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Prior studies demonstrate the role of resources in shaping a firm’s entrepreneurial orientation from the resource-based view. We expand this line of research by theorising and testing the impact of resource bricolage on entrepreneurial orientation. Based on the data of 295 start-ups, we find that when start-ups face resource constraints, the strategy of resource bricolage has a significant positive effect on entrepreneurial orientation, and the relationship is positively moderated by top management team (TMT) heterogeneity. Meanwhile, the relationship is negatively moderated by TMT behavioral integration. The results are expected to provide theoretical guidance for start-ups to overcome resource constraints and achieve smooth survival and growth.
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INTRODUCTION

Start-ups usually face a higher risk of entrepreneurial failure than mature enterprises. Start-ups face high levels of technological and market uncertainty due to liability or weakness caused by newness (Elfring and Hulsink, 2003). The lack of performance records and information asymmetry hinders the evaluation of resource owners, making it difficult for start-ups to obtain external resources (Xiumei and Yupeng, 2010). Previous studies have shown that cultivating entrepreneurial orientation can effectively promote dynamic capability orientation and firm performance and enterprise development (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2003) in uncertain environment. It can be seen that entrepreneurship orientation is very important for start-ups. Entrepreneurial orientation is a mental model of firms in pursuit of new business and in response to environmental change (Srivastava and Lee, 2005), Firms with a high entrepreneurial orientation are more likely to innovate continuously and actively defeat competitors perceived as more entrepreneurial (Miller, 1983; Anderson et al., 2015). There are few studies on the antecedent variables of entrepreneurship orientation. Although researchers have recognized the importance of resources for entrepreneurial orientation and established a framework involving firms’ internal resources, competitive advantages and innovation capability, most research efforts of entrepreneurial orientation are limited to the entrepreneurial resources themselves. Therefore, these studies cannot yet provide an effective answer to the problem of resource scarcity (Jingkun and Jian, 2019).

The key to the survival and development of start-ups facing fierce market competition lies in their creative reorganization of resources (Sirmon et al., 2011). Resources are the foundation of entrepreneurial activity (Barney, 1991). When firms have the resources to match their (Miller, 1983) entrepreneurial behavior and innovation, they tend to succeed. Most firms face massive resource constraints (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005), while start-ups face even more severe resource constraints. Resource bricolage is an action strategy for entrepreneurs to meet new entrepreneurial opportunities or challenges by adapting and leveraging existing resources (Baker and Nelson, 2005). Successful bricolage enables start-ups to cope better with market uncertainty, survive in resource constraints, and perhaps even thrive (Lomberg et al., 2017). How does bricolage affect entrepreneurial orientation? The mechanism remains to be explored.

The other key to deepening research on the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation lies in the introduction of related organizational factors. Entrepreneurial behavior is rooted in a certain resource environment, and TMT of each firm is the decision-maker and executor of the corporate strategy and plays a key role in the enterprise innovation activities (Hambrick and Mason, 1984). The theoretical extension based on the upper echelons theory proves that the characteristics of TMT (such as age, career path, other professional experience, education, socioeconomic basis, economic status, group characteristics, etc.) are important organizational factors that affect entrepreneurial orientation (Bantel and Jackson, 1989; Yang and Wang, 2014). However, there are still considerable differences in the empirical research conclusions on the relationship between TMT and entrepreneurial orientation. Start-ups usually face unstructured and creative problems, and heterogeneous teams are often better able to cope with them due to their different cognitive and resource bases (Gang and Chao, 2017). TMT behavioral integration is defined as the degree of team members’ participation and interaction in thought and action, which holds the key to the effectiveness of strategic decision-making and execution (Carmeli and Schaubroeck, 2006). The demographic differences of TMT members and their behavioral integration influence the decision-making and implementation of corporate strategy, which can explain the group phenomenon (Alexiev et al., 2010).

