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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the venturing expertise of entrepreneurs and nonentrepreneurs in NAFTA and the implications of
comparative expertise for venturing. Multiple discriminant analysis of responses to scale items confirmed in a factor analy-
sis, from 415 “experts” and “novices” in the United States, Mexico, and Canada clearly defines differences and suggests im-
plications for entrepreneurship practice in NAFTA.

INTRODUCTION

The practice of entrepreneurship in other countries may differ in important ways from the way that it is conducted in
the U.S. For example, technology-based U.S. firms which internationalize utilize significantly different strategies from those
that do not [1]. This suggests the possibility that competencies that create competitive advantages internationally may be
very different from those that create such advantages domestically [2]. Yet studies of entrepreneurship outside of the U.S.
[3-6, 7, for example] focus mainly on case or country-specific issues. Further, such studies incorporate different constructs,
a variety of conceptualizations for similar constructs, and different names for the same constructs, making comparisons and
generalizations difficult. To date, relatively few studies make cross-cultural comparisons or systematically explore similari-
ties and differences in the construction and execution of entrepreneurial activity in different countries [8-10, 11, being nota-
ble exceptions]. Studies are needed that take steps toward more generalized models—models that can help us to better un-
derstand entrepreneurship in the international setting using variables that apply more consistently across countries and cul-
tures [12].

A more general model of international entrepreneurship is particularly important and of interest to entrepreneurs in
the new era of trading blocs. Closer trade and economic association among countries in the European Community,
NAFTA, and other blocs are likely to stimulate multiple-country entrepreneurial activity. In the NAFTA setting, entrepre-
neurs are predicted to emerge as major “change agents” [12, p. 6], taking advantage of new combinations [13] to open new
markets, provide new sources of supply, suggest new methods of production, and in some cases stimulate the reorganization
of entire industries. Such opportunities are expected to emerge as global entrepreneurship creates larger, more efficient pro-
ductive bases, new sources of comparative advantage, and the increased international competitiveness of NAFTA country
firms, [14].

Busenitz and Lau [8] argue persuasively that the cognitive processes of entrepreneurs are correlated with the social
and environmental variables that frame cross-cultural venturing outcomes [8, p. 28]. These authors propose that “ . . . entre-
preneurs and non-entrepreneurs have different schemas regarding new venture creation,” which ultimately affect opportu-
nity, chances of success, and control over outcomes [8, p. 29], and call for research that examines the relationship between

- cognition and the creation of new ventures in cross-cultural settings [8, p. 35].

One cognitively-based variable that has potential for cross-cultural applicability in explaining entrepreneurial activ-
ity is entrepreneurial expertise. According to expert information processing theory, the construct of domain expertise—the
utilization of cognitive knowledge structures or “scripts” by experts—is pervasive within the human family [15-17]. Expert
knowledge structures, and the norms that guide their execution, are thought to be socially constructed and are thus influenced
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[image: image2.png]by environmental and social factors [16, 18]. In a variety of pursuits, occupations, and professional domains such as chess
[19], computer programming [17], law enforcement [20], physics [21], and entrepreneurship, [22, 23], experts have been
shown to have a knowledge structure and set of norms that novices do not. However, the examination of country and cul-
tural differences in expert knowledge structures and domain expertise in the field of entrepreneurship has barely begun [24].

This study investigates cross-cultural differences in entrepreneurial expertise among experts and novices in the
NAFTA trading bloc (individual entrepreneurs and nonentrepreneurs in the U.S., Mexico, and Canada). It begins by devel-
oping a general model of venturing expertise that incorporates three key enablers of entrepreneurial activity: ability, willing-
ness, and arrangements [24, 25]. In empirically discriminating venturing experts from novices utilizing subdimensions of
these higher-order constructs, cross-cultural differences are also revealed. Finally, the implications of the results of this
comparative study of venturing expertise are discussed.

