insuffi cient. A problem arising from insuffi cient 
information on these criteria is that external letter writers may not be suf-
fi ciently “calibrated” with the school’s expectations (and your expectations 
based on the school’s policies) and perhaps not calibrated well with other 
external evaluators.  

 Furthermore, instructions to letter writers often differ in terms of the 
benchmark used for fi nal evaluation. I found that 69.1 % of university poli-
cies did not specify a comparison group and that 25 % of universities spec-
ify the benchmark as the candidate’s cohort. For example, with regard to 
the candidate, Northeastern University asks external reviewers to “com-
pare with leading scholars or artists at a similar career stage in the same 
or related fi elds.” Further, 14.7 % specifi ed the comparison group as the 
reviewer’s institution. For example, the University of Southern California 
asks the external reviewer the likelihood that the candidate would “qualify 
for tenure at your institution.” This is often a tough question for external 
reviewers to answer and, in some instances, is inappropriate. It assumes that 
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the benchmark for P&T is the same at both schools, yet such instructions 
are rarely followed up with a request for details about that benchmark. 

 This may be problematic when we consider that external evaluators are 
chosen from among scholars in the candidate’s fi eld who have a “high rep-
utation” (e.g., as stated in the Arizona State University policy), are “rec-
ognized experts” (e.g., George Mason University), have “considerable 
distinction” (e.g., Lehigh University), are “leader[s]” (e.g., Texas A&M 
University), are “distinguished individuals” (e.g., University of Tennessee- 
Knoxville), and are “affi liated with a peer or aspiration institution” (e.g., 
Georgia State University). Indeed, Washington State University is highly 
specifi c about the criteria for selecting external reviewers: “(1) editors of 
tier I journals, (2) endowed or named professors in respected programs 
at AACSB accredited institutions, (3) department chairs at peer or better 
institutions, (4) editors of tier II journals, and (5) at a minimum, full pro-
fessors at peer or better institutions.” 

 Furthermore, if the external reviewer is from a school that is an “aspira-
tion school,” then perhaps the hurdle for granting P&T in that aspiration 
school is higher, and you are likely to receive a more negative assessment 
from this external senior scholar than one from a peer institution. For 
example, this issue has become salient when I have been asked to evaluate 
the research record of a junior entrepreneurship scholar who is at a school 
with a fi ve-course teaching load and a heavy service requirement. It is 
diffi cult to assess this candidate’s research record when my school’s assis-
tant professors have a three-course teaching load and a minimal service 
requirement. Some schools recognize the inappropriateness of the request 
and explicitly ask the letter writer not to make a recommendation about 
whether his or her department would grant P&T or whether the letter 
writer thinks that person should be granted P&T. Rather, they simply ask 
for the letter writer’s evaluation of the candidate’s research record as an 
input to their own decision about P&T. However, the assessment of P&T 
may still require a benchmark. For instance, 8.8 % of the US universities I 
sampled required both the comparison to a cohort and to the reviewer’s 
institution. 

  Issues Related to Assurances of Confi dentiality   I have emphasized through-
out this book that there is a community of entrepreneurship scholars and 
that it is a “small world,” which has implications for senior scholars writ-
ing promotion and/or tenure assessments of junior entrepreneurship 
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 scholars. For example, will the candidate and others fi nd out the content 
of an external assessor’s letter and the name of the external assessor?  

 On this point, schools vary in their assurances that the external assess-
ment letter will remain confi dential. This could be due to differences in 
university policies and/or state laws. Interestingly, issues of confi dential-
ity are not always made explicit. I found that 26.5 % of the sample did 
not make a statement about confi dentiality, and 6.9 % indicated that they 
could not ensure confi dentiality. For example, the University of Minnesota 
states that “external reviewers must be told that their evaluations will not 
be held confi dential, because state law permits the candidate to inspect 
them.” Additionally, 16.7 % referred to limited confi dentiality—reviews are 
viewable by the candidate with personal information removed/redacted, 
and 45.1 % offered confi dentiality—some with certainty but others with 
a caveat: “confi dential, unless required by law.” However, some policies 
were more nuanced, leaving (4.8 %), I suspect, the external reviewer with 
an unclear picture about the confi dentiality of his or her review. For exam-
ple, Texas A&M University indicated that the external review was “confi -
dential, but it is an open-record state.” 

 Even with assurances of confi dentiality, many have concerns that reviews 
really can be ensured. Take, for example, an associate professor in the 
department who is a co-author with and a close friend of the candidate. 
This associate professor will read the letter and may share some (or all) of 
the information with the candidate, thereby circumventing the assurances 
made by the institution. I point this out because even when assurances 
of confi dentiality are made, the external letter writer may still have some 
doubts over whether his or her assessment will remain confi dential to the 
candidate. One implication of concerns over confi dentiality is that senior 
entrepreneurship scholars who are asked to serve as an external reviewer 
may decline the invitation (Rhoades-Catanach and Stout  2000 ), or they 
may alter the nature of the content of the external review, to which I now 
turn. 