Our study focuses on the impact of resource bricolage on entrepreneurial orientation in start-ups, effectively combining the entrepreneurial resource view and entrepreneurial opportunity view to provide a new entrepreneurial research perspective. That is, when start-ups cannot control all the resources, bricolage behavior helps the entrepreneur use the existing resources optimally and avoid resource restrictions. Therefore, resource bricolage is an effective solution to overcome the resource-constraint dilemma, providing an effective way for enterprises to carry out entrepreneurial activities. In addition, resource bricolage results from TMT’s decisions, so it does not independently affect entrepreneurial orientation. Analysis of this TMT dual role can explain why some start-ups with similar resource bases succeed and others fail. By considering this view, we provide a new way of thinking and a feasible path for start-ups to overcome the resource dilemma (Mehrabi et al., 2021). It also deepens the research content of the perspective of resource bricolage and upper echelons theory.



THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

The positive effect of entrepreneurial orientation on performance through various ways has been gradually confirmed (Li et al., 2009; Lomberg et al., 2017). Thus, entrepreneurs and scholars began to focus on what can be done to make the most of entrepreneurial orientation (Wangbin and Yuli, 2012). Following the conceptual structure of entrepreneurial orientation proposed by Lumpkin and Dess (1996), scholars study the impact of environmental factors, strategic factors, and internal factors on entrepreneurial orientation. The entrepreneurial behavior of firms is regarded as a process of integrating internal and external resources. Therefore, resources are the foundation of entrepreneurial activity and the key to its success (Barney, 1991). The quantity and quality of resources play a key role in the performance, survival, and development of entrepreneurial firms (Guohong and Lan, 2018).

Prior studies focused on the important role of resources for firms to build and maintain strategic advantages from the resource-based view (Covin et al., 2006; Jian, 2012), and most concluded that competitive advantage and high performance of firms come from a unique and heterogeneous resource portfolio (Wales et al., 2011). The view highlights that advantageous resources must have three characteristics simultaneously: they can create value, cannot be copied by competitors, and can be continuously possessed. The resource-based view discusses the source of competitive advantage from the perspective of internal enterprise resources, but scholars gradually realized that the formation and accumulation of competitive resources is a long-term process (Shijian and Minghui, 2013). It is difficult for start-ups to achieve this in the early stages. Moreover, the view does not extend to research on how to obtain advantageous resources and the abilities needed by firms to obtain resources.

When it is difficult for start-ups to obtain advantageous resources or they even face the problem of insufficient resources, integrating and utilizing existing resources are effective ways to address the problem (Yuli and Xin, 2009). The problem is acute for start-ups, which typically need many resources in the start-up and growth stages. Scarcity is the most striking feature of entrepreneurial resources (Liang and Heng, 2017). Due to the lack of internal accumulation, such a firm often does not have all the resources needed to develop its opportunities (Senyard et al., 2014). Therefore, one of the important tasks of entrepreneurs in the entrepreneurial process is to access and utilize resources (Newbert and Tomikoski, 2012). The concept of resource bricolage, proposed by Baker and Nelson (2005), provides a new thinking style and a new action strategy to solve resource problems. Following the principle of “make the best use of everything,” firms make do with their existing, accessible resources to explore opportunities and meet challenges. When start-ups are unable to pay for standardized resources that have a high degree of matching needs, strong applicability, and high efficiency, the original purpose can be achieved by using the resources currently at hand (Hongxia and Hongjia, 2016).


Resource Bricolage and Entrepreneurial Orientation

Scholars proposed the logic of potential advantages of resource constraints, that is, the effects of resource constraints are not all negative (Gibbert et al., 2007). The more severe the resource constraint of a start-up, the more efficient the start-up will be in using resources. They tend to work harder to find resources in competitive markets, partly reflecting greater entrepreneurial intention. Resource bricolage includes three core elements, namely the resource at hand, making do, and combining resources for new purposes (Miller, 1983). The first element, “resource at hand,” relates to entrepreneurial orientation because firms pay attention to the use and exploration of resources that are immediately available, especially resources that exist in new firms or the existing market but have not been explored or neglected (Covin and Slevin, 1989). Using existing idle resources, which not only reduces resource costs and saves search time, but also obtains income from investment, which greatly improves the ability of firms to take entrepreneurial risks (Xiue and Kun, 2018). Similarly, through the creative use of inexpensive resources, firms can bring more net cash inflow with minimal cost, achieving survival and development (Hooi et al., 2016). In addition, firms may inadvertently create new resources by using many piecemeal resources; the process helps firms market new products, provide new services, and achieve innovation (Lu et al., 2019).