CONCEPTUAL MODEL

In this article, new venture formation expertise is hypothesized to reflect the extent to which necessary conditions
[26] for expertise (ability, willingness, and arrangements [24, 25]) are manifest in the expert scripts (schemata) of prospec-
tive and practicing entrepreneurs. The specific script cues that differentiate expert from novice venturers are hypothesized to
differ among U.S., Mexican, and Canadian entrepreneurs and nonentrepreneurs. These relationships are represented by the
research model shown in Figure 1. Modeled constructs are conceptualized in the discussion that follows and the higher-order
constructs of ability, willingness, and arrangements are dimensionalized. Rationale for hypothesized linkages is provided.

Insert Figure 1 about here

New Venture Formation Expertise

New Venture Formation Expertise is the extent to which an individuals’ knowledge structure/schemata is suffi-
ciently developed to enable him or her to successfully start-up and sustain a new venture [22, 27]. It seems logical to expect
that individual entrepreneurs, regardless of culture or geographical location, share common experiences in the conceptuali-
zation, start-up and growth of ventures and therefore might share a similar knowledge structure or script for new venture
formation. Individuals who have started and continue to operate a business that is at least two years old, or have started at
least three new ventures, at least one of which was successful, are thought to possess some meaningful level of New Venture
Formation Expertise (hereinafter “NVFE”).

The reflective indicators of NVFE shown in Figure 1 can therefore be viewed as necessary conditions for new ven-
ture creation, which when absent, result in new venture failure. Therefore we reason, if we can show whether these neces-
sary conditions are present or absent, we can thereby forecast the presence or absence of NVFE as defined. Under this con-
trastive [26] perspective, experts are expected to recognize script cues that satisfy ability, willingness, and arrangements as
necessary conditions [25], and novices are expected to respond to cues that represent surface features [16]. Definition of the
three necessary conditions: venture ability, venture willingness, and venture arrangements follows. |

Venturing Ability

Venturing Ability is the possession and masterful deployment of the capabilities, skills, knowledge, norms and atti-
tudes required to be successful in new venture development [28]. At least four cognitive dimensions of Venturing Ability
appear in the entrepreneurship literature: Venture Experience, Venturing Diagnostic Ability, Venture Situational Knowl-
edge, and Opportunity Recognition Capability. Venture Experience is the extent to which an individual has been directly
involved in the start-up and running of a new venture [29, 30]. “Venturing Diagnostic Ability” is the ability to assess the
condition and potential of ventures and understand the systematic elements involved in new venture creation [31-33]. Ven-
ture Situational Knowledge is the ability to draw on lessons learned in a variety of ventures and apply those lessons to a spe-
cific situation [28]. Finally, Opportunity Recognition Capability is the ability to see ways in which both customer and ven-
ture value can be created in new combinations of people, materials, or products [34, 35].

These experiences, knowledge and abilities are thought to be necessary conditions for successful venture creation,
because common pitfalls can be avoided when they are effectively utilized. Successful venturers need to be able to recognize
opportunities, have a mindset that can assess the potential of the business, apply situational norms, and understand what is

required for venture start-up. Previous venture experience is also critical both from a learning perspective and a credibility
perspective when it comes to venture financing and the establishment of stakeholder relationships. Expert venturers are ex-
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[image: image3.png]pected to recognize that these abilities are required for successful venture creation. Novices, on the other hand, may have a
general idea of what is required but are not expected to have specific knowledge of critical venture creation abilities. Conse-
quently it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1, a-d: New Venture Formation Experts will differ from novices in their ability to recognize
relevant script cues relating to: (a) Venture Experience, (b) Venturing Diagnostics, (c) Venture Situation
Knowledge, and (d) Opportunity Recognition.

The justification for using script recognition cues as empirical evidence of expertise comes from expert theory.
The “inability to infer further knowledge from the literal cues in the problem statement” is considered to be the primary rea-
son for a novice's difficulty with problem solving [16, p. 99].

Venture Willingness

Venture Willingness is commitment to attempt a venture. New venture formation requires Venture Willingness,
which includes an Opportunity Seeking Focus [36, 37], Commitment Tolerance [38], and Motivation to Venture [39, 40].
Opportunity Seeking is an openness, orientation, and drive to seek out new situations and possibilities and to try new things.
Commitment Tolerance is a willingness to “put your money where your mouth is” and assume the risk and responsibility of
new venture creation. Opportunity Motivation is an attitude concerned with “getting on with the task™ and the belief that
missing an opportunity is worse than trying and failing.

