The articles in this issue can be divided along two dimensions. The first is the
conceptual vs. applications dimension. The Mitchell/Cohen and Morris et. al

articles fall near the conceptual end of the continuum, while the remainder are nearer
the applications end. The second dimension is the overall small business focus vs. an
industry-specific focus. The first three articles are very much strategy-oriented

works that apply across the board, while the last three are much more industry-
focused articles.

From the Editor

The Mitchell and Cohen article won the JSBS Editor’s Choice Best Conceptual Paper
Award at the 2006 USASBE/SBI meeting in Tucson. The Journal of Small Business
Strategy gives two Editor’s Choice awards — the Best Conceptual paper and the Best
Empirical paper — at USASBE/SBI conferences. We were pleased that the Mitchell/
Cohen article was of very high quality. The best empirical article will be in the Fall/
Winter issue.
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ABSTRACT

This paper offers a typology of a stakeholder theory of the entrepreneurial firm, such that a
new lens for entrepreneurial management emerges. We (1) generated a list of purported
“theories of the firm” from the literature; (2) applied qualifying criteria; (3) analyzed the list
according to two dimensions—stakeholder inclusion and stakeholder equilibration strength—
to categorize these theories of the firm into a typology revealing gaps in the theory-of-the-firm
literature; and (4) identified research questions for a stakeholder theory of the
entrepreneurial firm that raises entrepreneurial management issues.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to offer a
typology that suggests the need for and
situates a stakeholder theory of the
entrepreneurial firm such that a new lens for
entrepreneurial management emerges. This

task is necessary because there is reason to -

suppose that: (1) the distinctive nature of the
entrepreneurial firm (Venkataraman, 1997) is
directly impacted by stakeholder
relationships (Mitchell, 2002a; Stinchcombe,
1965); (2) the contribution of stakeholders to
firm value is connected to the entrepreneurial
process (Venkataraman, 2002); (3) the
individual-directed nature of early-stage
companies makes entrepreneurs particularly
likely to create more broadly inclusive
stakeholder-based firms instead of more
narrowly inclusive stockholder-based
firs;and (4) the tendency of new firms,
through a higher propensity to contain
disruptive technologies (Christensen, 1997),
will be to mobilize stakeholders that enact
revolutionary verses evolutionary change.

We proceed to accomplish our objectives in
the following manner. First, we briefly
present the theoretical background that gives
rise to the opportunity for the introduction of
a stakeholder theory of the entrepreneurial
firm. Second, we identify a representative set
of theories of the firm that emerges from our
review of the literature. Third, we further
examine two key dimensions that we suggest
will distinguish a stakeholder theory of the
entrepreneurial firm: extent of stakeholder
inclusion (from broad to narrow); and level
of stakeholder equilibration strength (from
weak to strong). Fourth, we review the
various implicit and explicit positions of
each theory according to both dimensions
and the extent of stakeholder inclusion and
stakeholder equilibration strength, situating
these theories in a typology implied by these
two constructs. Finally, we set forth some of
the research questions and evaluate the ever-
present “so what” question.
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BACKGROUND

For the past several years, the distinctive
domain of entrepreneurship research has
increasingly centered on investigation of the
question: “How, in the absence of current
markets for future goods and service, (do)
these goods and services manage to come
into existence?”  (Venkataraman, 1997,
p-120). An entrepreneurial theory of the firm
is, therefore, expected to explain how the
entrepreneur, as an individual, recognizes
opportunity in an uncertain environment and,
by persuading relevant stakeholders to
supply their resources, creates a firm to
exploit such opportunity (Dew, Velamuri, &
Venkataraman, 2003, p.1). It follows that the
success of new firms in overcoming their
liability of newness is strongly associated
with the extent and quality of stakeholder
relationships (Stinchcombe, 1965).
Recognition of the importance of variations
in extent of stakeholder inclusion suggests
“recasting the central purpose of the firm as
serving the interest of stockholders to one
where it serves the stakeholders”
(Venkataraman, 2002, p.54). According to
this argument variations in the extent of
inclusion (narrowness verses breadth) of
stakeholder relationships are therefore likely
to be of interest in the suggestion and
situation of a stakeholder theory of the
entrepreneurial firm.