The second core element listed above, “making do,” relates to entrepreneurial orientation as follows. This form of bricolage refers to the effective performance of an entrepreneur who faces resource constraints and uses existing resources to deal with new challenges or opportunities (Baker and Nelson, 2005). On the one hand, “making do” helps firms creatively solve the problems they face and quickly create targeted products, services, or business models, thereby making more room for the firms to develop (Jingqin and Jingjing, 2017). On the other hand, “making do” is advantageous to seize the fleeting opportunity to take the lead in breaking into new markets and thus gain a first-mover advantage (Zahra and Covin, 1995).

The third core element, “combination of resources for new purposes,” relates to entrepreneurial orientation because entrepreneurs frequently integrate resources that were previously used for other purposes to achieve new goals (Liang and Xinglu, 2016). It means that start-ups often use resources that were otherwise used for other purposes to achieve goals and capture market opportunities. This is an extension of the use of resources, and is an important manifestation of bricolage (Desa, 2012). The new service attribute is developed by the firm based on the original use attribute of the resource, which helps the firm to get out of the difficulty of obtaining the standard resource in time, and to simultaneously improve stability in the existence and development of the organization.

Resource bricolage is an important way for firms to obtain available resources by exerting their subjective initiative. Although the literature contains no direct research showing that resource bricolage impacts the entrepreneurial orientation of enterprises, scholars have verified the relationship between resource bricolage and innovation performance through empirical research, which reflects the innovation and risk-taking ability of enterprises. Based on this, we consider the following hypothesis:


H1: A firm’s resource bricolage positively relates to its entrepreneurial orientation.
 



The Moderating Effect of Top Management Team Characteristics

When studying resource strategies, one should not neglect examination of the subject of decision-making, that is, TMT. According to the upper echelons theory, there are two main viewpoints (Hambrick and Mason, 1984). Firstly, when faced with the same organizational environment and strategic information, different managers make different strategic choices and interpret the information diversely (Carpenter et al., 2004). Scholars have studied the impact of entrepreneurial enthusiasm on entrepreneurial behavior and received positive responses (Li et al., 2020). Secondly, the differences arise from the past experiences, values, perceptions, and personal characteristics of the top managers. Based on the above two main points, Hambrick and Mason further suggest that to understand why a firm makes one choice rather than another, it is necessary to have a deep understanding of its top managers. The theory effectively explains why enterprises with similar resource constraints may have completely different survival and growth capabilities (Knight et al., 2015).

The TMT background characteristics are closely related to key activities such as the formulation and execution of strategic decisions (Xinming and Huan, 2021) because a TMT is usually made up of key managers responsible for strategy formulation, planning, and implementation. They are responsible for the operation and management of the entire organization and have decision-making and control rights (Hambrick, 2007). Therefore, the TMT decision-making process will impact the firm resource allocation and change. Therefore, considering the integrity of the research model, the current study combines TMT heterogeneity and TMT behavioral integration into the same research framework. The theoretical model can further deepen and expand the upper echelons theory and the perspective of resource bricolage.



The Moderating Effect of Top Management Team Heterogeneity

TMT heterogeneity reflects the differences of TMT in demographic characteristics, important cognitions, values, and experiences, which can be divided into demographic background variables and latent variables (Mehrabi et al., 2021). Often, heterogeneous teams are better suited to deal with unstructured, creative problems (Alexiev et al., 2010). Therefore, when the diversity among TMT members is large, the team has diversified knowledge, skills, experience. Moreover, diversity means that the team has a wide social network and a broad interpersonal base, which can provide more diverse resources and capabilities for the growth of the venture (Heyden et al., 2013). Conversely, when the level of TMT heterogeneity is low, it is often difficult to have sufficient external contacts to access strategic resources.