Willingness dimensions such as the foregoing are thought to be necessary cognitive conditions for successful new
venture formation [8]. Prospective entrepreneurs need to be comfortable in new and uncertain situations, be prone to action,
and be willing to demonstrate their commitment by investing time, money, and other resources in the venture. Expert ven-
turers are expected to recognize the importance of these attributes to a greater extent than novices, who may not appreciate
the level of cognitive commitment required to be successful in new venture formation. Consequently, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 2, a-c: New venture formation experts will differ from novices in their ability to recognize rele-
vant script cues relating to the Willingness dimensions of: (a) Opportunity Seeking, (b) Commitment
Tolerance, and (c) Opportunity Motivation that are necessary for successful venturing.

Venture Arrangements

Venture Arrangements denote having the contacts, relationships, resources, and assets necessary to form a new
venture. Without arrangements, expert script “entry” is precluded, and therefore expertise is not forthcoming in a given
situation [25, p. 121]. At least four types of arrangements that affect cognition are evident in the entrepreneurship literature:
Idea Protection [41, 42], Having Resources or having Access to Resources [27, 28], and Venture Specific Skills [43, 44].
Idea Protection is accomplished with patents, copyright, franchise agreements, contracts, and other isolating arrangements
that serve to prevent imitation [42]. Possessing or having access to resources is the extent to which a prospective venturer
controls or has access to financial and human capital, and other business assets and resources necessary for new venture for-
mation [28]. Finally, Venture Specific Resources is the extent to which the prospective venturer has capabilities that serve to
provide sustainable competitive advantage for a new venture .

These four types of arrangements are needed for, or are advantageous to, successful new venture formation [28].

There is growing recognition in the entrepreneurship literature that it is not merely characteristics of the venturer that are
central to new venture success but that there are characteristics of the venture itself that are systematically linked to success-
ful new ventures [45]. As noted in the preceding paragraph, having an idea that is protected from competition, a network of
people and contacts that can aid or participate in the business, sufficient financial and other general business resources, and
proprietary assets or capabilities that provide sustainable competitive advantage are all critical arrangements that have been
individually linked to venture success. Expert venturers are expected to recognize the importance of these arrangements and
‘be particularly sensitized to their own shortcomings in these areas. Novices, who may not appreciate the importance of these
arrangements and the difficulty in establishing them, are expected to focus on, and attach greater importance, to distracter
cues that represent surface features [16]. Thus there is conceptual support to hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3, a-d: New venture formation experts will differ from novices in their ability to recognize rele-
vant script cues relating to Venturing Arrangements, which include: (a) Idea Protection, (b) Actual Ven-
ture Resources, (c) Access to Resources, and (d) Venture Specific Skills.
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Venturer Country of Origin is simply the country in which a prospective venturer lives. It serves as a proxy for the
multitude of social, cultural, economic, and political differences that exist among countries that may have bearing on the
knowledge structures and norms acquired by citizens to help them to navigate within a variety of domain settings. Country
of Origin effects have been found in a variety of business contexts [9, 10, 11, provide some examples] and are expected to
effect the salience of specific ability, willingness, and arrangement cues that differentiate new venture formation experts and
novices.

Rationale for why Country of Origin might influence NVFE is provided by expert theory. Knowledge structures as
cognition are socially and situationally constructed [18]. The social, cultural, economic, and political circumstances and ex-
periences within countries provide commonality in the shared experiences of citizens and help provide shared meaning in the
interpretation of events. These are reflected and embedded in the knowledge structures and norms for conducting business in
general, and for the formation of new ventures. For example, depending upon country, expectations and rituals that surround
the use of business cards, or the giving of gifts are similar within countries, but differ between countries. Systemic differ-
ences in these circumstances and experiences across countries are thus expected to be manifest in different knowledge struc-
tures and norms for new venture formation.

