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ABSTRACT

The theoreticd am of the paper is to create a synthes's between the science of disciplining action,
i.e,, corporate governance (CG), and the science of enabling actions within an organisation, i.e,
corporate entrepreneurship (CE). The mgor analytical concept used in the paper in order to fulfil the
synthessng am is window of entrepreneurship. Among the factors influencing the window of
entrepreneurship are CG mechanisms prominent.  We explore the window of entrepreneurship in
two riding schools, one governed by a private firm and one governed by an association. The
mechanism of the board of directors was found to be conducive for opening the window in the two
cases. The mechanism of the product market and the market for manageria labour influenced the
closing of the window. Thereby it has been showed that corporate entrepreneurship is a propensity
that can be triggered and terminated.



THE INTERSECTION OF DISCIPLINING AND ENABLING ACTION

A comprehengive theory of the firm has to include two important organisational processes, the
governance of the firm and the development of the firm. These two processes of the firm have been
elaborated in two different scientific fields, corporate governance (CG) (Schleifer & Vishny, 1997)
and corporate entrepreneurship (CE) (Zahra, Jennings & Kuratko, 1999), thus creeting a separation
of two organisational processes thet are distinctively intertwined in praxis.

The integration of these two streams of literature is a huge undertaking. The ambition of the
present paper is consderably less pretentious. The am isto indicate the relevance of the relaionship
between CG and CE through the concept of window of entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurs have been treated as being a special breed of the human race or shaped by a
traumatic childhood (Collins, Moore & Unwadla, 1964). Entrepreneuria action performed in an
organisation has been treated in the literature of corporate entrepreneurship, where it frequently has
been trested as a posture (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Zahra, 1991; Zahra & Huse, 2000). Thisis a
static conception of entrepreneurial action that disregards condition of entrepreneurship. The concept
of window of entrepreneurship chalenges this satic view through offering a dynamic conception. It is
claimed that entrepreneurship is a propendgty (Zahra, 1993), which can be triggered or terminated,
mainly through the influence of corporate governance mechanisms.

The knowledge of CG and CE has been based on empirica data from mainly listed capitdigtic
corporation, i.e,, mainly collective ownership of firms with a profit orientation. A theory worth the
name of atheory of the firm should, however, be capable of including different organisationa forms.
The present paper will consder two empiricad cases where the firms are engaged in the riding
industry. The two firms have two different sets of property rights, one where the property rights of

the firm are vested in a callective, i.e., the members of the public association, and one where all



property rights belong to one single person, i.e,, the single proprietorship. Additiondly, the two cases
differ in the financid gods, the public association being a diginct non-profit organisation, and the
single proprietorship having the posshility of profit maximisation. Thus, the empirica cases offer two
firms engaged in an exatic industry that to the author’s knowledge never before have been subject
for economic research, and more important, that have never before been used to explan
entrepreneurid action.

The paper will present a modd of the relationship between corporate governance and the
window of entrepreneurship. The mode will then be used in the two case studies to capture the

essence of window of entrepreneurship and its explanatory factors. Conclusions and implications end

the paper.

A MODEL OF CORPORATE GOVERNANCE AND WINDOW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Corporate governance (CG) deas with those mechanisms that determine the fate of the organisation
(Schlefer & Vishny, 1997). It is focused on how the organisation, and especidly the top managers,
are disciplined in order to satisfy the important stakeholders of the firm and includes theories such as
agency theory (Jensen & Ruback, 1983) and transaction cost theory (Williamson, 1996). Both
theories assume slently business development to occur. The problem of the organisation is not its
development, but the direction of the development, whether it will be in the interest of the top
managers, or theresdua owners.

Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE) has developed as a field focusing on those factors that
influence the process of creating new busnesses within organisations in order to develop the
organisation and to enhance an organisation’s competitive postion or the Strategic renewd for

exiging busness (Zahra, Jennings & Kuratko, 1999). CE is generdly interpreted as activities within



an exiging corporation that enhance the firm's proactiveness, its ability to innovate, take risk and
seize opportunities (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Zahra, 1991). Overdl, CE has been tregted as a
continuous pogture. We chdlenge this view through offering the concept of window of
entrepreneurship (WE), which emphasise that entrepreneurship is a propendty that can be triggered
and that can be terminated.