The background characteristics of top managers determine their problem-solving ways and thus influence their strategic decisions (Richard et al., 2019). Therefore, the influence of TMT characteristics in the study of the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation should not be ignored. On the one hand, highly heterogeneous teams have a wide variety of information and insights and a broader perspective, which allows them to identify more potentially available resources (Bantel and Jackson, 1989). When the use of resources is broadened, the team’s ability to solve problems is enhanced. On the other hand, high heterogeneity means that the team has more extensive social capital and network relationships, which can improve the firm’s ability to access both tangible and intangible resources. For both reasons, TMT member heterogeneity is helpful for start-up firms to cope with resource constraints and achieve high growth. Based on this, the following hypothesis is made:


H2: TMT heterogeneity positively moderates the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation; the higher the degree of TMT heterogeneity, the greater the positive impact of resource bricolage on entrepreneurial orientation.
 



The Moderating Effect of Top Management Team Behavioral Integration

Based on the upper echelons theory, Hambrick found through field research that it is not enough to rely on static indicators such as demographic characteristics to predict the results of firms, and TMT behavioral interaction are also important. If TMT members cannot effectively integrate their existing knowledge and skills, it is often difficult to find new opportunities. The solidification of knowledge and experience is easy to form cognitive bias, which will lead to the solidification of the existing strategy and affect the innovation behavior of the enterprise. In 1994, the concept of “TMT behavioral integration” was first put forward and the term can be used to describe the essence of the specific operation process of the team. As a meta-concept of the TMT executive process, TMT behavioral integration is the process of TMT members sharing information, resources, and decision; these three aspects reflect the team’s integrating capacity.

After 1994, follow-up study based on the upper echelons theory showed that the integration of group behavior is an important contingent factor that influences the strategic behavior of firms (Hambrick, 2007), and thus impacts the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation. For two reasons, this study suggests that TMT behavioral integration may weaken the positive relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation. Firstly, a high level of TMT behavioral integration indicates frequent information exchange among team members, but this often leads to the disadvantage that the members have the same decision-making basis, so they have similar access to resources (Simsek et al., 2005). In such a situation, it is difficult to use resources creatively. In contrast, a low level of behavioral integration means that team members’ unique vision of how to acquire resources can play a positive role. Second, joint decision-making is an important criterion for TMT behavioral integration. However, joint decision-making is often based on risk reduction, so teams tend to form a conservative consensus. Such a team ignores abandoned or idle resources, which is not conducive to the discovery, utilization, and accumulation of resources. Based on this, the following hypothesis is made:


H3: TMT behavioral integration negatively moderates the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation; the higher the degree of TMT behavioral integration, the weaker the positive effect of resource bricolage on entrepreneurial orientation.
 




MATERIALS AND METHODS


Sample and Data Collection

A questionnaire survey was employed to collect data to test our hypotheses. Since this study focuses on firms in the early stages of formation or growth, we use the standards within the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) report to investigate firms that have been established for at most 42 months. Considering that the CEO and senior management team members are located at the top of the organizational structure, they play an active role in the strategic decision-making of the enterprise. Meanwhile, they are familiar with the overall operation of the enterprise and can more accurately reflect the real situation (Yong and Rui, 2019). We first sent a questionnaire to CEOs to measure their perceptions of entrepreneurial orientation. At the same time, we sent a questionnaire to the top management team members to gauge their views on the firm’s resource bricolage. To improve the response rate, our questionnaire was distributed by a professional team in China, a leader in Chinese market research. Specifically, the team uses a data platform dedicated to providing large-scale research, data collection, modeling, analysis, and business applications solutions for research institutions, businesses, and individuals.