Systemic differences are observed, for example, in the U.S., Mexican, and Canadian political economies. Mexico
has a highly directed economy, a dominant one-party system of government which at various times has nationalized business
assets; and has high poverty and unemployment rates. Canada, although ranking among “first world” economies, is bur-
dened with comparatively high taxes and slightly lower productivity, possibly resulting from socioeconomic assumptions
that are more collectivist and institutionally dependent than are those of the U.S. The U.S., in comparison, has experienced
relative stability both economically and politically, its “revolution” being much more distant historically than that of Mexico.
Even Canada in 1997, with the Quebec sovereignty issue still hanging over its head, is dealing with economic uncertainties
that are without present parallel in the U.S. economy. Asa result, the U.S. has a relatively more stable system of property
rights and/or institutions when compared to the other two countries, which in turn, has produced an economy that is both

robust and huge. These differences may have an impact on NVFE.

Second, differences may be perceived among the cultures of the three countries, differences that are not fully unre-
lated to economic circumstances. For example, Americans are rich in resources and in the economic power and insularity
that such riches imply. While also perceived as resource rich, Canadians are characterized by their “reserved” and more con-
servative posture in business: very creative, but less willing to take ideas aggressively to market. Mexican culture, in turn,
differs in its response to opportunity—a response that is somewhat contradictory. We perceive that on one hand, overtly
aggressive market behavior seems to be shunned in Mexican business, with elaborate courtesy an essential; while on the
other hand opportunistic behaviors such as bribery are a more prevalent norm, and are often expected.

While it is thought that such social, cultural, economic, and political differences among the United States, Mexico,
and Canada may have bearing on the knowledge structures and norms developed by new venture experts and novices, theory
is not currently developed to the point of identifying how these schemas may differ. Consequently we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4: Country of Origin will influence the scale cues representing Ability, Willingness, and Ar-
rangements that differentiate new venture formation experts and novices.

It is expected that Ability, Willingness, and Arrangements are necessary conditions for new venture formation in all
countries and cultures and will therefore serve as generalizable constructs that can be used to distinguish experts from nov-
ices, thus permitting cross-cultural comparisons on common constructs. Thus,

Hypothesis 5: Ability, Willingness, and Arrangement cues can be used to differentiate new venture forma-
tion experts and novices within Country of Origin.

METHODS

Sample

To test the hypotheses reflected in the conceptual model (Figure 1) data were collected from a convenience sample
of 415 new venture formation experts and novices in the U.S., Mexico, and Canada. Novices are generally business students
who do not have prior new venture experience, and who are attending College or University in the three countries. Experts
are practicing entrepreneurs who, at the time of data collection: (1) were currently involved in a venture that was at least
two years old, (2) had started at least three businesses, one of which they deemed to be successful, or (3) otherwise had
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[image: image5.png]significant, and direct, new venture formation experience such as venture capital screening or investment. The experts were
recruited as mentors by the novice students, and both the novices and experts completed a structured survey instrument. In
total, 57 U.S. experts and 97 U.S. novices completed the survey, as did 40 Mexican experts, 58 Mexican novices, 65 Cana-
dian experts, and 98 Canadian Novices, for a total of 415 participants in the study. The demographic profile of this sample is,
briefly, as follows. More than two thirds of the respondents were male, the U.S. and Canadian respondents were mainly
Caucasian and the Mexican respondents were mainly Hispanic. Experts were, on average, older than novices, and with the
exception of Canadian experts who reported significantly lower formal education, experts and novices had similar years of
education. ANOVA analyses for bias show no significant influence on variables in the study from these demographic differ-
ences. This sample, although not random, reflects a cross section of expert and novice experience levels and provides a suf-
ficient basis to test hypothesized relationships, at least in an exploratory fashion. If anything, the sample provides a conser-
vative test since sampled novices, through their business education, are more likely than other novices to recognize cues as-
sociated with successful new venture formation.

Measurement

Expert theory provides a foundation for the construction of a questionnaire that presents individual respondents with
a variety of script cues. Experts are expected to recognize and infer further knowledge from the literal cues of a problem
statement while novices are expected to focus on distracter statements that reflect surface features of problems [16, p. 99;
21]. Therefore, it seems logical that the ability to recognize script cues (as opposed to selecting a distracter statement) can be
used to distinguish experts from novices.