  Bias and the External Review   I found that 50 % of the university policies in 
the sample specifi ed who could not be chosen as an external reviewer given 
a real or the appearance of a confl ict of interest. For example, Columbia 
indicates that external reviewers may not be former advisors, post-doctoral 
supervisors, or close personal friends of the candidate. In addition, 51 % 
required the external reviewer to disclose the nature of his or her relation-
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ship with the candidate, and 12.7 % asked the candidate to disclose the 
nature of the relationship (presumably the candidate must offer a com-
prehensive list of people with whom he or she has a potential confl ict of 
interest). On the other hand, 12.7 % did not mention anything about bias 
or potential confl ict of interest.  

 Regardless of questions about potential confl ict (and even assurances of 
confi dentiality), it appears that the tone and recommendation of external 
letters are overwhelmingly positive. In one study in the fi eld of account-
ing, only 7.1 % of external reviews were negative (Schwartz and Schroeder 
 1997 ). Although this positive bias of external letters has been attributed 
to fears over lack of or breaches to confi dentiality (Rhoades-Catanach and 
Stout  2000 ; Schlozman  1998 ), there are other possible explanations. One 
explanation is a selection issue (or survivor bias) such that senior scholars 
who believe “if you cannot say something nice, don’t say anything at all” 
decline the invitation to review marginal records. It is interesting to note 
that the candidate’s CV is often attached to the email invitation to write 
an external evaluation of the candidate for P&T. This may particularly 
be the case with senior entrepreneurship scholars because the fi eld has 
(at least traditionally) been highly supportive of junior scholars, and we 
tend to be a friendly bunch. 

 Positively biased letters also arise because external letter writers know 
who will read the letter. For example, one candidate may have all his papers 
(except for one) published with a very senior scholar in the department. 
Assessing the quality of the candidate’s papers would be tantamount to 
assessing the quality of the senior scholar’s papers (albeit a small subset 
of them), and this would likely impact external reviewers’ assessments or 
whether they accept the invitation to write an external letter in the fi rst 
place. Although we do not know the exact reason behind positive exter-
nal letters, research indicates the prevalence of this bias in other fi elds 
(Rhoades-Catanach and Stout  2000 ; Schwartz and Schroeder  1997 ), and 
my experience is that this also applies in entrepreneurship. I think promo-
tion committees in the future are going to make more of how many senior 
scholars reject the invitation to write an external letter on an entrepreneur-
ship candidate’s record. 

  Confi rmation Bias by Department Members in Reading External 
Letters   While external letter writers might be biased toward a positive 
evaluation of a junior entrepreneurship scholar’s research record, there is 
likely a bias among those reading the letters as well. External letters are the 
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last piece of the puzzle before voting on a candidate’s P&T. P&T commit-
tee members have likely already read the candidate’s CV, research state-
ment, and publications and formed (or begun to form) their belief about 
whether the candidate’s record is strong (not to mention also having per-
sonal interactions with the candidate over the last number of years). With 
this belief (fully or partially formed), it is not surprising that individuals see 
information in the external letters that confi rms their impression and do 
not see (or discount) information that disconfi rms it—members who have 
a positive impression fi nding support in the external letters and those with 
a negative impression fi nding information supporting their negative view 
(either directly or by “reading between the lines”).  

 Although there is a positive bias refl ected in external letters, there are 
some exceptions, and these exceptions create an interesting aspect of the 
confi rmation bias assessment. For example, one external letter writer—a 
highly respected entrepreneurship scholar—wrote a very thoughtful letter 
in which he acknowledged weaknesses in the research record and weighed 
them against the strengths of the research record to arrive at a highly 
positive overall evaluation of the candidate’s research record. However, 
rather than the extended reasoning providing greater weight to his over-
all positive evaluation, both sides believed that his letter supported their 
arguments, and it was used vigorously in favor of both granting P&T 
and denying P&T. A bland, mildly positive letter, however, received little 
attention. These issues were discussed at length before the department 
voted on the candidate (which was a positive vote).  

    CONCLUSION 
 The process by which your entrepreneurship research record will be 
assessed for promotion often remains largely opaque, which can make 
it diffi cult to manage your career to achieve your career goals and can 
thus create anxiety. In this chapter, I highlighted some of the most salient 
issues related to assessing an entrepreneurship research record in terms 
of quality, quantity, and originality. I hope that this chapter has removed 
some of the mystery surrounding the assessment of your entrepreneur-
ship research record and serves to stimulate promotion-related discussions 
within departments.     
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    CHAPTER 7   

    Abstract     This concluding chapter refl ects on my career path, the joy of 
a career as an entrepreneurship scholar, the “big picture” approach to the 
topic of this book, and my hopes for those who have read it.  

  Keywords     Conclusion  

   As an MBA student at Bond University on the Gold Coast in Australia, 
I would ride my bike to the university each morning. As I rode down the 
fi nal path looking under the university’s arch to the lake, I felt privileged 
to have this opportunity. I enjoyed the experience of learning so much 
that I asked myself, “How can I do this for the rest of my life?” It was then 
that I decided I wanted to do my doctorate and spend my life in a univer-
sity. Twenty-two years after making that decision, I still feel the same way. 
I feel lucky and privileged to be a professor, to explore issues that pique 
my interest, to engage with students, and to be in a university environ-
ment where there are strong feelings of anticipation (when new students 
and their parents come to town) and feelings of pride and accomplish-
ment (when four years later, those same students and parents leave town). 
Obviously, it is not all “peaches and cream.” It is a challenging career, but 
that is part of its allure. I hope that in this book, I have shed some light 
on these key processes. 