Furthermore, gathering and aligning the
contributions of all stakeholders to increase
overall firm value (Venkataraman, 2002,
p.51; Vesper, 1996, p.4) is a critical part of
the entrepreneurial process. As distinct from
mainstream conceptions of the perfectly
competitive “market process,” the term
“entrepreneurial process” has come to be
deliberately used by theory-of-the-firm
scholars to denote a transacting process that:
(1) is at best tending toward equilibrium, but
never really in equilibrium; (2) is populated
by economic actors who make errors, are
sometimes ignorant, sometimes ignorant
about their ignorance, sometimes brilliant
but mostly prosaic, sometimes knowingly

deceitful but mostly well-intentioned, and
boundedly rational; (3) has scope for genuine
discovery, genuine disappointment, or
pleasant surprise; and (4) exists in stark
contrast to the neoclassical conception of
transacting among instantaneously
optimizing actors who are exceptionally
well-informed, never commit an error, and,
thereby, operate in instantly clearing markets
(Venkataraman, 2002, p.55).

This entrepreneurial process is well-
characterized by Schumpeterian notions of
creative destruction (Schumpeter, 1934) that
is accomplished by the forces of both weak
equilibration, and strong equilibration. Weak
equilibration forces are those that result in a
more evolutionary - or incremental - process
of developing new goods and services (akin
to “rebuilding a stakeholder ship plank by
plank while it still remains afloat”), while
strong equilibration forces of “stakeholder
innovation” result in the more revolutionary
processes of creative destruction (sinking
“the unfair and inefficient corporate ship
while evacuating all stakeholders to the
safety of a new vessel that is better than the
old”) (Venkataraman, 2002, p.54).
According to this logic, variations in the
strength of stakeholder equilibration are also
likely to be useful in the suggestion and
situation of a stakeholder theory of the
entrepreneurial firm.

Finally, by the very act of creating a firm,
entrepreneurs occupy the unique position of
being most at liberty to shape stakeholder
relationships, with respect to both
stakeholder inclusion and stakeholder
equilibration strength. The latitude to create
a firm is essential to the entrepreneur
“because it is through the firm that the
opportunity-pursuing  entrepreneur  can
coalesce and keep the myriad stakeholders
together” (Venkataraman, 2002, p.55). Thus,
it is at firm inception that entrepreneurs
identify their stakeholders and assess the
relative salience of each (Agle, Mitchell, &
Sonnenfeld, 1999; Mitchell, Agle, & Wood,
1997), because successful founding is
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dependent upon  stakeholder  support
(Stinchcombe, 1965). Furthermore, it is at or
near inception that start-up firms are less
bound by the institutional constraints of the
financing and the regulatory establishment
(for example, venture capitalist growth
norms or security regulations) or by
technological constraints (such as a
dependence on existing technologies).
Additionally, because near the time of
startup entrepreneurs and their firms are
inextricably linked, it appears likely to be
more difficult for them to avoid the impacts
of their firm on their stakeholders and,
therefore, to be more likely to take
stakeholder relationships into full account
during the process of firm formation. Thus, it
is not surprising that entrepreneurs have, for
example, been found to be significantly less
likely than managers to sacrifice personal
ethics to attain business objectives (Bucar &
Hisrich, 2001) or to be more likely to take
stakeholders into account to overcome
liabilities of newness (Stinchcombe, 1965). It
might, therefore, be expected that due to: (1)
the centrality of stakeholder relationships in
entrepreneurial  firms; (2) the unique
contribution to value creation of stakeholder
equilibration in the entrepreneurial process;
and (3) the distinctive position of the
entrepreneurial firm in the organizing life
cycle, that the suggestion of a stakeholder

theory of the entrepreneurial firm and its .

situation within the
literature, is warranted.

theory-of-the-firm

REPRESENTATIVE THEORIES OF
THE FIRM

The literature presently lacks a systematic
summary of representative theories of the
firm. A more comprehensive analysis would:
(1) sift out from the many articles using
theory-of-the-firm language, those that
actually present a theory of the firm that
contains a threshold level of specification;
(2) identify relative strength among
representative  theories; (3)  facilitate
comparison and contrast; and (4) identify
gaps wherein the literature might further

develop. Management and entrepreneurship
research has utilized theories from decision
sciences, economics, management, Socio-
logy, and psychology (Amit, Glosten, &

Muller, 1993). This broad range of
theoretical  foundations has  enabled
management and entrepreneurship

researchers to explore management and
entrepreneurship  questions from many
diverse lenses and has resulted in the
application of a multitude of theoretical
frameworks  within  management and
entrepreneurship research. However, while,
perhaps, hundreds of theories have been used
in management and entrepreneurship
research, relatively few theories are
proffered as theories of the firm.

