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corporate entrepreneurial identity and practices construction

Abstract: While existing literature assumes that organizational members can be corporate entrepreneurs and champion entrepreneurship initiatives, little is known of how they become corporate entrepreneurs and how entrepreneurial behavior practices develop within an organization. The paper draws from the identity work practices literature to argue for the mediating role the construction of an entrepreneurial identity by organizational members has in the development of entrepreneurial practices within an organization, in the absence of prior entrepreneurial experience by the organization. Two instrumental cases, exploring the identity work practices the champions of two corporate venturing programs employed to reconstruct their identity and to project elements of entrepreneurial behavior, are presented. We aim to illustrate how these identity work practices resulted in the creation of a new community of practice within the parent corporation, which other organizational members recognized as entrepreneurial.
Introduction
How do corporate entrepreneurs construct their corporate identity, and does this process influence the exemplification of entrepreneurial behavior in the organization? It is well established by social psychologists that organizational members derive part of their identity and sense of self from the organizations within which they work and belong to (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Recalling the sociological metaphor of the organization as the structure and its members as the agency of a social system, it appears that agency derives its identity from the pre-existing structure. In the context of corporate entrepreneurship though, the entrepreneurial agent by default identifies less with the structure and behaves as maverick, projecting traits of entrepreneurial behavior. Indeed, corporate entrepreneurs are individuals who take higher risks than their colleagues, and are inclined to use unconventional methods and practices in championing their initiatives. This empirical observation is supported by Shepherd and Haynie’s (2009) work on the need for entrepreneurs to manage the micro-identity of belonging (organizational identity) and the micro-identity of being distinctive (entrepreneurial identity), in order to enhance their psychological well-being.
Assuming that certain organizational members initially identify with the organization (identity of belonging), the paper questions how the same members develop an entrepreneurial identity (identity of distinctiveness). We draw from the identity work literature to unfold the process of constructing an entrepreneurial identity at the individual level (Alvesson et al., 2008; Sveningsson &Alvesson, 2003), in the absence of prior entrepreneurial experience from the organization. We explore a) the identity demands placed on organizational members to develop an entrepreneurial identity, either from the organizational context or from self-motivation, and b) the identity work organizational members engage in to construct the entrepreneurial identity.
Existing literature in the organizational identity field informs us that identity is manifested through behavior (Ashforth et al., 2008), and that “people learn their identities by projecting them into an environment and observing the consequences” (Weick, 1995: 23). Observable indicators of identity enactments have been categorized by Ashforth (2001) into a) identity makers (physical attributes), b) performance outcomes, and c) behavior itself. Drawing from this stream of literature, we explore a) how the identity work organizational members are engaged in to construct an entrepreneurial identity is also enacted through entrepreneurial behavior, and b) whether the exemplification of entrepreneurial behavior by these members gives rise to entrepreneurship practices. 
We bring together these two streams of research questions to propose that the construction of a corporate entrepreneurial identity by organizational members has a mediating role in the development of entrepreneurial practices within an organization, in the absence of prior entrepreneurial experience by the organization. The entrepreneurship literature provides an extensive number of studies of what constitutes entrepreneurial behavior (e.g. Miller, 1983; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996), but little is known of how such behavior is socially constructed within an organization and how organizational members identify specific practices as entrepreneurial. We anticipate that by focusing on the transformation process of organizational members into corporate entrepreneurs, we can unfold the origins of the way entrepreneurial practices are socially constructed. The paper aims to analytically link the individual (identity construction) and organizational (organizational practices) levels of analysis by emphasizing the bridging role of identity work practices.
The paper starts with a review of the behavior and trait approach in entrepreneurship literature to explore whether an individual is or becomes a corporate entrepreneur. It proceeds by incorporating the identity work practices literature, proposing the moderating role of identity work practices in constructing the identity of a corporate entrepreneur. The projection of an entrepreneurial identity by these individuals is proposed to generate the formation of entrepreneurial practices, which can be recognized and adopted by other organizational members. We gain understanding from two empirical cases to illustrate how two organizational members at a certain time in their life became corporate entrepreneurs and championed two corporate venturing programs, forming venturing practices which were adopted by other organizational members, as the parent corporations of the two programs had no prior venturing experience. Appropriate propositions are developed. The paper concludes with a discussion on the analytical and methodological implications of the proposed relationship between identity work practices at the individual level and the creation of entrepreneurial practices at the organizational level.
In dialogue with theory

Being or becoming a corporate entrepreneur

One of the long standing debates in the field of entrepreneurship is whether the research lens should focus on the personality traits and characteristics of the individual enacting on an entrepreneurial opportunity or whether to focus on the behavior of the individual, leading to the creation of a new venture within a given context (Sandberg, 1992). The trait approach argues that knowing who the entrepreneur is (demographic, educational and personality variables) could predict enactment of entrepreneurial action. On the other hand, the behavioral approach is interested on how the individual behaves and the set of actions exemplifying entrepreneurial behavior (Gartner, 1989), viewing the entrepreneur as member of a given context and as a mediator in the creation of new organizations.

When the entrepreneurial process takes place within the boundaries of an established organization, researchers move from the individual level of analysis to the organizational, labeling it “corporate entrepreneurship”. This stream of research perceives entrepreneurship as a firm behavior (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990, Covin & Slevin, 1991). It argues that in order to characterize a firm as “entrepreneurial” and to distinguish it from a non-entrepreneurial one, a certain degree of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) needs to be exhibited, as encompassed by the level of autonomy, risk-taking, proactiveneses and innovativeness by the firm’s behavior (Miller, 1983; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Even within the organizational boundaries, organizational processes and actions which exhibit risk-taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness are perceived by organizational members as “entrepreneurial”.
In the case of corporate entrepreneurship, the enactment of entrepreneurial actions lies on organizational members who pursue the exploitation of opportunities using corporate resources, leading to the creation of new ventures which reside within or outside the organizational boundaries (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999). While existing literature praises the role of individuals acting as champions in facilitating the enactment of entrepreneurial behavior (Day, 1992), it is still unclear whether the EO of the organizational context or the personality traits of these organizational members moderate the demonstration of entrepreneurial behavior. Empirical evidences inform us that certain organizational members at a given time decide to move further from their organizational role and demonstrate entrepreneurial behavior, which identifies them as entrepreneurs, but it is still unclear what has motivated this transformation.