A self-administered survey was developed using paired script recognition and distracter cues according to criteria in
a generally accepted script-scenario construction model [15,17, 22]. Appropriate script and distracter cues were derived
from a review of the entrepreneurship and expert theory literature applied to the conceptualization of the key Ability,
Willingness, and Arrangement dimensions. The specific questions utilized in the scales that measure each dimension as
conceptualized are not included due to space limitations, but are available upon request from the authors. Script cue
recognitions were scored “1” while nonrecognitions were scored “0.” Responses to related cues were summed into scaled
variables that reflect the dimensions of Ability, Willingess, and Arrangements illustrated in Figure 1.

Factor analysis found the underlying structure of the summed scales to be consistent with the conceptualization of
the three higher-order constructs, with few exceptions. In the case of the Ability scales, scales A1 and A4 loaded together on
Factor 3 excluding Item 4 of conceptualized Scale A1 at a cutoff loading of .40 (hereinafter labeled the Venture Experience
scale); and Item 38 in scale W1 (Factor 3) was also excluded from the scale at a cutoff loading of .40. The scales as
conceptualized are judged to be acceptable for further analysis in light of the significance of the loadings and their
conformance with theory [46]. '

Analysis

Hypothesized relationships concerning discriminating capacity of suggested Ability, Willingness, and Arrangement
attributes were tested using multiple discriminant analysis (MDA). Hypotheses in MDA are confirmed where: (1) a test of
the equality of group mean vectors using an approximate F-test based upon Wilks' lambda is significant, (2) the eigenvalues
of the discriminant functions are significant using an approximate chi-square statistic and (3) when the classification of
cases into groups by the discriminant functions in a jackknife analysis [47] is relatively more effective than estimating group
membership using the prior probabilities of group membership contained in the sample.

RESULTS

As summarized in Table 1, several of the Ability, Willingness, and Arrangements dimension variables were found
to have significant discriminating power in differentiating new venture formation experts and novices in the U.S., Mexico,
and Canada.

Insert Table 1 about here

In the U.S. subsample, discriminating variables explained 50% of the variance in NVFE (canonical correlation =
.704). Experts and novices were found to differ significantly on two Ability factors, Venture Experience and Diagnostic
Ability, the Willingness factor Seeking Focus, and the Arrangement factor, Resource Possession. The discriminant function
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[image: image6.png]correctly classified 82% of cases in Jackknifed estimates [47] and was over 200% more successful in identifying new venture
formation experts than chance alone.

In the Mexican subsample, 39% of the variance in NVFE (canonical correlation = .623) was explained by four sig-
nificant variables: Diagnostic Ability, Seeking Focus, Protectable Idea, and Resource Access. The discriminant function
involving four variables (Table 1) correctly classified 80% of cases in Jackknifed estimates [47], and was 220% more suc-
cessful in identifying Mexican Experts than chance alone.

In the Canadian subsample, two Ability factors (Situational Knowledge and Venture Experience), and one Ar-
rangements factor (Resource Possession) were found to discriminate new venture formation experts and novices, explaining
43% of the variance in NVFE (canonical correlation = .651). The discriminant function (Table 1) correctly classified 80% of
cases in Jackknifed estimates [47], and was 221% more successful in identifying Mexican Experts than chance alone.

These results are interesting in a number of ways. First, they offer partial support to Hypotheses 1 through 3, by
demonstrating that new venture formation experts differ significantly from novices in their ability to recognize relevant script
cues relating to various hypothesized dimensions of the higher-order constructs of Ability, Willingness, and Arrangements.
As shown in Table 1, four of the eleven Ability, Willingness and Arrangement variables were found to be significant dis-
criminators in the U.S. subsample; and different but overlapping sets of four variables in the Mexican subsample, and three
variables in the Canadian subsample were also found to be significant discriminators. These results strongly suggest that
experts and novices form distinct and distinguishable groups in each country in NAFTA.