In the task of reliably identifying justifiable
theories of the firm, we accept and utilize the
logic developed by Dew, Velamuri, &
Venkataraman (2003) who suggest three
criteria. According to these authors, a theory
of the firm must be capable of addressing
three central questions: Why do firms exist?
What are the determinants of their scale and
scope? Why do certain firms persist over
time while others do not? Under this logic,
theories that do not address all three
questions would not be considered to be
theories of the firm (Dew, Velamuri, &
Venkataraman, 2003, p.4).

Utilizing ABI Inform, we reviewed 255 peer-
reviewed articles published between January
1986 and February 2003 that contained
“theory-of-the-firm” language. We identified
within that group of articles, 27 theories that
are presented as “theories of the firm” (Table
1). We then examined each theory to assess
the extent to which the theory as presented
successfully answers the three central
qualifying questions noted above. However,
we did not assess the extent to which the
proposed theories of the firm have been
received or thoroughly tested and developed
(Grandstrand, 1998) but only their
comportment with the three foregoing
criteria. As reported in Table 1 (and (Figure
1) that situates received theories of the firm
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relative to the foregoing dimensions.

Interestingly, in our analysis we noticed that
the scale and scope theory-of-the-firm
criterion (Table 1 — column 4) speaks to the
extent of inclusion or exclusion of
stakeholders; and we also noticed that the
existence and persistence theory-of-the-firm
criteria (Table 1 — columns 3 and 5) speak to
equilibration strength. An examination of the
map created using these criteria (Figure 1)

suggests that a stakeholder theory of the
entrepreneurial firm might fill in an under-
researched area of theory development,
thereby, fulfilling a needed function in the
theory-of-the-firm literature which, as more
fully explained in the final section, would
explain firms with broadly inclusive/
revolutionary (strong equilibration) stake-
holders (Quadrant D). Could this analysis
presage recognition of the emergence of a
new type of entrepreneurial firm?

Figure 1 - A Theory of the firm Typology

|
~

Stakeholder | Inclusion
Narrow Broad
Stakeholder ~ Revolutionary C D
‘ Equilibration ‘ Narrow/Revolutionary: | Broad/Revolutionary: 0
1
|
Strength l Incremental A B

]Narrow/ Incremental: 10| Broad/Incremental: 6 J

Extent of Stakeholder Inclusion

The scale and scope theory-of-the-firm
criterion in the definition of a firm defines
the extent of inclusion or exclusion of
stakeholders. Extent of stakeholder inclusion
can be conceptualized as being broad (to
include a great many stakeholders) or as
being narrow (to exclude most potential
stakeholders, leaving a very limited set of
actual stakeholders). In the stakeholder
literature, the broad definitions attempt to
specify the empirical reality that virtually
anyone can affect or be affected by an
organization’s actions, while the narrow
definitions attempt to specify the pragmatic
reality that firms simply cannot attend to all
actual or potential claims and must,
therefore, employ some prioritizing system
to limit the extent of inclusion in the firm
(Mitchell et al., 1997, p.854). As anchor
points in our analysis we have used, at the
broad end of the spectrum, Freeman’s (1984)

definition of stakeholders, which includes

“any group or individual who can affect or is
affected by the achievement of the
organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984,
p.46). As an anchor point for the narrow end,
we have used Clarkson’s (1995) definition of
primary stakeholders: those without whose
continuing participation the firm cannot
survive as a going concern (Clarkson, 1995,
p.106).

Stakeholder Equilibration Strength

Both the existence and persistence theory-of-
the-firm criteria may be used to define the
strength of stakeholder equilibration in the
definition of a firm. Accordingly, stake-
holder equilibration strength is defined to be
the degree of impact that stakeholder actions
have upon the existence and persistence of a
firm. The level of stakeholder equilibration
strength is relevant to an examination of
theories of the firm that seeks to situate a
stakeholder theory of the entrepreneurial
firm, because the role of the entrepreneur in
relationship to stakeholders is catalytic: firm
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ownership: “set at the point at which the
new combinations of resources to produce
new value (Schumpeter, 1934). Weak
equilibration entrepreneurial processes occur
all the time in a market economy, where
entrepreneurs merely realize or conjecture
(cither through genuine insight and
knowledge, or through mere luck) that some
resources are underutilized in their current
occupation (i.e., there is disequilibrium) and
recombine them - through incremental
adjustments to existing stakeholder relation-
ships - into a potentially more useful and
fruitful combination (Venkataraman, 2002).
Strong stakeholder equilibration entrepre-
neurial processes take place where the
distribution of value to its creators becomes
so inequitable under normal market
conditions that a change is necessary in the
economic order - through the revolution of
creative destruction (Schumpeter, 1934)
engineered by entrepreneurs who effectuate,
in reality, (Sarasvathy, 2001) the unfailing
power of innovations in goods and services
to produce among relevant stakeholders the
insistence upon change (Venkataraman,
2002). In either case (weak or strong), the
nature of the entrepreneur/stakeholder
interface affects the existence and persis-
tence of the firm.