The organizational context is significant moderator in influencing the formation of organizational members’ entrepreneurial intentions and beliefs regarding whether they can be entrepreneurs and how to become entrepreneurs (Harper, 2003). A supportive top management team and corporate culture to entrepreneurial behavior, the existence of available resources, and prior organizational experience in entrepreneurial activities are considered as contributors in enhancing organizational members’ entrepreneurial traits and as facilitators for the execution of entrepreneurial plans (Kuratko et al., 2004).
In the absence though of role modes of corporate entrepreneurial behavior within the organization, how organizational members decide at certain times of their life to move further from their corporate role and develop an entrepreneurial behavior. The social psychology literature informs us that the enactment of a given behavior can be regarded as a probabilistic outcome of identification (Ashforth et al., 2008). The individuals construct a self-identity, which influences their goals, values, beliefs, and knowledge and is exemplified through behavioral traits aligned to their identity. Based on this steam of literature, it is probable that the enactment of entrepreneurial behavior by organizational members is an outcome of them constructing an entrepreneurial identity for themselves. The existing entrepreneurship literature is not analytically equipped to explain this identity reconstruction process organizational members undergo.
Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory informs us of the sensebreaking and sensemaking process individuals undergo in forming self-efficacy (competence expectations) and locus-of-control (contingency expectations) beliefs regarding which goal they are able to achieve and the conditions on which their goals are depended upon (Harper, 2003). In the entrepreneurship context, this stream of literature informs us of how individuals form beliefs, perceptions and consequently develop behaviors in pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities, while being influenced by their immediate environment. Individuals go through an internal process in forming entrepreneurial intentions and in deciding to embark upon entrepreneurial ventures. In the corporate entrepreneurship field though, we know little of how organizational members negotiate the formation of entrepreneurial intentions with their managerial role. If the enactment of entrepreneurial behavior by them undergoes an identity reconstruction process, the existing corporate entrepreneurship literature does not explain the impact of this process at the organizational level of analysis, considering that once these individuals are identified as “entrepreneurs”, they are perceived as role models of entrepreneurial behavior within their organizational context (Day, 1992).
Social categorization and entrepreneurial identity within organizations
The process through which individuals create, sustain and change their identity has long preoccupied the interest of management scholars, of social and organizational psychologists. Social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfer &Turner, 1986) and social categorization theory (SCT) (Hogg &Terry, 2000) provide powerful analytical frameworks to explain and unfold individual’s identification process. While frequently incorporated, the two theories are distinctive as SIT examines how individuals “understand and position themselves and others in terms of social group categories” and SCT investigates what leads individuals “to view themselves as unique individuals in some circumstances and, in others, to define self through group membership, thereby depersonalizing aspects of identity” (Alvesson et al., 2008). 
Individuals’ entry and socialization within an organization challenges the balance between their personal and social identities. Personal identity captures “a person’s unique sense of self” (Postmes & Jennet, 2006: 260) highlighting the individuals personal distinctiveness in terms of personality traits, abilities and interests, while social identity captures “an individual’s self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his membership of a social group” (Tajfel, 1978: 63). The fundamental difference between the two identity conceptualizations is “their perspective levels of self” (Ashforth et al., 2008: 327). While personal identities are idiosyncratic and categories into individuals, social identities are shared by members and categories into social units. In viewing the “entrepreneur” identity from this perspective, it can be concluded that following the social perspective of self an identification process with collectives and a social role is facilitated, which other individuals may share. 
This is significant for the corporate entrepreneurship literature, as one of its main challenges is the engagement of organizational members with activities and behaviors identified as “entrepreneurial”. A reflection of this challenge is how organizational members become (more) entrepreneurial and demonstrate elements of entrepreneurial orientation (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1991), and they manage o balance their “entrepreneurial” and “administrative” or “managerial” role. The use of these two categories to label organizational behavior and activities creates two broad inclusive social categorization units within the boundaries of an organization. The three dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation serve as categorization dimensions in describing the “entrepreneurial” unit. The social categorization theory informs us that when individuals enter and socialize into an organization they encounter such social units and an evaluation process of their social identity stars (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Organizational identification theory informs us that in the organizational context such a process is assumed to yield commitment and loyalty to the unit that fulfils their identity needs (Elsbach, 1999). The encounter with a social unit, which shares the characteristics of an entrepreneurial group, may trigger a process for organizational members to manage or even negotiate (Kreiner & Sheep, 2006) their corporate identity. This negotiation involves finding a balance between their “managerial” and their “entrepreneurial” micro-identities (Shepherd & Haynie, 2009). 

What these streams of literature inform us about is that once an “entrepreneurial” social category is created within an organization other organizational members, besides the corporate entrepreneurs, could evaluate their self-identity and decide to refine it adopting an “entrepreneurial” identity as well. However, these streams of literature do not inform us how organizational members reconstruct their corporate identity and develop an “entrepreneurial identity” category within an organization, in the absence of such a priory social category. It is still unclear which are the mechanisms contributing to this process and whether the organizational context imposes specific identity demands on the organizational members.