A small-scale sample survey confirmed the reliability and factor structure of our measurements. Then, with a good understanding of our research purpose and requirements, the group recruited respondents in a rigorous manner to form a high-quality, representative sample. Samples came from 21 provinces, autonomous regions, and municipalities directly under the central government in China, covering the four major economic regions: the northeast region (e.g., Heilongjiang Province, Jilin Province and Liaoning Province), the eastern region (e.g., Zhejiang Province, Shanghai, Jiangsu Province), the central region (e.g., Anhui Province, Shanxi Province, Jiangxi Province) and the west area (e.g., Chongqing, Sichuan Province, Guangxi).

We chose to conduct our research in China for two main reasons. On the one hand, with the concept of “Mass entrepreneurship and innovation,” China has formed a new wave of entrepreneurship (Jun and Yuli, 2020). As a result, the number of start-ups is huge, and research on entrepreneurship is of great significance to the country. However, as a developing country, China is at a disadvantage in the international transfer of resources, so it needs to focus on internal and limited resources. On the other hand, as the world’s second-largest economy, China’s enterprise development faces a severe domestic and international environment. Therefore, Chinese companies must mold a competitive advantage in a fierce market environment, and the role of their top management teams cannot be underestimated. Top managers are the right people to fill out the questionnaire, this happens because we need to consider the TMT characteristics in our study. More importantly, top managers are at the top of the organizational structure, playing an active role in making strategic decisions, and they are very familiar with the overall operating situation of the firm.



Common Method Bias

In this study, we avoid the influence of common method bias by means of program control. Firstly, in the questionnaire design phase, we changed the order of items while keeping the same basic information to avoid reflecting bias. At the same time, the questionnaire uses a reverse item and a repeated item to identify invalid samples, which can help us quickly check whether the interviewee answered the question seriously. Secondly, before the respondents filled out the questionnaire, we informed them that the responses would be anonymous and the data would be used for scientific research only; all response information would be kept strictly confidential so it would not affect their work in any way. The team used IP address checking to ensure that each person could only answer once, and we ended up with 350 complete samples. Finally，by comparing the results of the polygraph item and the repeated item, the data of those who did not answer seriously were deleted, leaving 295 samples and an effective recovery rate of 84.29%. Table 1 shows the demographic details of the 295 respondents.



TABLE 1. Sample feature distribution (N = 295).
[image: Table1]



Measures

We adopted mature scales from the literature to measure, and we ensured the equivalence of language through translation and back-translation. Firstly, we translated the original scale from English into Chinese, and then translated the Chinese scale into English. Then, we invited two native English speakers to check the translated English scale. We repeated the operation until the new scale was consistent with the original scale in content, semantics, format, and application, after which we regarded it as a valid scale for distribution. After team discussion and feedback, we revised several ambiguous items and formed the final questionnaire. In addition to the control variables, all items were measured with 5-point Likert scales, ranging from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” (5).

Resource Bricolage. We measured resource bricolage using eight items adapted from the work of Senyard et al. (2014), which includes three dimensions. Resources at hand refers to resources that exist in the market but have not yet been found or exploited for alternative uses; such resources are often obtained at a lower cost than standard alternatives. Making do means that the firm is quick to seize opportunities based on satisfaction rather than optimization. Combination of resources for new purposes refers to the reorganization of resources in order to achieve new goals. The internal consistency of resource bricolage was 0.828. The results of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) show that the data represents the true characteristics of the measured objects (X2 = 33.324, df = 20, X2/df = 1.666, p = 0.031, RMSEA = 0.048[0.014, 0.075], GFI = 0.973, NFI = 0.948, IFI = 0.978, TLI = 0.969, CFI = 0.978). These results show that the scale had good aggregation validity.

TMT heterogeneity. We measured TMT heterogeneity using four items adapted from the work of Heyden et al. (2013). The scale measures professional knowledge field, experience, functional background, and complementarity. The internal consistency of TMT heterogeneity is 0.644, and the results of CFA are as follows: X2 = 14.876, df = 2, X2/df = 7.438, p = 0.001, GFI = 0.978, NFI = 0.902, IFI = 0.914, CFI = 0.911. These results indicate that the aggregation validity of the scale is good.