Implied Typology

In our analysis, we sought to gain a seminal
view of each of the theories of the firm
included therein by reviewing the first
introduction or an influential publication of
the theory, as well as (where helpful)
subsequently published research utilizing or
critiquing the respective theories. We, as
authors, then engaged in a series of
analytical  discussions  regarding  the
“plotting” of each of the theories of the firm
across the two foregoing analytical
dimensions (Figure 1). Each author
presented her/his own interpretation of the
theory’s relationship to the dimensions based
on the review of the relevant publications for
each theory. When a disagreement arose, the
authors redoubled their dialog, each

explaining the rationale for their
interpretation. Discussion continued until we
were able to reach agreement for how to
situate each of the 17 theories of the firm
within the 2 x 2 framework suggested by the
analytical dimensions utilized. The results of
this analysis are presented as the first four
sections' in Table 1, and are also reported in
Figure 1. Based on the foregoing two
dimensions, we identified the four distinct
theory-of-the-firm quadrants shown. A brief
description of each quadrant follows, which
presents sample theory from each quadrant.’

Quadrant A

Theories considered to be both narrow in
their  orientation towards stakeholder
inclusion, and incremental with respect to
stakeholder equilibration strength appear in
quadrant A. As Figure 1 indicates, the
majority of the theories of the firm under
consideration (10 of 17) fall into this
category, and include (in alphabetical order):
agency, customer value, evolutionary,
exchange, industrial organization, institu-
tional, population ecology, real entity,
resource-based, and strategic theories of the
firm. Theories in this quadrant tend to be
focused on the most constricted set of
conditions, by which we mean exclusive
verses inclusive, and constrained to explain
only incremental change.

For example, agency theory appears to
belong in this quadrant because, with respect
to stakeholder inclusion, agency theory is
primarily concerned with principal/owner
and agent relationships that are manifest in a
firm boundary (for purposes of the theory)
that is tightly focused. As reported in Table
1, Jensen and Meckling (1976, p.323)
suggest that firm scale and scope, as
considered by agency theory, is bounded by

! The fifth section of Table 1 contains the ten
theories that did not qualify in our analysis under
all three criteria.

? The reader is invited to further utilize Table 1 as
a means to more fully elaborate each quadrant.
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firm ownership: “set at the point at which the
gross increment in (firm) value is just offset
by the incremental loss involved in the
consumption of additional fringe benefits
due to (managers’) declining fractional
interest in the firm,” which we take to imply
a narrow set of firm stakeholders. With
respect to stakeholder equilibration strength,
agency theory describes how agents of a firm
act on behalf of the owner depending upon
the proper alignment of incentives. Incentive
alignments are fundamentally incremental in
their equilibration strength because they are
a nexus for contracting relationships that is
characterized by the existence of divisible
residual claims on the assets and cash flows
of the organization that can generally be sold
without permission of the other contracting
individuals (p.311). Furthermore, given
strong incentives for individuals to minimize
agency costs, the many competing
alternatives and the shortcomings of the
corporate form, the corporate form has
survived the market test against potential
alternatives (p.357), indicating a low
susceptibility to  strong  stakeholder
equilibrating forces, and a greater likelihood
that a weak-equilibration characterization is
most apt.

Quadrant B

Theories of the firm which are broad in their
inclusion of stakeholders but remain
incremental in their stakeholder equilibration
strength, appear in quadrant B (Figure 1).
Six theories of the firm appear to fit into this
quadrant and include: behavioral, game,
resource, stakeholder transaction cognition,
and transaction cost economic theories of the
firm. Transaction cost economics (TCE)
provides an example of theories of the firm
that reside in quadrant B.