Identity work in the corporate entrepreneurship context
The construction of an “entrepreneurial” social identity within an organization by individuals who at a certain time re-evaluate their social “managerial” identity and develop an “entrepreneurial” identity is the prime gap this paper sought to help fill. The transformation from “being a corporate manager” to “becoming an entrepreneur within the corporation” implies a process of identity construction which has been explored by the identity work literature. 
Sveningsson and Alvesson (2003: 1165) were among the first to provide a formal definitions of identity work as a formal conceptualization of the way in which individuals are continuously “engaged in forming, repairing, maintaining, strengthening or revising the constructions that are productive of a sense of coherence and distinctiveness”. It is the ongoing process “an individual undertakes in constructing an understanding of self that is coherent, distinct and positively valued” (Alvesson, et al., 2008:15). Central role to this process are the sub-processes of sensebreaking (Pratt, 2000) and sensemaking (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991) through which the enactment of an identity by individuals within the organizational context is evaluated by the context (Ashforth et al., 2008). Through sensebreaking, individuals challenge their personal and social identity allowing for identity exploration to occur, questioning who they are and generating identity narratives (Ashforth et al., 2008). The feedback from the organizational context refines the newly constructed identity through sensemaking, as individuals project their identity into their context and observe the consequences (Weick, 1995). Ashforth (2001) argues that the enactment of identity is grouped in three categories: a) elements of the physical environment, b) the individual’s performance, and the individual’s behavior. 
In the corporate entrepreneurship context, as organizational members construct an “entrepreneurial” identity, we expect that they are engaged in an intensive sensebreaking process, as they challenge the existing combination of resources and the way the environment is conceptualize to identity discontinuities, resulting in refining their self-efficacy and locus of control beliefs (Bandura, 1977). When the organizational context rewards the outcomes of their sensebreaking process, it is expected that this would lead to a sensemaking process of constructing cognitive frames around the identified discontinuities and interpreting them as opportunities, which they can pursue and commit their efforts. This process implies psychological and financial risks for them, as they abandon the security of their corporate role to embark in a venture of uncertain outcomes. They operate autonomously taking responsibility of their actions and of pursuing the identified opportunity. They are proactive in refining their self-efficacy and in exploring the conditions upon which their venture is depended. In other words, we expect them to behave though actions which demonstrate autonomy, risk taking and innovation (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). We argue that these set of actions are among the identity work practices organizational members use to construct their “entrepreneurial identity”, but also to exemplify their entrepreneurial behavior.
The paper proposes that the use of identity work practices by organizational members who become corporate entrepreneurs has also a significant influence at the organizational level. The enactment of the entrepreneurial behavior through identity work practices is recognized by other organizational members as entrepreneurial behavior practices. Based on the social categorization theory, we expect some of the other organizational members to identity with them and also construct an entrepreneurial behavior, resulting to a particular way to conduct entrepreneurial activities within the organization. Kostova (1999: 309-310) defines organizational practices “as particular ways of conducting organizational functions that have evolved over time under the influence of an organization's history, people, interests, and actions and that have become institutionalized in the organization”. This paper argues that the identity work practices organizational members use to construct their “entrepreneurial” identity provide the founding elements for the creation of entrepreneurship practices, which evolve over time, are shared and accepted by other organizational members.
DRawing inference from the empirical context
In order to contextualize the theoretical grounds of the paper, we draw from the empirical context of the corporate venturing programs of two multinational corporations (Corporation A and Corporation V). Pseudonymous have been used instead of the real names of individuals and organizations to protect their anonymity. The paper draws data from an extended study we conducted in summer 2003 on how corporate venturing programs are initiated and configured within the parent corporations and how they evolve as organizational entities. The two cases were selected for the purpose of this paper for their instrumental role (Stake, 2000) in illustrating how the identity work practices used by the champions of the venturing activities (“Brian” in Corporation A and “James” in Corporation V) led to the social construction of the internal (the “Aster” venturing program of Corporation A) and external (the “Verde” venturing program of Corporation V) venturing activities of the parent corporations. While not being part of the original research design, the identity construction of the champions of two venturing programs out of the four programs participating in the study emerged as significant in explaining how specific entrepreneurship practices were developed and how venturing was socially constructed as a practice in the parent corporations. The emergence of constructs not being a priori considered by the researcher (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) is one of the advantages of employing a qualitative research methodology. 
Data collection
In all four cases of the extended study, we conducted semi-structured interviews with the champions and members of the venturing programs, as well as with senior management, who were not directly involved in the venturing activities. The interviews were tape-recorded and lasted between one and two and a half hour. Most of the interviews were conducted face-to-face, while some of the interviewees preferred a telephone interview due to time schedule commitments. Even though telephone interviews may be impersonal and might be criticised for poor structure, they should not be considered of inferior quality (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). The advantage of a semi-structured interview guide is its sufficient openness to emerging themes and its ability to be improvised “in a careful and theorized way” (Wengraft, 2001: 5).
In this paper, the narratives of six interviewees (three from each venturing program) are used. Each case study was composed drawing from the interview with the champion of the venturing program, and from the interviews of another two members of the program’s teams. Table 1 outlines the characteristics of the six interviewees. The two cases also are instrumental in illustrating how entrepreneurial identity is constructed at the individual level as the outcome of an induced strategy initiated by top management and implemented by middle management (“Aster” program), and as the outcome of an autonomous behavior initiated and implemented by the middle management (“Verde” program) (Burgelman, 1983; Covin & Miles, 2007). The differences in the organizational context of the two venturing programs represent different identity demands for the organizational members. Secondary data in the form of company reports, media releases and case studies written for the two cases by other academics were used to validate the interviewees’ narratives.
Insert Table 1 around here
Data analysis

We combined a mixture of principles applied in grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and the logic of analytic induction in analyzing the data. We employed a coding strategy allowing for codes to emerge inductively and progressively introducing constructs as used in the identity work literature. We started by developing propositions on how identity is constructed and we proceeded by testing their validity until they are supported by the two cases. The transcripts of “Brian” and “James” were treated differently from the remaining four, as the two individuals formed the “entrepreneurial” identity which the others embraced. For these two transcripts, we employed first order coding to identify a) how the individuals’ personal beliefs and attributes were reviewed (opportunity identification, access to resources, position in organizational structure), b) the outcomes of the sensebreaking and sensemaking process (leadership, locus of control), and c) the exemplification of entrepreneurial behavior (risk-taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness). Further, we used second order coding to identity the actions used by the champions of the two venturing programs to transform these behavioral attributes into practices. At this phase of the analysis, we involved the transcripts of the other four interviewees to explore how they experienced this process and how they recognized these practices as entrepreneurial.
Reporting of findings and development of propositions
Empirical setting

Corporation A, a telecommunications company, got involved in CV activities with the intention to extract “hidden value” from its R&D activities. In the late 1990s, the CEO of the R&D division was increasingly becoming anxious as the results of an internal audit revealed a substantial number (around 15,000) of patents, but also the absence of any value creation out of them. Pressure was mounting up, as shareholders became critical of the corporation’s inability to capitalize on intellectual property (IP), especially when it became public knowledge that the corporation had missed out the opportunity to commercialize patents which could have made a significant contribution to the corporation’s net value. Further, the R&D division’s scientists were becoming frustrated not seeing their contribution recognized and their ideas reaching the market. The role of the “Aster” venturing program was to internally identify business opportunities, to nurture and grow them through an incubation process and eventually to spin them out as independent ventures.
Corporation V, a company operating in the media and financial services sector, used the “Verde” venturing program as a vehicle to make minority investments in externally developed technological ventures. With a global network of B2C and B2B customers, the organization was highly dependent on information technologies. Historically, the organization had been keen in following developments is “disruptive technologies”, as they presented potential threats to its operations as well as opportunities to explore. Such was the case of the emergence of network technologies in the middle 1990s, which could jeopardize the organization’s core corporate technological competencies. The role of the “Verde” venturing program was to identify such ventures and invest in them, in exchange of access to their technological know-how and financial returns from the ventures’ IPO. Corporation V’s Technology Office was responsible to decide on using the acquired technological know-how. The “Verde” program’s team focused on the financial aspect of their investment portfolio and on maximizing its potential. Table 2 provides a summary of the two venturing programs’ attributes.
Insert Table 2 around here