TMT behavioral integration. We measured TMT behavioral integration using nine items adapted from the work of Simsek et al. (2005), which include three dimensions. Information exchange reflects the initiative consciousness and the importance of the information exchanged in decision-making. Collaborative behavior measures how much the top managers work together and whether the boundaries of their rights and responsibilities are clear. Whether the firm’s important decisions are made through inter-team discussion is mainly used to measure joint decision-making. The internal consistency of TMT behavioral integration is 0.795 and the results of CFA are as follows: X2 = 41.107, df = 27, X2/df = 1.522, p = 0.040, RMSEA = 0.042[0.009, 0.067], GFI = 0.969, NFI = 0.931, IFI = 0.975, TLI = 0.966, CFI =0.975. These results show that the aggregation validity of the scale is excellent.

Entrepreneurial orientation. We use the scale developed by Covin and Slevin (1989), which includes three dimensions, with a total of nine items. Innovativeness refers to the firm having new ideas in terms of products, service, and technology. For example, since the firm was established, new products and new services have been developed, and there is a trend of sustainable development. Risk taking refers to the firm daring to face, undertake, or engage in behavior with a certain amount of danger; that is, the firm is more inclined to try rather than give up in the face of an uncertain environment. Proactiveness refers to the tendency of the firm to develop and market new products and services before other firms in the industry. The internal consistency of entrepreneurial orientation is 0.845. The results of CFA are as follows: X2 = 80.791, df = 27, X2/df = 2.992, p = 0.000, GFI = 0.941, NFI = 0.902, IFI = 0.933, TLI = 0.909, CFI = 0.932. These results show that the scale has good convergent validity.

Control variables. This study selects several variables which may affect the entrepreneurial orientation from the entrepreneur, the top management team and the start-ups level. Firstly, we control the gender of entrepreneur, because it makes differences in the degree of entrepreneurial inclination. According to the questionnaire, the entrepreneur’s age and education level were controlled by the ordinal classification variables. Different work experience results in different entrepreneurial intention, therefore, the main work experience is divided into seven categories, such as finance and accounting, marketing, production and manufacturing, technology research and development, administration, Discipline inspection and law. Second, from the perspective of entrepreneurial team, the number of team to measure the size of the TMT. Finally, the start-up scale is measured by the total number of enterprises at the enterprise level.




RESULTS


Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations. The results show that resource bricolage correlates positively with entrepreneurial orientation (r = 0.71, p < 0.01). Resource bricolage also correlates positively with TMT heterogeneity (r = 0.61, p < 0.01), and TMT heterogeneity correlates positively with entrepreneurial orientation (r = 0.59, p < 0.01). Resource bricolage also correlates positively with TMT behavioral integration (r = 0.65, p < 0.01), and TMT behavioral integration correlates positively with entrepreneurial orientation (r = 0.71, p < 0.01).



TABLE 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients.
[image: Table2]

Variance inflation factor (VIF) test was carried out in this study, and the result was 1.025, close to 1, indicating that multicollinearity is not serious. In order to ensure the reliability of regression results and reduce statistical errors, this study conducted mean-centered processing on data before regression analysis.



Hypothesis Testing


Main Effect Test

First, the regression analysis showed that resource bricolage has a significant positive effect on entrepreneurial orientation (β = 0.83, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001). Hypothesis 1 is verified.



Moderating Effect Test

The PROCESS 3.5 procedure (Model 1) of SPSS23.0 was used to test the moderating effect of TMT heterogeneity. The second hypothesized moderator was tested similarly. Table 3 shows that the moderating effect of TMT heterogeneity on the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation was not significant (β = 0.04, t = 0.03, 95% CI [−0.025, 0.110]). Moreover, Table 4 examines the moderating effect of behavioral integration on the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation was not significant (β = −0.03, t = −0.03, 95% CI [−0.084, 0.038]).



