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Introduction

Clare G. Gately and James A. Cunningham wrote research paper where the study presented a qualitative approach constructed upon content analysis of business plans as well as in- depth interviews on South East Enterprise Platform Programme in the South East of Ireland. The authors quested to study in what way technology entrepreneurs advance relational capital for their new endeavour creation within social framework of a Higher Education Institution.
The authors started with introducing the aspects of entrepreneurship and questioned the process whilst launching a new firm. As they mentioned, new venture and entrepreneurship had risen as popular area from long ago (Mian, 1996), but less work has been done or known about the process involved. They attempted investigation on the creation of technology-based companies and its input factors of a complex local infrastructure i.e. Higher Education Institute in South East of Ireland- on an incubation programme for technology graduates. 
Gately and Cunningham agreed supporting institution and context are vital for technology entrepreneurs (Shane and Venkataraman, 2003). Their accumulated sources confirmed providing social context (Totterman and Sten, 2005) when supporting technology new firm development in the system of incubators has significantly grown which helped incubates for networking, mentoring, marketing, business planning and business development. So, their focus of study was to investigate Intellectual capital (IC) that they believed provides the creation, validation and implementation to technology entrepreneurs’ innovation. Although much effort was on the dimension of IC- especially on relational capital among human capital and structural capital.

Findings

Gately and Cunningham findings signified that the nature and kind of activity engaged changed significantly across the establishment method whilst becoming less generic and much sector- specific when method aggravates. Authors found solid associations that were apparent among legitimising action and relation capital building. As relational dimension is identified as crucial for knowledge transfer (Steinmo and Rasmussen, 2018). And, they indicated the technology entrepreneurs attempted to shift from personal regulating action to boosting open and clear partnerships and value chain relationships. Hence, the authors analysis based on business plan of technology entrepreneurs demonstrated some had networks that were aspirational somewhat than actual showed had not mobilized the procedure of the relational capital building. They anticipated such entrepreneurs who were noted aspirational relational capital building are to a lesser extent hopeful to be progressing or never setup the business. They found strong differences within the type of relational capital developed inside Financial and Insurance Activities and Technical, Scientific and Professional Activities sectors who were following regionally and locally business associates. They also found evidence very much on establishing value chain relations and communion knowledge with network allies, suppliers subcontractors (De Pablos-Heredero, Botella and LosSantos, 2012) mainly between such involved in outsourcing and shared product development as it is mostly considered in all sectors. Prior employment was notable in their study, providing leads and reference which are generally well practiced. 
Nevertheless, Gately and Cunningham strongly pinned the key point in which the youngest age cohort depended on university alma meter for research inputs and network that eliminated over time as the firm is established. Whilst, building public profile a combined of letters to newspapers, company profile, research papers and reports were used to achieve legitimacy and build brand awareness as they are an effective and cheap means of promotion. On the other hand, trade shows were among the preferred outlet for product promotion and networking compared to meetings and seminars. Interestingly, they found the involvement in local sporting activities were measured as a cost-effective modes to potentially lead a local client base. Likewise, they found venture explicit feedback from trials and demonstrations of tangible working model i.e. 3D model or stimulation created large endorsement for new product innovation in technology B2B market. 
Consequently, their findings illustrated establishing credibility with individual is the purpose of relational building which is manifested via recommendations and introduction from present contacts as well as, constructing and sustaining customer relationships. Such relational building for new ventures was linked to sale development. Gately and Cunningham presented interesting difference cohorts studied between younger (age group 25-34 years) using more of social media sites to build contacts than other age categories (Thomas et al, 2017). Moreover, they learned that entrepreneurs retrieved and leveraged outside expertise larger then inner expertise. It appeared five types of technology entrepreneur to have found: Opportunist, User, Producer, Researcher and Non- technical who adhere relatively their own relational capital activity and approach. Ultimately, many entrepreneurs found to have stated their partner or companion as crucial confidant whilst making decision in difficult times (Dhaliwal, 1998). As well as, Gately and Cunningham observed knowledge properties and links of networks are crucial essentials for incubator technology entrepreneurs, which won’t be wrong to say as it is realistic for any entrepreneur in general. 

Method & approach

Gately and Cunningham initially undertook pilot studies of both research methods. Trial and reform perceptions were produced via available literature and scholars experience within the area studied. Pilot studies facilitated them to find gaps that remained tested and reshaped through- out primary search process (Miles, Huberman and Saldana, 1994) as they formulated a coding framework from available code from existing studies. Such codes remained restored throughout the qualitative interview and content analysis process. Their study data and evidence seemed utmost appropriate and enough to fill the research gap. With the identified question raised by Gately and Cunningham- how incubated technology entrepreneurs build relational capital for a new venture in the social context of a Higher Education Institution were coherently answered and interpreted. 
Their presented content provided theoretical context with relevant sub headings which quested for in-depth research and looked fair. In order to positioning the stance of the researchers and their original contribution, Gately and Cunningham undertook qualitative approach that were grounded on purely content analysis of business plans of inductees and in- depth interview of them. As the research concerns raised on standards for accuracy in consistency, truth- value applicability, social science inquiry and neutrality of qualitative study, the authors creatively decided to have mix (triangulation) of research methods to smoothly run the study (Scandura and Williams, 2000).                

Limitation 

[bookmark: _GoBack]As mentioned above, their research paper had some limitations which were concerned towards the criteria of rigor in truth- value applicability, consistency, neutrality and social science inquiry of qualitative study (Scandura and Williams, 2000). Nonetheless, due to such concerns and noticing authors’ interest, traditional criteria i.e. validity, reliability and replicability were studied. Then, such were integrated with substitute standards for evaluating qualitative study were authors attempted to limit conflict in their study via the mix of study methods they used. Eventually, they were guided by the criteria of relevance of research (Bryman, 2016). 

 








References

Bryman, A., 2016. Social research methods. Oxford university press.

Dhaliwal, S., 1998, September. Silent contributors: Asian female entrepreneurs and women in business. In Women's Studies International Forum (Vol. 21, No. 5, pp. 463-474). Pergamon. 

De Pablos-Heredero, C., Botella, J.L.M. and LosSantos, I.S., 2012. The effectiveness of open innovation practices: an application to efficient replenishment. Procedia Technology, 5, pp.133-140. 

Mian, S.A., 1996. The university business incubator: a strategy for developing new research/technology-based firms. The Journal of High Technology Management Research, 7(2), pp.191-208.

Miles, M.B., Huberman, A.M., and Saldana, J., 1994. Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook. sage.

Scandura, T.A. and Williams, E.A., 2000. Research methodology in management: Current practices, trends, and implications for future research. Academy of Management journal, 43(6), pp.1248-1264.

Shane, S. and Venkataraman, S., 2003. Guest editors’ introduction to the special issue on technology entrepreneurship. Research policy, 32(2), pp.181-184.

Steinmo, M. and Rasmussen, E., 2018. The interplay of cognitive and relational social capital dimensions in university-industry collaboration: Overcoming the experience barrier. Research Policy, 47(10), pp.1964-1974. 
Thomas, L., Briggs, P., Hart, A. and Kerrigan, F., 2017. Understanding social media and identity work in young people transitioning to university. Computers in Human Behaviour, 76, pp.541-553.

Totterman, H. and Sten, J., 2005. Start-ups: Business incubation and social capital. International small business journal, 23(5), pp.487-511.
2

image2.jpeg
UNIVERSITY OF WALES ——————
Trinity Saint David
\ London




image1.png




image2.png




