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REVIEW OF JOURNAL

 BUILDING  INTELLECTUAL CAPITAL IN INCUBATED TECHNOLOGY FIRMS
By : Clare G. Gately and James A. Cunningham

INTRODUCTION
“New venture formation is integral to entrepreneurship (Edelman et al, 2008). My review of the above journal followed the guideline  (See Appendix A). 
This is a data article supported by empirical evidence .The discussion is mainly about building relational capital as it affects entrepreneurs start- up businesses in the high tech industry.  The major question is how hatched technical business persons shape interpersonal assets for fresh business formation in  Higher institute of Education settings. 

The  main findings from the study  regarding  relational capital commitment during the creation of new businesses are : “Contacts and network development, Relationship building ; Accessing and leveraging knowledge experts; Use of clubs and association memberships.”
The study showed  the kind and aspect of action employed differs significantly during the creation procedure becomes little broad and largely intensify by specific section. 
  key fact that arose is that individual legality come first and or is included in social capital hard work, the future action is reliant on  the previous events to endorse  it to a larger degree.


The procedures and the phenomenology placed emphasis especially in the area of the criteria for strictness in the study carried out regarding the following aspects: “Truth- value applicability, Social science inquiry, Consistency , Neutrality of qualitative research” (Guba and Lincoln, 1985; Scandura and Williams, 2000).”
“According to Hess (1987) survey of small business owners , he discovered that the time spent on networking and customer relations is far greater and is perceived as being more valuable to business success than academic coverage would indicate.” 

The authors’ statistics  with proof came from plans of ventures given by applicants as they remained credible and  reliable  statistics basis from the records of postgraduate data held by  SEEPP, that relate to the funding of enterprise by CORD in Ireland. Analysis of 40 business plans were also done .
“Official Irish Government central statistics office data and EU classifications (Eurostats, 2008) and or categories pre existing in entrepreneurship works was used to outline the technology businessperson and their stage of improvement.”
The second aspect was the primary research and collection of  data that came from empirical processes via  qualitative interviewing .

They are appropriate but not sufficient. They should have involved a larger sample size and not only academic institution cohort in order to gain a fairer outcome and ensure a validation. The authors’ were mindful of Delmar and Shane’s (2004, p.407)  stating that “Researchers interested in evolutionary processes need to adopt research designs that represent the population of new ventures, rather than just those that become legal entities”

The main issues and questions raised by the authors are: 
· “The advent of social capital as  significant component for the creation and resourcefulness of any novel undertaking  in research  were achieved and mentioned in the past.
· The numerous benefits of incubator environments to the technology start-ups in accessing relational  resources  is well documented.
· Turning attention particularly  various  social assets  significantly throughout fresh business creation with differences in the activities pertaining to intellectual capital engaged by the businessperson in diverse context.
· The change among those “still in the process of trying” with those that were “up and running” by the project end date  relating  to the kind of human capital involved in,
· The findings directed to the relational  leverage materials to effectuate the formation process.
· The authors discovered  that “ diversity is important because ties with more than one person with similar characteristics do not provide access to new information”
· Data possessions and systems are dire rudiments in supportive of incubator  technical laboratory  businesspersons.
· “New ways need to be explored to facilitate exchange and relational building between the technology entrepreneur and Higher Education Institute as greenhouses of relational capital resources.”

In addressing the questions,” the authors chose a plurality of qualitative methods, namely qualitative  interviewing and qualitative content analysis, and triangulated these methods during data analysis to ensure validity and reliability of the findings” (Amabile et al, 2001; Kane, 1995; Scandura and Williams, 2000).
“The authors combined three types of content analysis, namely qualitative/interpretative, quantitative and structural , guided by Krippendorff (2004); Shapiro and Markoff (1997) and Symon and Cassell (1998) but focused particularly on qualitative  content analysis to advance their research question.”
Some changes were made to the old-style criteria to show  qualitative viewpoint  for the assessment of the study,  specifically dependability, replicability and soundness. The study had mixed  different measures for measuring  the proposal qualitatively.
 The authors formulated a sifting method to scrutinized  the plan of the businesses plans and technical businesspersons in the starting up manner. The following processes were adopted:
· Screening for finished and accessible business plans of the  participants
· Volunteers were requested for the SEEPP cohort, confirming they  were  technology entrepreneurs and ascertained their stages.
· Basically technological undertakings at the stage of starting up improvement stood out for selection in the study in future.
· The phase of improvement was harmonized with previous categorizations and  theory in the field (See Reynolds’ Entrepreneurial Process Model, 2000) 


The authors recognized the following  types of social and human capital  development of networks and contacts: Connection construction, opening and leveraging of expect information  and association’s memberships. According to Jones-Evans (1995) categorisation of technology entrepreneurs that , “Users, Producers, opportunists and non technical entrepreneurs engaged in client focused relational capital building where as researcher  types networked with service providers and displayed arms length relational capital building styles.”

The study could be said to be balanced and fair in its methodological stance. The authors applied different approaches to ensure validity of  their findings. These methods resulted to the triangulation of processes to prove the same outcome epistemologically, regarding its evaluation of the research and using different measures for assessing qualitative research  and ontologically  proving authenticity of outcome.
 In order to avoid any bias, the authors under took  pilot studies to examine and redesign outlooks produced from the existing works and their knowledge in this area. This was done to expunge any axiological  element of prejudices and bias. 
The authors made all efforts to limit intrusion in the study by  mixing methods in the processes applied . 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The authors made original contributions to the topic by applying categorisation of the interviewees occupational background . This categorisation addressed calls within entrepreneurship literature to differentiate among  types of businesspersons and differentiating  from the rest of the populace on attributes  basis. Concerns addressed  also relates to the concern of  “Bhave (1994) who warns of the limitations of cross sectional studies  due to the under use of taxonomic selection of entrepreneurial firms”. “This led to the conclusion that “unless we can generate taxonomic samples of entrepreneurial firms, cross sectional results have only limited external validity”














Appendix A

1. What kind of article is it? ( data or theory argument )
2. What is the main area under discussion?
3. What are the main findings?
4.What are the stated limitations?
5. Where does the author’s data and evidence come from? Are they appropriate / sufficient?
6.What are the main issues and questions raised by the authors?
7. How well are the above addressed?
8. What are the major points / interpretations made by the authors in terms of the issues / questions
9. Is the text balanced? Is it fair / biased?
10.Does the author make original contributions to the topic with this article? How?
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