TABLE 3. The moderating effect of TMT heterogeneity.
[image: Table3]



TABLE 4. The moderating effect of TMT behavioral integration.
[image: Table4]

Finally, we examine the dual-moderating effects of TMT heterogeneity and TMT behavioral integration. Using Model 2 in the PROCESS 3.5 plug-in, we obtain the results shown in Table 5. The moderating effect analysis showed that TMT heterogeneity had a significant moderating effect on the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation (β = 0.08, t = 2.01, p < 0.05, 95% CI [0.002, 0.166]), which was positive. Under the same conditions, the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation was significantly mediated by TMT behavioral integration (β = −0.09, t = −2.01, p < 0.05, 95% CI [−0.161, −0.002]), which was negative. Thus, Hypotheses 2 and 3 are verified.



TABLE 5. Double regulation effect.
[image: Table5]

To explore the moderating effect of different degrees of heterogeneity, the resource bricolage and heterogeneity results were divided into three groups according to the average value plus or minus one standard deviation. Through the analysis of the following data and make moderating effect slope chart in Figure 1. The TMT behavioral integration is shown in Figure 2.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1. TMT heterogeneity’s moderating effect.


[image: Figure 2]

FIGURE 2. TMT behavioral integration’s moderating effect.


The simple slope is the most significant when the heterogeneity value is 1.02, and the behavioral integration value is −0.81. In other words, under the effect of high heterogeneity and low behavioral integration, the resource bricolage can influence entrepreneurial orientation positively, which can promote entrepreneurial orientation.





DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Based on resource bricolage theory, this study proposes and tests the impact model of 295 start-ups’ resource bricolage on entrepreneurial orientation. Previous studies have verified that resource bricolage has a positive impact on enterprise innovation and other outcome variables (Desa and Basu, 2013; Senyard et al., 2014), and also verified that resource integration positively influences firm entrepreneurship through innovation capability (Ling et al., 2020). However, there are no direct research shows that resource bricolage has an impact on entrepreneurial orientation. This study fully considers the resource environment of start-ups and expands the result effect of resource bricolage. We found that the higher the degree of resource bricolage, the stronger the entrepreneurial orientation of start-ups.

As the study showed, start-ups often face the dilemma of resource constraints and the need for innovation, which forces the firm to make full use of existing resources to create value and build capability (Zhenduo and Xinchun, 2016). This view provides a good explanation of why some start-ups stand firm in the entrepreneurial wave and bear market risks effectively: their success stems mainly from their reorganization and utilization of existing resources. When start-ups have more bricolage behaviors, they can use existing low-cost resources to provide more resource options through a quick assessment of the market environment, thus improving their ability to withstand risk, and the combination of new options is more conducive to enterprise innovation. The study has shown to some extent that resource bricolage constitutes an important base on which new firms can implement their entrepreneurship orientation. Start-ups need to pay attention to the accumulation and effective use of existing resources, strive to maintain flexibility in their problem solving, and lay a solid foundation for their entrepreneurship orientation and subsequent entrepreneurial activities from the perspective of resource bricolage.

Based on upper echelons theory, the current paper considers TMT heterogeneity and TMT behavioral integration from static and dynamic dimensions to explore the moderating effect between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation. In terms of entrepreneurial team construction, most scholars study the impact of TMT heterogeneity on enterprise innovation, enterprise growth, resource acquisition and performance (Chowdhury, 2005; Zhou and Rosini, 2015) by upper echelons theory. Previous studies focused on the impact of TMT behavioral integration on entrepreneurial performance and firm innovation (Baoshan and Zhaorui, 2019), but did not form a unified opinion. This paper builds a research framework based on start-ups, and incorporates the resource pooling and entrepreneurial orientation of enterprises into the research, which is an important supplement to existing research. The study shows that TMT Heterogeneity and TMT Behavioral Integration have a significant dual-moderating effect on the relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation. That is, TMT heterogeneity strengthens the positive relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation, while TMT behavioral integration weakens the positive relationship between resource bricolage and entrepreneurial orientation. Therefore, when the degree of TMT heterogeneity is high and the degree of TMT behavioral integration is low, resource bricolage can significantly enhance entrepreneurial orientation.