The modd of the paper, as showed in figure 1, proposes that CG and CE disciplines and
enables managers and members of an organisation, thereby opening and closng the window of
entrepreneurship. They are, however, imbedded in indtitutiona structures of property rights, which
influence the mechaniams of corporate governance and the possbilities to redise and to make use of

the opportunities.

FIGURE 1. A MODEL OF CORPORATE GOVERNANCE AND WINDOW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP
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Corporate governance is defined as the sysem where the wills of the principds are
implemented in an organisation through controlling managerid action (Jensen & Meckling, 1976).
This system congsts of a set of different mechanisms. Presently there is no specific theory with the
capacity to ded with dl avallable mechaniamsin a sysematic fashion. We therefore offer alist of the
most prominent mechanisms found in the literature,

The supply of capitd creates opportunities for investments. Credit capitd offers opportunities
through its being the basc mean for investments, but puts a strain on actions due to its continuous
demand on cash flow, and when risking bankruptcy, its right to discontinue the organisation (Berglf,
1990). Residud capitd, often termed ownership capitd, supplies the investment with risk capita, but
at the price of profit and the right to discontinue the organisation no matter risk of bankruptcy.

The board of directors, supported by a market for directors, aigns the strategy of the
corporation with the organisationa structure, with the ultimate capacity to give direct orders to the
top management, i.e., to directly affect the action. The composition of managers through recruitment
is performed through the use of the externd and the internd managerid supply. The action of a
manager can be influenced by the executive reward system utilised in the organisation. The auditors
make the scrutinisng of the actions performed by the managers, in the interest of the principals and
the State.

The output of the organisation is subject to the competition level of the product or service
markets. With increasing levels of competition, the restraints on management increase, ending a the
perfect competition where not even priceis possble to influence.

The governance mechaniams of a firm are embedded in the organisation's environment,
congtituted by mass media, that offers information and analyses of the organisation to the public; and

date legidation and regulations that influence actions through rules and sanctions.



In order to exploit the fruits of the divison of labour, the principd has to discipline the
manager, as well as to enable managerid action. Enabling is not the opposite of disciplining, but a
dimension of its own, where the environment and the principas contribute to the capacity of the
managers to shape the production function of the organisation in a productive fashion. Enabling is,
however, not a subject of CG, but has been dedt with in the literature of Corporate
Entrepreneurship (CE).

CE can be defined as activities within an exiging firm that enhance the firm's risk taking and
drategic opportunism, which is the firm’s ability to be proactive and innovative (cf. Covin & Sevin,
1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996).

The essence of entrepreneuria risk taking is the commitment of different types of resources to
aventure. If the firm has an abundance of resources, the risk of the venture could be high, but the
risk for the firmislow, ance it does not threaten the existence of the firm. Entrepreneuria risk taking
is reserved for those ventures that bind so much resources that it congtitute a threet for the firm's

exigence.

Strategic opportunism is the firm's cgpacity to perceive new opportunities and to develop new
drategies, be it new products or markets, and findly to redirect its resources. It is the cregtive
destruction of a firm's established Strategy, and represents the difference between intended strategy
and redised drategy that Mintzberg termed emergent drategies. It can be subdivided into
proactiveness and innovativeness (Covin & Sevin, 1991).

Proactiveness is the capacity to be able to interpret new demands, and to act upon this new
interpretation, without being bound by the present strategy of the firm. Innovativenessis the capacity

of a firm to make new combinations of resources within the firm and to create new products and



sarvices (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). It condtitutes what Schumpeter (1934) termed credtive
destruction through developing aternatives to the established products or technologies.

Corporate entrepreneurship has been clamed to be a posture (Covin & Sevin, 1991; Zahra,
1991; Huse & Zahra, 2000). Zahra (1993) noticed that CE could have cogts for the firm, making a
too high level of CE harmful for the financid performance of the firm. We assart that CE isdways a
codt for the firm, since it aways bind or consumes resources. A manager consdering a new market
opportunity for one working hour, redirects one hour of managerid working time from considerations
concerning, for example, production improvements to Strategic opportunism. Therefore, snce CE is
a cog, firms can be hypothessed to vary ther intendty and duration of CE (Zahra, 1993).
Consequently, we claim that CE isa propengity, i.e., alatent capacity to entrepreneurid activities.