Becoming a corporate entrepreneur: Reconstructing the champion’s social identity
Corporation A: In 1999, the CEO of the R&D division of Corporation A had a clear vision on dealing with the division’s IP. Besides aiming at generating value out of it, it was important for him to establish a commercialization process and mentality within the division. Considering possible paths to extract value out of the patent portfolio of the corporation, in December 1999 the CEO approached Brian to lead the establishment of the “Aster” venturing program. Corporation A did not have a significant experience in venturing activities, apart from some informal attempts in 1997 from a commercialization team within the division. 
Brian joined Corporation A in 1967 and since then he had held a variety of posts at the organization across sales, product management and development, gaining significant experience in the telecoms industry. He knew how the organization worked and where the problems within it lay. Brian, between December 1999 and April 2000 when the “Aster” venturing program was launched, contacted and spent time with key scientists in the labs of the division’s industrial park, trying to understand their expertise and the business potential of the IP created. He was quite sensitive to notice the frustration of the scientists not seeing their ideas being rewarded by the top management. The 5,000 highly skilled scientists of the division were feeling quite strong about their ideas, but they were not supported in turning this confidence into business ideas. Following this, Brian realized that he was the appropriate candidate to take up the job of extracting the division’s “hidden value” through a commercialization processes and by illuminating the creativity and passion of the people involved in these processes.
Corporation V: James had been working for Corporation V since 1984 as a salesman of the organization’s services to financial institutions. Through this experience, he observed that in markets regulated by the state, technology is the core feature of Corporation V’s offerings. He developed an interest in information technologies, searching for the latest developments in the field. He started to commission small firms to build technological projects for the corporation. By 1994, he could realize that smaller startup companies, such as Netscape, had developed network technologies (the internet protocol) similar to these of Corporation V. 
He could foresee that in the scenario that internet based technologies were successful and adopted by other companies, Corporation V’s operations were directly threatened. He had followed the development of small entrepreneurial firms in Silicon Valley, which were built around the technological platform of the internet and had advanced its features. He realized that instead of commissioning projects to small firms, Corporation V needed to take an option by investing in such startups and to gain access to their technological know-how. In 1994, James convinced his boss to leave his sales position and to move to California, in order to start networking with startups, to get to know the rules of engagement with them and to understand their technology. In 1995, he made the first minority equity investment in a start up called “Delta”, which achieved $848m market capitalization in the first week of its public offering. In 1999, James achieved the formal establishment of a formal corporate venture capital unit in the form of the “Verde” venturing program.
Both Brian and James were not established entrepreneurs, but driven from the external conditions and from the strong belief in their capabilities decided to adopt an entrepreneurial role. In their narratives, they do not identify themselves only as members of their parent corporations, but also as the architects behind the venturing programs, and as the individuals who dedifferentiated from the rest of the organization to do so. In the case of Brian, the demand to revise his corporate role and identity were imposed from the top management of the R&D division in Corporation A. In the case of James, the demand to revise his corporate role and identity came from his strong belief on his capabilities and his motivation to “shine” within Corporation V. Table 3 provides an outline of how Brian and James reviewed their self-efficacy, the outcomes of the sensebreaking and sensemaking process they went through and how this led to the exemplification of entrepreneurial behavior.

Insert Table 3 around here
At the core of the reconstruction of Brian’s and James’s self-efficacy is the identification of an opportunity around a discontinuity related to their parent corporations, the access to tangible and intangible resources (finances and knowledge), and their position in the organizational hierarchy. These factors appear to have an influence on the belief of whether or not they are able to put required actions into practice (Bandura, 1997). These factors positively regulated their motivation, cognitive resources and courses of action needed in order to take control over the discontinuity in question. In Corporation A, this discontinuity was related to the mismatch between IP capacity of the organization and the value generated from it. In the case of Corporation V, this discontinuity was related to the threat emerging technologies were imposing on the competitive advantage of the organization.