Among the key driving factors for organizational innovation, the differences in age, knowledge, and abilities of top management team members often affect the generation of innovative ideas and the implementation of innovative behaviors, which in turn affect decision-making results (Fuping and Xiaochuan, 2010). Therefore, TMT building should combine the principles of differentiation and diversity to select and appoint team members. When forming a team, it is necessary to consider not only the differences in structural characteristics, but also the diversity of the social relationship network characteristics of top management members. The negative moderating effect of TMT behavioral integration shows that for the acquisition of resources and the realization of entrepreneurial goals, mere information sharing is not sufficient because similar cognitive foundations will form similar problem-solving modes. Similarly, joint decision-making should be done while paying attention to the expression of individual opinions of members and respecting the differences between members, so as to avoid the phenomenon that effective opinions are not expressed and the decision-making body conforms to the crowd.


Research Contributions

The study findings have theoretical value. Through quantitative analysis, this paper confirms the influence mechanism of resource bricolage on EO in start-ups. Resource constraint is the primary obstacle faced by start-ups, and even becomes an important reason for the low success rate and short duration of start-ups. Resource bricolage is an effective solution to overcome resource constraints of start-ups, and provides an effective way for start-ups to carry out entrepreneurial activities and create economic value. Bricolage can help entrepreneurs make optimal use of existing resources and circumvent resource constraints when start-ups cannot control all resources. From this point of view, this paper provides a new idea and feasible path for start-ups to overcome the resource dilemma, and the research conclusions enrich the research topics in the field of entrepreneurship.

The study findings also have practical implications. Entrepreneurs must be clearly aware of the importance of innovative strategy, proactive strategy and risk-taking strategy to the survival and development of new ventures Firstly, start-ups should pay attention to the market trend and grasp the market opportunity, in the new product creation and service mode and other aspects of new development. Secondly, start-ups should build a proactive strategic awareness to stay ahead of competitors from the start-up and management teams, and take a first-mover strategy to quickly capture the market and accumulate capital. Finally, to a certain extent, resource bricolage improves the utilization rate of resources, thus improving the risk bearing capacity of start-ups.



Limitations

Limitations in the study suggest the following research avenues. Firstly, the study only studies the effect of resource bricolage strategy on entrepreneurial orientation during the start-up period, and the conclusions are only applicable to new ventures. Future research could explore the impact of resource bricolage strategy on entrepreneurial orientation in other growth stages. Secondly, the study takes only one country’s enterprises as samples. This suggests using international research in future to verify the conclusions with global data. Thirdly, one concern about the study is that readers may still be interested in the effect of entrepreneurial orientation on resource bricolage, although the study provides sufficient reasons to demonstrate the effect of resource bricolage on entrepreneurial orientation. It is a good thought process. People with low entrepreneurial orientation tend to take conservative action strategies in the face of insufficient resources, while people with high entrepreneurial orientation will reach their goals by bricolage, even though it is risky. In fact, our study pays more attention on the question of how start-ups thrive in resource-constrained situations. Resource bricolage can make full use of existing resources to improve the risk bearing capacity and enhance the innovation capacity of an enterprise. The study process is rigorous and the conclusions are credible. The future direction can be studied by studying the differences in the use of resource strategies among people with different degrees of entrepreneurial orientation. Fourthly, one question that needs to be explained is that in the study, the means of the key constructs are high and show little variation. When we set up the questionnaire to avoid ceiling effect and floor effect, it is necessary to explain the results to avoid misunderstanding. Firstly, we adopted mature scales and tested reliability and validity. Secondly, we carefully considered the language of the questionnaire, and further improved the questionnaire by communicating with three CEOs of start-ups to ensure that the interviewees fully understood the questions. Finally, a small number of questionnaires were collected in the way of pre-survey to test whether the design of the scale was reasonable. Based on this, we believe that the data results of this study are real and accurate, and there is no ceiling effect. We measure the extent to which the independent variable can explain the variation of the dependent variable by R-square value. The result shows that the R-square value is 0.513, indicating a good fitting degree.
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