As noted in Table 1, TCE is broad in its
inclusion of stakeholders due to the nature of
the first-order  economizing  process
motivating transaction cost economizing
(Williamson, 1991) which knows few
boundaries but efficiency (Williamson 1985)

and s, therefore, applicable to the
coordination and alignment of activities
among a wide range of stakeholders in the
economic system. Nevertheless, TCE
specifies only incremental stakeholder
equilibration strength because, according to
TCE, stakeholders exert relatively little
direct influence on the firm but, instead, have
incremental impacts as various stakeholders
influence the costs of transactions that are
manifest in substitutions at the margin
(Coase, 1937). According to TCE theory,
substitution at the margin consists of the
transaction-by-transaction replacement of
hierarchy for market that occurs “at the
margin” (in an incremental manner based
upon the most miniscule efficiency
advantages), such that society becomes “not
an organization, but an organism” (Coase,
p.387) - by its organic nature destroyed by
verses nourished by a strong equilibration
process.

Quadrant C

Theories focused on only a narrow set of
stakeholders but with a revolutionary view of
stakeholder equilibration strength fall into
Quadrant C. We were only able to identify
one theory of the firm that appears to belong
in this quadrant. This theory, the
entrepreneurial theory of the firm, claims to
set out a general framework within which all
the key questions in the theory of the firm
can be integrated (Casson, 1996, Witt, 1998).

However, somewhat surprisingly, we were
constrained to assess the entrepreneurial
theory of the firm to be narrow in its
stakeholder inclusion because—as suggested
in Table 1—it appears as to only be focused
on a narrow set of environmental actors that
can have a direct impact on the firm: those
stakeholders implicated in generating and
informing entrepreneurial insight (Casson,
1996). This is in contrast to theories which
consider a broader set of internal and
external stakeholders, such as stakeholder
theory (and other such theories appearing in
Quadrant B). Yet the entrepreneurial theory

10
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of the firm does have a revolutionary
orientation towards stakeholder equilibration
strength, suggesting that stakeholders
external to the firm (e.g., environmental
forces that dictate responses to change) bring
to bear the full power of the environment on
a firm that is reflexively adaptable: to
reformulate itself to achieve indefinite life,
thus, being subject to and responsive to
strong equilibrating forces.

Quadrant D

Theories of the firm which have a broad
view of stakeholder inclusion and a
revolutionary orientation towards
stakeholder equilibration would be included
in Quadrant D. However, as indicated in
Figure 1, we found no theories of the firm
that appeared to be likely inhabitants of this
quadrant. Accordingly, we observe that
given the lack of theoretical development
associated with a combined orientation
toward revolutionary equilibration strength
and a broad view of stakeholder inclusion,
there appears to be a need for such a theory.
In the following section we inquire about the
outlines of a potential theory that would fill
this gap in the literature — what we term a
stakeholder theory of the entrepreneurial
firm - which we hope will address the
deficiency in the extant theories of the firm.

TOWARD A STAKEHOLDER THEORY
OF THE ENTREPRENEURIAL FIRM

Purpose of a Stakeholder Theory of the
Entrepreneurial Firm

As illustrated in Figure 1 (which plots the
typology suggested by our analysis in Table
1), the theory-of-the-firm literature is
missing broad/revolutionary theories of the
firm (Figure 1, Quadrant D). In this section
of the paper, we suggest that a stakeholder
theory of the entrepreneurial firm might fill
this void. We therefore inquire: What
purposes would such a theory serve that
extant theories do not serve?

In our present assessment, we observe that
presently extant theories mainly explain
firms that form to manage incremental
changes in the value creation process, which
occur over some continuum of a relatively
narrow  to  somewhat broad level of
stakeholder inclusion. Stakeholder theory
(Brenner & Cochran, 1991; Freeman, 1984;
Mitchell et al. 1997) has developed to
manage the inclusiveness dimension. What is
missing within the stakeholder theory-of-the-
firm literature is theory that explains broadly
inclusive firm formation that is also
revolutionary in nature. Such phenomena do
exist, such as firms that produce so-called
disruptive technologies (Christensen, 1997).
The intended purpose of a stakeholder theory
of the entrepreneurial firm then would be to
advance theory that addresses the three
requisite dimensions in our analysis: the
emergence, growth/size, and persistence of
broadly inclusive, revolutionary firms
(Figure 1, Quadrant D).