 In the case of Brian, the extended engagement with the scientists of the R&D division made him appreciate their participation in the organization’s innovation. Besides fulfilling the objectives of the division’s CEO to create value out of the corporate IP, Brian realized that there was an innovative way to mobilize organizational members toward this direction by creating the conditions for them to develop a commercial mindset. He positively interpreted his findings as an opportunity (Thomas et al., 1993). In the case of James, his acquired knowledge in the field of network and information technologies allowed him to identify an emerging set of “disruptive technologies”, which the in-house technology office had not expertise in. He realized that besides following the existing organizational practices in acquiring such technologies, a new, more economic and effective way to do so existed and required their acquisition through minority investments to the startups, which had developed them. This was an opportunity for the organization, but for him as well. James realized that enacting on this discontinuity “is my thing, my opportunity”.
Both Brian and James were positioned close to influential for their organizational divisions’ senior management (CEO and CFO, respectively). Throughout their long presence within the organizations they had gained exposure to a variety of positions and gained knowledge of their organizations’ formal and informal structures and norms. They had developed their own network of interpersonal affiliations across the hierarchy. Brian was the personal choice of the R&D division’s CEO to champion the “Aster” program, while the CFO of Corporation V knew James and his capabilities to trust him with the establishment of a venture fund. Their position in the hierarchical structure and the interpersonal relationships with senior management facilitated their access to financial and non-financial resources, as well as provided them with legitimacy over enacting on the opportunities they had identified. Their intraorganizational interactions reinforced their motivation to enact on the opportunities, and indirectly to set specific goals around them (Locke & Latham, 1990).
Through the reconstruction process of their self-efficacy, Brian and James engage in a series of sensemaking and sensebreaking processes. Their reinforced self-efficacy guides these processes, through which the two individuals compose innovative contingencies between actions and outcomes, create frames of reference and break through from existing ways of combining resources. In the case of Brian, the involvement of the scientists in the commercialization process he was suggesting was a departure from existing organizational practices, which supported the compartmentalization of organizational roles. The conceptualization of an incubation process to develop ventures around patents from Brian was innovative and represented the cognitive framework which explained his vision and how it would be operationalized. James, on the other hand, introduces a less costly and timely process in gaining access to technologies, in contrast to the existing organizational practice to develop these technologies in-house. The conceptualization of the creation of a corporate venture capital fund to acquire such technologies was innovative for the corporate standards and provided to the rest of the organization a cognitive framework to understand the operations and expected outcomes of his visions.
As an outcome of the sensemaking and sensebreaking processes they engaged in, both Brian and James formed contingent expectations about their self-efficacy, pushing them toward taking ownership and leadership over the identified opportunities. Further, following from this process, both Brian and James positively refined their beliefs over locus of control in their decision to take action on the identified opportunities. As outlined in Table 3, Brian and James have been recognized as the leaders of the two venturing programs. This is also exemplified from their involvement in core decisions regarding the configuration of the business model, the operational objectives and members of the venturing programs. The sensemaking process also allowed them to identify internal and external stakeholders, who influenced the operations of the venturing programs. Brian realized that the venturing program he was proposing was highly depended on the willingness of the scientists of the R&D division to collaborate with him, and on the support (political and financial) of the division’s top management team. He proactively developed an extensive intrarganizational network of contacts within the organization and aimed at capitalizing on the emotional involvement of the scientists in the incubation process. He also aligned the operations of his proposed venturing program to the organization’s process orientation to satisfy the efficiency needs of the top management. James, on the other hand, due to the orientation of his proposed venturing program to invest in externally developed technologies, realized that his vision was highly depended on external stakeholders such as high-technology startups and venture capitalists. The latter could have provided him with legitimacy in an area which James had no prior experience or investment record. He proactively established an extensive network on interorganizational contacts, initially in Silicon Valley and then in the UK, Europe and Asia. He was also aware that as a bottom up initiative, his vision needed the political and financial support from the top management. He aligned the business model of his proposed venturing program to meet the efficiency of the top management by adopting financial criteria as core element in conducting venturing investments.
Within their own organizational context, both Brian and James demonstrated elements of entrepreneurial behavior which distinguished them from other organizational members. Their personalities and characteristics might have contributed positively in developing a strong belief of self-efficacy that they can act entrepreneurially within their organizational context, but they are also aware that their previous experience and determination could make them capable to deliver an entrepreneurial task. Additionally, this process led to the realization of a set of actions needed to be taken within their specific organizational context for their vision to be fulfilled. Both Brian and James demonstrated autonomy in their actions; they took risks and became innovative and proactive, at a degree not met in other organizational members (see Table 3). More importantly, they identified original principles and values shaping their activities and work practices. Brian developed a strong process orientation in conducting venturing activities, and in mobilizing his colleagues’ and scientists’ passion in commercializing IP patents. He challenged them to think outside the box and to be enthusiastic in moving away from their day-to-day tasks and to think about innovative, smart and interesting ideas. James also developed a process orientation and made sure that the “Verde” venturing program set clear financial criteria to guide its operations. He took a hands-on approach in reaching out to start-ups and making profitable investments. He constantly learned from his actions and the experience he gained from negotiating with these firms. He was not afraid to take a calculated risk and invite in the “Verde” program people who he trusted and who had proven their business skills.

Through this process, both Brian and James developed a set of certain actions and practices to enact on their vision, contributing to the genesis of identity work practices. They created an organizational prototype of attitudes and practices, which can be detected in the way Brian and James talk about the two venturing programs. Brian, when asked to define the approach the corporation took toward corporate venturing, says that “What I was about, was very clearly …” to go on and explain the features of the business model and rationale behind the “Aster” program. James, distinguishing himself, his approach and capabilities from other organizational teams and members by using the first person, explained that: “They [other venturing teams] started, when I was first involved, on the strategic side [referring to the criteria to evaluate business ideas] they made some very bad investments, in medical, in cable, very bad investments they all lost all the money. And when I got involved, I put the discipline in place that first, it must be financially viable, and only then you do look for the strategic benefit”. 
Drawing from this discussion, it is proposed that:

Proposition 1: The construction of an entrepreneurial identity from organizational members requires a reconstruction of their self-efficacy and the initiation of a sensemaking and sensebreaking process around a discontinuity. 

Proposition 2: The construction of an entrepreneurial identity by organizational members is enacted through practices which exemplify autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking and proactiveness.
Using identity work practices to build maverick teams
These organizational prototypes encompassed Brian’s and James’s values, clear goals, beliefs, knowledge and capabilities on how to successfully conduct venturing activities. A very distinctive content of their entrepreneurial identity had emerged and became visible to other organizational members. Their colleagues referred to the distinctiveness of their behavior and their reputation of being “mavericks” emerged in the organizational discourse. In their colleagues’ eyes, they followed a controversial but innovative ways in achieving their goals. They bypassed corporate traditions and created venturing programs, which enjoyed the full support from the top management. Core to both programs was the new combination of resources and capabilities, and this element of newness was upsetting and challenging for both corporations. The underlying rationale of both programs was to create a positive destruction to the way the R&D division of Corporation A and the Technology Office of Corporation V operated until then.

The data suggest that the contingent expectations, the practices and values developed by the organizational members while constructing their “entrepreneurial” identity influence the way the cognitive frameworks of the venturing programs are constructed. This influence is quite obvious on the way the organizational profile and objectives of the two programs were formed. As Colin argues, the “Verde” venturing program, due to its financial governance orientation and success, started to be perceived as a “goldmine” within the organization. Brian had a strong belief that scientists needed to feel confident and comfortable with the commercialization process he introduced through the “Aster” program, for the latter to be successful. He developed an open and welcoming psychical environment around his program, he employed his interpersonal skills to communicate face to face with them, and invited the scientists for “a coffee and a chat” in order to construct an innovative organizational profile for the “Aster” program. 