Second, we observe that—in a type of reciprocal, crucial experiment [48] relationship to the results of testing Hy-
potheses 1 through 3—the mixed support of Hypotheses 1 through 3 results in strong support of Hypothesis 4. Thus, a win-
dow of observation is opened into the nature of cross-cultural expertise. As more fully discussed in the Implications section
of this article, we note that the differential significance of various factors in distinguishing experts from novices in each of
the NAFTA countries offers researchers an opportunity to begin to map the cross-cultural cognitive structure of new venture
expertise. To illustrate this point, we observe that experts and novices in the U.S. are distinguished by their recognition of
cues relating to Diagnostic Ability, Venture Experience, Seeking Focus, and Resource Possession, while in Mexico, Venture
Experience and Resource Possession play no significant role, being replaced instead by Protectable Ideas and negatively cor-
related Resource Access. In Canada, Venture Experience and Resource Possession reappear as a significant discriminators
accompanied by negatively correlated Situational Knowledge.

Third, these results also suggest support for Hypothesis 5, showing that the necessary condition higher-order vari-
ables of Ability, Willingness, and Arrangements thought to be generalizable across countries and contexts were found to
have utility in all the subsamples with exception of Willingness in the Canadian case.

IMPLICATIONS

Given the rationale and prior work that support the hypotheses in this study, it is not surprising that differences have
been found between experts and novices within and across countries in the NAFTA trading bloc. A discussion of the impli-
cations of these findings for cross-cultural entrepreneurship research, and for practice within the NAFTA trading bloc con-
cludes the article.

Cross-cultural Entrepreneurship Research

Recent theoretical development has proposed a preliminary cross-cultural cognitive model of venture creation [8]
which requires empirical testing. Further, several models of cross-cultural entrepreneurship have built upon the multi-
cultural values foundation suggested by Hofstede [9, 10, 11, 50, for example]. The partial testing of some Busenitz model
variables in this study (such as schema and heuristics [8, p. 27] through measurements made possible by expert theory) dem-
onstrates the possibilities for cross-cultural cognitive models to help to generate insights in the field of international entrepre-
neurship. However, these results suggest a larger question: How can the previous work in cross-cultural entrepreneurship be
empirically integrated with new cognitive frameworks as called for by Busenitz—especially in light of the empirical tests
reported in this article? The importance of this question can be highlighted by comparing the explanations for the results
found that are possible with and without such integration.

Without explicitly integrating cultural values and cognition as suggested by Busenitz, the explanations for the re-
sults in this study make logical sense, but (to us) seem to be incomplete and less generalizable without use of a more com-
prehensive model. For example, although experts and novices in new venture formation are clearly distinguishable in each
of the NAFTA countries, the strong confirmation of Hypothesis 4, which demonstrates the different patterns of emphasis in
making these distinctions, requires a cross-cultural explanation.
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[image: image7.png]Logically, and using our understanding of the differences in cultures, we suppose that because the U.S. is resource
rich, and is a country that values analytical ability, respects prior experience, and rewards those who seek out opportunities,
that the prominence of Resource Possession, Venture Experience, Diagnostic Ability, and Seeking Focus as significant dis-
criminators is no surprise. Further, it is logical to suppose that Resource Possession would not figure heavily in Mexico,
while it would in Canada, as also would Venture Experience, as our results indicate. Nor is it surprising that Protectable
Ideas make a significant difference in Mexico which has a tradition of small numbers bargaining [49] in its culture, while
making no significant impact on the process of discrimination in the U.S. or Canada; or that lack of Access to Resources also
figures prominently in Mexico. Canadian “reserve” and “reticence” also seems likely to explain why none of the Willingess
variables impact the Canadian analysis, or why Situational Knowledge is negatively correlated (the experts don’t have it, and
the novice university students know they need it).

But what does this notional interpretation say about the larger question of a systematic model of cross-cultural en-
trepreneurship? We propose that the explanations make sense, and so add face validity to the results of the study; yet what
predictions about entrepreneurship in other countries beyond NAFTA are made possible by this interpretation? To permit
the testing of a more general theory, the integration of cultural variables that have been shown to be relatively stable across
cultures [50] into the expert theory model operationalized herein is necessary.