Reason for Firm Existence

A stakeholder theory of the entrepreneurial
firm would explain why broadly inclusive
revolutionary firms might be expected to
exist in the first place. Theoretical
Jjustification abounds for firms that are
incremental in their equilibration strength
(Table 1; Figure 1, Quadrants A & B). We
wonder at the paucity of theories of the firm
that possess revolutionary equilibration
strength. We are hopeful, in highlighting this
paucity, that we will draw research attention
to the investigation of such questions as: Are
the forces in play so powerful that firms, as
we know them, are simply inadequate to
contain  the  socioeconomic  energy
generated? Are all entrepreneurial firms to
be considered to be revolutionary or are there
both incremental and revolutionary types of
firms, necessitating theory that explains each
and the distinction between them? Are there,
within the coordination, bridging/buffering,
decision-making, economizing, and other
reasons for firm existence, those theories
with a logic sufficiently compelling to

11
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explain the reasons for broad/revolutionary
firms? Attention to these questions will
contribute  markedly to a  better
understanding of reasons for these firms’
existence.

Scale & Scope

A stakeholder theory of the entrepreneurial
firm would also explain the scale and scope
of a broadly inclusive revolutionary firm.
This is an issue at present because, in its
initial  conceptualization, ~Schumpeterian
entrepreneurship (the notion that new
combinations follow processes of creative
destruction) is applied to entrepreneurs as
individuals, not to firms/organizations
(Schumpeter, 1934). Progress toward the
specification of a broad/revolutionary theory
of the firm should explicitly lay out why and
how organizations might become implicated
in processes of revolutionary creative
destruction, especially since it is commonly
expected that most organizations will do just
the opposite in the face of the emergence of
disruptive technologies (Christensen, 1997).
Scale and scope dynamics are also an issue
because the motivation for stockholders
(narrow) verses stakeholders (broad) has
traditionally been financial. Thus, a credible
reason for broad inclusion and the motive
purpose for such inclusion must be identified

and has only recently begun to be explored -

(Mitchell, 2002b).
Persistence

Lastly, a stakeholder theory of the
entrepreneurial firm would explain the
persistence of a broadly inclusive
revolutionary firm. Even should we accept as
given the reasons for existence and for the
bounding of scale and scope, we would not
have answered the question: Why couldn’t
the broadly inclusive/revolutionary firm
simply be a transitory form that regularly
precedes or is commonly attendant to the
entrepreneurial event? If so, is such an
explanation, no matter how ably it explains
existence, scale, and scope, really never is

destined to be a theory of the firm because it
does not explain persistence? Furthermore,
even if an argument can be made for the
persistence of the phenomenon, is there a
place in the theory-of-the-firm literature for
such broadly inclusive, revolutionary but
provisional systems (BIRPS)?

DISCUSSION

Stakeholder thinking is essential in business.
And knowing who or what really counts
(Mitchell, et al., 1997) does matter. In this
paper, we use two dimensions of “counting:”
(1) making a stakeholder mistake that can
tear apart your business — the “equilibration”
problem; and (2) making a stakeholder
mistake that can impair your business for
lack of support — the inclusion problem.

The “so what?” implications of this type of
analysis indicates that we can use these two
dimensions to create a means to interpret a
great many proposals for: (1) why firms
come into existence in the first place; (2)
how big they grow; and (3) when they
become obsolete and fail to persist.

As practitioners in the arena of small
business and entrepreneurship, having this
analytical framework available to us would
make it possible to see ourselves from
multiple viewpoints and, thereby, better
understand the kinds of decisions that are
truly important. So-called “theories of the
firm” have been a topic of discussion among
thoughtful practitioners for many decades for
just this reason: to answer the why, how, and
when questions noted in the previous
paragraph. While not every theory applies to
every business, it is not unreasonable for
low-change businesses in narrowly defined
niches to utilize the theory-lenses in Figure 1
— Block A and for lower-change businesses
in broadly defined niches to view themselves
through the theory-lenses in Figure 1 — Block
B. Perhaps of greater import is for people in
businesses who are in high-change, broadly
inclusive settings to be aware that there is
very little research and documented

12
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understanding of this situation and to see this
as a potential opportunity to explore the
ways to incorporate stakeholders more
broadly to better deal with high change and
great uncertainty.

Thus, the purpose of this paper has been to
suggest the need for and to situate a
stakeholder theory of the entrepreneurial
firm such that a new lens for entrepreneurial
management emerges. It is our hope that our
analysis, and the questions that arise there-
from, have been sufficiently stimulating and
persuasive to instigate investigations that

address the under-researched areas
identified.
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