These were among the few identity work practices the two corporate entrepreneurs used to align their own vision and entrepreneurial behavior with the attributes, the organizational profile and the discourse created around the two venturing units. Table 4 provides a detailed outline of the work practices Brian and James, and their teams used. The data suggest that these practices can be categorized in the daily practices, the intraorganizational and interorganizational communication practices, the intraorganizational networking and interaction practices, and the recruitment practices the venturing teams employed. Comparing these practices across the identity construction process Brian and James underwent, it is suggested that elements of their individual “entrepreneurial” identity are present at the way the venturing teams conduct their operations. 
Insert Table 4 around here
A reflection of Brian’s vision about the “Aster” venturing program role and of his entrepreneurial identity is the criteria he used to recruit and also to deny membership to individuals willing to join the venturing team: “if they want to come in and work in a commercial environment and learn a lot of new skills and they are excited by the idea and are passionate about a company being created and helping it drive forward, that’s what we are there for … I have one or two people who wanted to join and asked for pay rises and whenever anybody asked me for any expenditure on [the “Aster program], I turned them away”. The projection of such characteristics allowed other organizational members to recognize the “Aster” venturing team as a distinctive entity, which is entrepreneurial and they were keen to join in. As Brian comments: “I never advertise for one of them [posts in the “Aster” team] … I’d just get people turn up”. Martin who was among the first members to join the venturing team argues that he encountered “one of the most entrepreneurial environments I’ve ever been” and he identified with the program’s projected characteristics. He and Tony use the first plural person to describe their daily activities, by referring to factors such as “passion” and “commercial outlook” in a similar way Brian uses these factors in his narrative, as contributors to the program’s success and as motivators to become the champion of the program. Martin argues that their team “built paths” on the identified opportunity in the R&D division for other organizational members to follow. Martin goes on to compare their team with other organizational teams using the term “entrepreneurial” as a differentiating factor.
James’s vision of how to conduct minority equity investments was the main attractors for Andrew and Colin to join the “Verde” program’s team. Andrew argues that “I liked [James], and I liked his vision on things and so forth, so a lot of those characteristics were right”. Colin identifies to a great degree with the “Verde” program and he explains that his goal was to join the team, “which just happened to be inside of [Corporation V]”. Both Colin and Andrew identify James as the individual who influenced the approach the “Verde” program took in conducting corporate venturing activities. As Colin argues, they just extended what James had already set up. They use the first person to describe the program’s targets, operations and daily activities. Further, Colin was responsible for recruiting individuals to join the venturing team, embracing the criteria and competences which James had used in previous years to recruit him and to set up the program’s business model: “process orientation”, “sound knowledge of finances”, “networking skills”. Both Andrew and Colin use these variables to differentiate the cultural traits of their team from other organizational teams. They perceive the performance of the “Verde” program as superior from this of others, by taking a more professional approach in conducting venturing activities. This perception reconciles with James’s perception of how distinctive his vision of the venturing program has been from other existing activities within the organization. 
The data suggest a coherency between the personal vision of both Brian and James in conducting venturing activities as an outcome of the construction of their corporate entrepreneurial identity, and the identity work practices they used to enact on it on the characteristics of the venturing programs they created. The data also suggest that the identity work practices served to differentiate the two venturing programs from other activities, organizational teams and groups within the organization, by emphasizing the superiority of their operations, their cultural traits, and their performance, and the high profile they had developed outside the organizational boundaries. These practices worked to the benefit of the teams created to run the venturing programs, reinforcing their operational boundaries, and increasing the level of loyalty to the champion’s vision. Drawing from this discussion, it is proposed that: 

Proposition 3: The use of identity work practices by corporate entrepreneurs is recognized by other organizational members as enactment of entrepreneurial behavior. 

Proposition 4: The identity work practices corporate entrepreneurs use to construct their corporate identity are perceived as corporate entrepreneurship practices by other organizational members.
Conclusion
Drawing from the corporate entrepreneurship context, and the identity work literature, the paper questions how organizational members become corporate entrepreneurs, and how this process influences the exemplification of entrepreneurial behavior in the organization. The paper proposes that role the construction of the “entrepreneurial” identity at the individual level has in explaining this process, when the organization has no prior corporate entrepreneurship experience. We suggest that during the process through which organizational members negotiate and reconstruct their corporate identity by balancing their “managerial” and “entrepreneurial” micro-identities, practices which exemplify entrepreneurial behavior emerge. These practices are part of the identity work the corporate entrepreneurs engage in, driven by organizational and self-motivated identity demands. When these practices are recognized by other organizational members as exemplars of corporate entrepreneurial behavior, they become organizational practices on how to conduct entrepreneurial activities within the organization. The paper also suggests the role of the organizational context in the identity work organizational members engage in becoming corporate entrepreneurs a) either by imposing identity demands in the case of induced entrepreneurial initiatives, or b) by supporting the self-motivated identity work of organizational members in the case of autonomous entrepreneurial initiatives. 

We used the empirical context of corporate venturing to suggest that by focusing on the transformation process of organizational members into corporate entrepreneurs, we can unfold the origins of the way entrepreneurial practices are socially constructed. The paper aims to analytically link the individual (identity construction) and organizational (organizational practices) levels of analysis by emphasizing the bridging role of identity work practices. Exploring the origins of the way entrepreneurial behavior is locally constructed within organizations could inform us on the mechanisms and the role organizational members and context have. Further, it could inform us on the variations of configurations of entrepreneurial behavior met at the empirical world.

The paper contributes to a dynamic approach in studying the development of corporate entrepreneurship practices. By focusing on the practices constituting the enactment of entrepreneurial behavior could provide entrepreneurship scholars with a better understanding of how these practices evolve, are shared and institutionalized in an organization. We offer a social identification perspective in explaining how once constructed entrepreneurial practices are embraced by other organizational members

The empirical data presented in the paper were not collected with the intention to study the identity work of corporate entrepreneurs. However, during the interviews and the data analysis the construction of the “entrepreneurial” identity by Brian and James explained why specific venturing practices were adopted by the venturing programs they championed. Besides the methodological limitations, the theoretical propositions put forward by this paper aim to suggest relationships (Yin, 1994), and to argue for the mediating role identity work practices at the individual level have in constructing practices which other organizational members can recognise, identify with and adopt. They still need to be tested across organizational and cultural contexts in order to be generalized to the population. 

The research design used in the extended study did not also allow capturing the cognitive process the champions of the two venturing programs undertook to construct their “entrepreneurial” identity and identity work practices. Rather, the paper used evidences describing the outcome of this process, as perceived and described by the champions and other members of the CV teams, as recipients of these practices. Further research is required to study the cognitive process corporate entrepreneurs undertake in evaluating their self-efficacy and locus of control beliefs in reconstructing their identity. The moderating role of contingent factors deriving from the organizational context, such as organizational cultural traits and human resource practices, also needs to be explored.