Briefly, in a study of the cultural values of 88,000 IBM managers Hofstede (as described by Shane, 1993) found:

. . . that cultural differences across societies can be reduced to four quantifiable dimensions: uncertainty
avoidance, individualism, masculinity, and power distance. Uncertainty avoidance represents discomfort
with unstructured or ambiguous situations and preference for certainty. Individualism stands for a prefer-
ence for acting in the interest of one’s self and immediate family, as opposed to collectivism, which stands
for acting in the interest of a larger group in exchange for their loyalty and support. Masculinity stands for
a belief in materialism and decisiveness rather than service and intuition. Power distance represents the ac-
ceptance of inequality in power and authority between people [50]. (Note: subsequently, McGrath [9] has
suggested that masculinify might be better conceptualized as “materialism.” We concur with the sugges-
tion to change the label, but suggest that “recognition motivation” may be more apt as a cognitive con-
struct, and utilize it as such in our interpretation.)

Hofstede found: (1) the U.S. to be high (on a scale of 1 to 100) in Individualism—97, low in Power Distance—34 and Un-
certainty Avoidance—38, and about medium in masculinity/Recognition Motivation—56; (2) Mexico to be high in Power
Distance—88 and Uncertainty Avoidance—88, moderately high in masculinity/Recognition Motivation—64, and low in
individualism—42; while, (3) Canada was relatively high in Individualism—79, but low in Power Distance—335, Uncer-
tainty Avoidance—40, and masculinity/Recognition Motivation—47.

Thus, on the basis of these findings it might be expected that responses in the U.S. would be shaped by the results of
individualistic activity (resource accumulation, venture experience, and diagnostic ability), and less by uncertainty avoidance
and power distance (willingness variables, “access,” protecting ideas, etc.). Similarly, the responses in Mexico ought to be
influenced by variables sensitive to high power distance (“access,” and idea protection), for example; and the responses in
Canada by variables sensitive to high individualism and uncertainty avoidance (resource possession, venture experience, and
the absence of situational knowledge). Although but a brief sketch to illustrate the possibilities, the foregoing analysis does
demonstrate that systematic empirical linkage between the Hofstede cultural values variables and the expert theory variables
is feasible and promises to add generalizability to empirical cross-cultural cognitive models of venture creation. Future work
in this area might formalize these linkages theoretically and empirically.

Entrepreneurship Practice in NAFTA

What does differential script cue recognition across countries which nevertheless facilitates within country expert-

- novice distinction mean for entrepreneurship practice in NAFTA? First, it means that certain regularities might be relied
upon by venturers within NAFTA. On the basis of the reported results, we can expect to find and be able to distinguish ex-
pert from novice venturers within this trading bloc. Further, it means that general knowledge of the status of the higher-order
factors of Ability, Willingness, and Arrangements might possibly provide a “rule-of-thumb” means for entrepreneurs to as-
sess the prospects of successful new venture formation—regardless of the country of origin of the venture.

Second, it means that the manner in which venturing is conducted within NAFTA can be somewhat more predict-
able. That is, it means that one’s expectations about the actions of entrepreneurs within a given NAFTA country might be
more likely to hold true, if based upon the significant discriminators of expert-novice venturer status—by country. Further, it
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[image: image8.png]might mean that based upon the Hofstede findings, entrepreneurs might be able to forecast likely venturing outcomes—
although such forecasts should be approached with care until further empirical validation has been accomplished.

Finally, it means that—founded upon empirical results—a more clear understanding among the entrepreneurs of all
three NAFTA countries is possible. However, we caution that venturer competencies that create competitive advantages
within NAFTA, though different [2], may yet be distinct from those that create such advantages outside NAFTA, which
question remains to be explored in later studies. Hopefully, through the increased understanding that this research promotes,
the general purposes of a trading bloc: the advancement of the collective economic interest of the parties to the treaty, might
be more likely to become a reality. In the NAFTA case, the linkage between international entrepreneurship and venture ex-
pertise offers the promise of venturing as a profession that has a systematic, underlying order to it that redounds to the bene-
fit of all.
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