 Each chapter itself could represent a book. Within each process, there 
are many nuances and paths forward. However, I did not want to offer an 

 Conclusion                     
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exhaustive account of the processes involved in advancing as an entrepre-
neurship scholar because I felt that a focus on the “trees” may obscure an 
understanding of the “forest.” I wanted to provide a “bigger picture” of 
the process, and I wanted to do so in the form of an abbreviated book—an 
abbreviated book at a low price and available in electronic form such that 
it is more readily accessible to entrepreneurship scholars. To help develop 
this overview, I decided not to offer the many varied and possible paths 
of an entrepreneurship scholarly career but to talk about  my  path. This 
provided the opportunity to offer direct advice in a straightforward way. 
By revealing my heuristics, I present a relatively black-and-white, yes-and-
 no, opportunity-and-threat perspective to managing an entrepreneurship 
scholarly career. Although these heuristics seem hard and fast, they have 
developed over time and have been very useful. Who knows if they are 
right, but they have helped me move forward. My hope is that by under-
standing a set of heuristics and where they came from, you can establish 
your own. Please feel free to adopt some, discard others, and adapt these 
heuristics to suit your personal path and context. 

 All senior scholars have developed their own career heuristics although 
they largely remain implicit and tacit and are only revealed through action. 
Making these career heuristics explicit, as I have done in this book, pro-
vides an opportunity to contemplate how one thinks about his or her 
career. Meta-cognitively speaking, this gives us the ability to address new 
issues (e.g., problems, opportunities, or threats) by thinking about how 
they are similar to issues we have faced in the past; how they are different; 
and what approaches we can take to deal with career-related issues, select 
one, and refl ect on our career to check whether we are heading in the right 
direction. 

 I hope that throughout this book, I have been able to infuse details 
about the inner workings of the role of an entrepreneurship scholar, 
emphasizing the importance of passion, integrity, curiosity, and collabora-
tion. I fi rmly believe that to be successful as an entrepreneurship scholar, 
we need to be entrepreneurial in our approach to scholarship. Good luck 
and enjoy!   
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                         APPENDIX: SAMPLE OF UNIVERSITIES             

 Arizona State University 
 Auburn University 
 Ball State University 
 Baruch College 
 Baylor University 
 Bentley University 
 Binghamton University 
 Boston University 
 Bowling Green State 
University 
 California State University, 
Long Beach 
 Chapman University 
 Clark University 
 Clemson University 
 Columbia University 
 Cornell University 
 Dartmouth College 
 Drake University 
 Drexel University 
 Duke University 
 East Carolina University 
 Eastern Illinois University 
 Fairfi eld University 
 Florida Atlantic University 
 Florida State University 
 Fordham University 
 George Mason University 

 George Washington University 
 Georgetown University 
 Georgia State University 
 Idaho State University 
 Indiana University 
 Kent State University 
 Lehigh University 
 Loyola Marymount University 
 Marquette University 
 Michigan State University 
 Mississippi State University 
 Missouri State University 
 Montana State University 
 North Carolina State University 
 Northeastern University 
 Oakland University 
 Ohio State University 
 Old Dominion University 
 Pennsylvania State University 
 Rice University 
 Rochester Institute of 
Technology 
 San Francisco State University 
 Seattle University 
 Stanford University 
 Syracuse University 
 Temple University 
 Texas A&M University 

 Texas Christian University 
 Tulane University 
 UC Berkeley 
 University of Alabama 
 University of Alaska 
Anchorage 
 University of Arizona 
 University of Arkansas 
 University of Baltimore 
 University 
of California–Davis 
 University of California–Los 
Angeles 
 University of Colorado 
 University of Connecticut 
 University of Denver 
 University of Georgia 
 University of Houston 
 University of Idaho 
 University of Illinois–
Urbana-Champaign 
 University of Kansas 
 University of Maryland 
 University of 
Massachusetts–Amherst 
 University of Miami 
 University of Michigan 
 University of Minnesota 
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 University 
of Missouri–Columbia 
 University of Missouri–
Kansas City 
 University 
of Nebraska–Lincoln 
 University of Nevada–Reno 
 University of New Mexico 
 University of North 
Carolina–Chapel Hill 
 University of Oklahoma 

 University of Rhode Island 
 University of South Alabama 
 University of South Florida 
 University of Southern California 
 University of Tennessee–
Knoxville 
 University of Texas at San 
Antonio 
 University of Virginia 
 University of Washington 
 Utah State University 

 Vanderbilt University 
 Virginia Commonwealth 
University 
 Virginia Tech 
 Wake Forest University 
 Washington State University 
 Wayne State University 
 Western Michigan University 
 Wichita State University 
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