Another area to expand this study would be to explore more in details the challenges corporate entrepreneurs have in balancing between their “managerial” and “entrepreneurial” identity in both cases of success and failure of their corporate entrepreneurship projects. Failure in the entrepreneurship project may trigger a secondary identity evolution process and upset the balance between their “managerial” and the “entrepreneurial” identity. More theoretical work in this direction is needed.

References
Alvesson, M., Aschcraft, K.L., & Thomas, R. 2008. Identity matters: Reflections on the construction of identity scholarship in Organization Studies. Organization, 15(1): 5-28.

Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S.H., & Corley, K.G. 2008. Identification in organizations: An explanation of four fundamental questions. Journal of Management, 34(3): 325-374.
Ashforth, B. E. 2001. Role transitions in organizational life: An identity-based perspective. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Bandura, A. 1977. Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological Review, 84(2): 191-215.

Burgelman, R.A. 1983. A process model of internal corporate venturing in the diversified major firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28(2): 223-244.

Covin, J.G., & Miles, M.P. 2007. Strategic use of corporate venturing. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 31(2): 183-207.

Covin, J.G., & Slevin, D.P. 1991. A conceptual model of entrepreneurship as firm behavior. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 16(1): 7-25
Day, D.L. 1992. Research linkages between entrepreneurship and strategic management. In D.L. Sexton, & J.D. Kassarda (Eds.), The state of art of the art of entrepreneurship: 117-163. Boston, MA: PWS-Kent Publishing Company.

Elsbach, K.D. 1999. An expanded model of organisational identification. In In B.M. Staw & L.L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior, 21: 163-200. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.
Gartner, W.B. 1989. “Who is an entrepreneur?” is the wrong question. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 13(3): 47-67.
Gioia, D. A., & Chittipeddi, K. 1991. Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic change initiation. Strategic Management Journal, 12: 433-448.
Glaser, B.G., & Strauss, A. 1967. The discovery of grounded theory. Chicago: Aldine.

Harper, D.A. 2003. Foundations of entrepreneurship and economic development. London: Rutledge.

Hogg, M.A & Terry, D.J. 2000. Social identity and self-categorization processes in organizational contexts. Academy of Management Review, 25(1): 121-140.

Kostova, T. 1999. Transactional transfer of strategic organizational practices: A contextual perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 24(2): 308-324.

Kreiner, G.E, & Sheep, M.L. 2006. Where is the “me” among the “we”? Identity work and the search for optimal balance. Academy of Management Journal, 49(5): 1031-1057.

Kuratko, D.F., Ireland, R.D., & Hornsby, J.S. 2004. Corporate entrepreneurship behavior among managers: A review of theory, research and practice. In J.A. Katz, & D.A. Shepherd (Eds.), Advances in entrepreneurship, firm performance and growth, 7: 7-45. Oxford: Elsevier. 

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. 1990. A theory of goal setting and task performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Lindlof, T.R., & Taylor, B.C. 2002. Qualitative communication research methods, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Lumpkin, G.T., & Dess, G.G. 1996. Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review, 21(1): 135-172.

Miller, D. 1983. The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types of firms. Management Science, 29(7): 770-791.
Postmes, T. & Jetten, J. (2006). Reconciling individuality and the group. In, T. Postmes & J. Jetten (Eds.) Individuality and the group: Advances in social identity: 258-269. London: Sage Publications.
Pratt, M. G. 2000. The good, the bad, and the ambivalent: Managing identification among Amway distributors. Administrative Science Quarterly, 45(3): 456-493.
Sandberg, W.R. 1992. Strategic management's potential contributions to a theory of entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 16(3): 73-90.
Sharma, P. & Chrisman, J.J. 1999. Toward a reconciliation of the definitional issues in the field of corporate entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 23(3): 11-27.
Shepherd, D.A., & Haynie, M.J. 2009. Birds of a feather don't always flock together: Identity management in entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 24(4): 316-337.
Stake, R.E. 2000. Case studies, In N.K Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research, (2nd ed.): 435-454. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Stevenson, H.H., & Jarillo, C.J. 1990. A paradigm of entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial management. Strategic Management Journal, 11(Special Issue-Summer): 7-27.

Sveringsson, S., & Alvesson, M. 2003. Managing managerial identities: Organizational fragmentation, discourse and identity struggle. Human Relations, 58(8): 1033-1054.
Tajfer, H., & Turner, J.C. 1986. The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. Worchel & W.G. Austin, (Eds.) Psychology of intergroup relations, (2nd ed.): 7-24. Chicago, IL: Harper & Brother.
Tajfel, H. 1978. Social categorization, social identity and social comparison. In H. Tajfel, (Ed.), Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup relations: 61-76. London: Academic Press.

Thomas, J. B., Clark, S. M., & Gioia, D. A. 1993. Strategic sensemaking and organizational performance: Linkages among scanning, interpretation, action and outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 36(2): 239-270.
Weick, K.E. 1995. Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.
Wengraft, T. 2001. Qualitative research interviewing: Biographic narrative and semi-structured methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications
Yin, R.K. 1994. Case Research Study. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Appendix

Table 1: Interviewees’ characteristics

	
	Association with venturing program
	Core responsibility
	Duration of involvement in venturing program
	Employment background

	“Aster” venturing program of Corporation A

	Brian
	Champion
	Manager and creative leader
	1999- time of interview
	Joined Corporation A in 1967

	Martin
	Head of Business Development 
	Business development and evaluation
	2000- time of interview
	Started his career in Corporation A as scientist, left the corporation to develop his own ventures and re-joined in 2000

	Tony
	His team merged with the “Aster” program in 2000
	Dealing with external investors
	1997- time of interview
	Joined Corporation A in 1985 as a scientist, and later as manager of technology commercialization

	“Verde” venturing program of Corporation V

	James
	Champion
	Executive director 
	1994-time of interview
	Joined Corporation V in 1984

	Andrew
	Partner and CFO
	Manager of investment portfolio
	1999-time of interview
	Joined Corporation V in 1996

	Colin
	Partner
	Manager of investment process 
	2000-time of interview
	Private equity firm


Table 2: Venturing programs’ attributes
	
	 “Aster” venturing program
	“Verde” venturing program

	Aim of involvement in venturing
	- To extract value from in-house intellectual property

- To develop entrepreneurial capabilities
	- To respond to an external threat

- To protect internal capabilities and build new technological capabilities
- To protect the core business domain

	Intensity of Involvement in venturing activities
	- High levels of commitment from R&D division’s top management team

- High levels of intensity between 2000-2003

- After 2002: coexistence with other venturing activities in other divisions
	- High intensity after 1997 when top management commitment was secured and until 2001

- After 1999 there is co-existence with other venturing activities (incubator)

	Duration of venturing program
	- 3 years
	- 2 years of informal and 4 years of formal venturing activities

	Formality of involvement in corporate entrepreneurial activities
	- Induced decision: the CEO of the R&D division initiated it, tapping on the bottom-up pressure to act on the innovation capability of the corporation
	- Autonomous activity: by a senior manager, which after 1997 gained legitimacy and became part of the core business


Table 3: Identity reconstruction process at the individual level
	
	“Aster “venturing program – Brian
	 “Verde” venturing program – James 

	1.Reconstruction of self-efficacy beliefs

	Opportunity identification
	 - Innovative way in mobilizing organizational members to have a commercial mindset
	- Innovative way in approaching acquisition of technological know-how

	Access to recourses
	- Extensive knowledge on organization’s needs and characteristics

- Prior knowledge in business development and commercialization processes

- Extensive networking within the corporation

- Direct access to the CEO to secure seed and venture capital
	- Extensive technical knowledge on network and information technologies

- Extensive networking within and outside the corporation

- Direct access to the CFO to secure a venture capital

	Position at organizational structure
	- Close relationship with R&D division’s CEO and other members of the Board
	- Close relationships with CFO and other members of the Board 

	2.Outcomes of sensebreaking & sensemaking processes

	Leadership
	- Self-claimed and recognized as the creative leader of the program
- Hands-on involvement in specifying the incubation process and in identifying individuals involved in it
	- Self-claimed and recognized as the leader of the program
- Hands-on involvement in specifying the investment process of the program and in managing the investment portfolio

	Refined Locus of control beliefs
	- Capitalize on emotional involvement of scientists in R&D activities

- Capitalize on organization’s process orientation

- Established a strong network with other parts of the organization
- Mobilized other organizational members
	- Capitalize on cultural traits to bypass bureaucracy and to learn by doing

- Capitalize on organization’s process orientation and financial governance

- Establish a strong network with small internet based startups

	3.Exemplification of entrepreneurial behavior

	Autonomy
	- His personal evaluation of Corporation A’s situation influenced the selection of the venturing program’s business model

- His interaction with other organizational members influenced the perceptions others developed toward the program
- Clear personal vision of how to conduct venturing activities
	- His personal evaluation of Corporation V’s situation initiated the involvement in CV activities

- His interaction with entrepreneurial firms influenced the design of the program’s business model

- Clear personal vision of how to conduct venturing activities

	Risk
	- Left his corporate position to champion a program with uncertain outcomes
- Allocated the responsibility to build an incubation process around technological patents with uncertain market value
	- Left his corporate position and moved to California to invest in technologies that had not proved their market value and technological feasibility

- Got fired by the top management after the first year spend in California and rehired

	Innovation
	- Applied original and creative methods and demonstrated new cultural traits demonstrating an commercial mindset 
- Applied creative methods to motivate and engage the R&D division’s scientists in the commercialization process of the program
	- Moved away from the corporate practice of commissioning small projects to external firms and introduce the notion of larger scale projects though minority investments to external start ups

	Proactiveness
	- Actively interacted with scientists and other organizational members to identity potential ideas and methods to involve others in the program, breaking corporate rituals
	- Hands-on involvement in launching the venturing program and proving its business potential by breaking corporate rituals


Table 4: Identity work practices exemplifying entrepreneurial identity
	
	“Aster” – Brian and the team
	 “Verde” – James and the team

	Daily activities
	- Communication with scientists

- Evaluation of IP patents against technical, business and financial criteria

- Crafting of incubation process
- Identification of externally sources individuals with business experience to consult the incubation process of each patent

- “Constantly sort of looking to reinvent, to improve” Martin
	- Meeting representatives from startup companies

- Evolution of business plans against financial and business criteria

- Proactive networking with entrepreneurs operating in the field of information and network technologies

- Reviewing the progress of investment portfolio 

	Intra-organizational communication activities
	- Selection of a brand name, which later was used as a verb to describe the incubation process

- Selection of discourse to communicate the rationale of the program – “I actually created what I call ‘Drop in’, the word ‘drop’ was chosen carefully as you could drop in for a chat” Brian

- Frequent meetings on a weekly basis with scientists, projecting enthusiasm, professionalism and trust
	- Occupying space at annual reports demonstrating case studies of the program success stories and investment activities

- Frequent reporting to senior management on the performance of the investments portfolio and on recent technology acquisitions

- Proactive reporting to senior management on technical developments and trends in the information and networks field

	External communication activities
	- Creation of advisory board with people who had created ventures in the past

- Projection of the commercial and innovative image of the program to shareholders, media and external investors
	- Selection of a distinctive brand name
- Running the program’s team from California between 1994 and 1997, and then focusing on the European and UK market

- Participation in networking events of venture capitalists and start up companies’ founders
- Joining meeting between Corporation V executives and clients, using the case of “Verde” program as an exemplification of innovative and entrepreneurial organizational outlook

	Intra-organizational
networking activities 
	- The program was located at the same premises as the R&D labs, but in a separate building 

- Reporting to senior management on the patents explored at the incubation process and engaging them by identifying internal champions to support the ventures

- Determination to balance the dependence on corporate funding and administrative constrains imposed by the organization
	- Minimal networking with other venturing teams
- Direct communication with CFO

	Intra-organizational
interaction activities
	- Creation of a informal, friendly, open physical environment to facilitate brain storming and ideas exploration

- Facilitate meetings with scientists around social events, such as “Breakfast drop in” and “Lunch drop in”

- Allocation of a mentor from the venturing team to each scientist approaching the team

- Encouraging behavior toward scientists asking them to participate in the exploration phase of their ideas and taking ownership of their ideas
	- Minimal interaction besides reporting to senior management of the division

	Criteria of selecting team members
	- Technical and business knowledge and experience in creating ventures

- Passion and commitment in creating ventures
	- Technical and business knowledge and experience in creating ventures
- Process orientation

- Interpersonal relationships with James and Colin, as the basis of trusting new members






















