The window of entrepreneurship expresses the temporary character of entrepreneurship. It
indicates that a firm can open or close the firm for entrepreneurid action if it experience a Stuation
that is interpreted as a threat, an opportunity, an organisationd strength or a weakness. The
corporate governance mechanisms are conducive in this respect. For example, if a manager finds the
organisation stable and the level of debt islow, the window of entrepreneurship could be open, thus
representing a willingness to assume risk and to act drategicaly opportunistic. Another exampleisa
firm with a very low levd of equity, making it very dert to changes, the board of the firm can be
assumed to very fast experience a threat, and, if other factors support the aertness, will open the
window of entrepreneurship.

CG and CE are embedded in, and therefore influenced by the ingtitutiond environment. One
important forma indtitution congsts of the legd associationd forms that the government offers, such
as single proprietorship, partnership, joint stock company, co-operative firm and public association.

The regulation of the joint stock company didtributes rights and ligbilities to dominant stakeholders of



the firm, in the specific case of the corporation, its shareholders, the CEO and the board. Thus; it
condtitutes the lega property rights of the associationd form. Among the most important property
rights and ligbilities are risk and control. Depending on organisationd form, the ligbilities of the right
to the resdua vary, i.e. within a single proprietorship the proprietor stands the entire losses, within a
corporation the shareholders have limited ligbility and in the public association, the members have no
resdud liability what so ever. It has further been stated that “where the risk lies, there lies the
control” (Robertson & Dennison, in Ricketts, 2002, p. 263) claming the residud clamants to have
the right to control. Depending on organisationd form, the right to control will be entitled to different
gakeholders, i.e. in the dngle proprietorship the proprietor will control, in the corporation the
shareholders will control, and in the public association, the member will control. Thus, the firm seen
as a nexus of lega contracts implies the contracts to establish an dlocation of rights among the
dominant stakeholders who compromise the firm.

Legd property rights can, however, only offer the forma determination of rights and ligbilities.
Property rights in their completeness are determined by the interplay of both forma and informa
ingtitutions. Norms of society and groups, but not legdly coded, influence the legd property rights
and ther digribution, thus making the actud societa property rights a mix of legdly and socidly
defined norms.

Summarising the modd, we clam that the window of entrepreneurship is influenced by the
corporate governance mechanisms, and by the dlocation of property rights, that sets the incentive

and controlling frame of actionsin afirm.



THE RIDING SCHOOL CASES

The empiricd objects of the paper are two firms engaged in the riding school industry. The industry
belongs to the leisure industry and is mainly oriented towards young people. The core business of the
industry is teaching dressage, jumping and caretaking of the horse, and to a lesser extent wagon-
riding and western riding. The dominating customers are young girls. The financing of riding schools
are always a problem since the costs are high because the horses needed to perform the riding are
expensve to buy and to maintain, including cods of the stable. Mogt riding schools recaeive
governmenta support when they offer lectures for individuas below the age of 26.

The theoreticd reason to choose such an exotic and exceptional industry is that a theory about
the firm and its capacity to create conditions of entrepreneurship has to be able to ded with dl firms
engaged in budness activities, even if they provide riding indructions for young girls. The
methodologica reasons for the sdection is that; 1. the industry contains a variety of legd forms,
including single proprietorships and public associations offering the same sarvice, thus cregting
variance in the set of property rights and liabilities; 2. the indudtry is Sgnificantly influenced by locd
and nationd government, thus emphasiang the indtitutiona influence on property right alocation; 3.
the industry is exposed to strong ingditutiond pressure from the riding community demanding
horsemanship and from the politica sphere demanding adherence to the Swedish popular movement
tradition of democracy and equdity.

We have sdlected one case where the riding schoal is organised as a public association and
one case where the school is owned by a single proprietor. This makes it possible to compare the
digtinct differences between private property rights and communal property rights.

The data for the public association was collected during September 2002, using interviews and

archiva data from the riding schoal. Interviews were held with the current chairman of the board and



one former chairman, two former managers of the riding school and two ingtructors. Archivd data
conssted of yearly accounts and al protocols from the board’ s meetings reaching back to the 60's.
A unique materiad covering the hourly utilisation of each horse and pony every day from 1993 to
2001 has been used. The data for the private riding school were collected during January 2003.
Interviews were held with the single proprietor, with a buyer of the riding schools service and with a
director of the board of the associaion that origindly sold the riding school to the current single
proprietor. Detailed case descriptions can, due to space constraints, not be presented here. We

present a short summary of the cases, which isfollowed by the analysis of the cases.

The public association

The public association was founded in 1946. Three years later a boy of 9 years of age started his
training a the school. From that day on, he has been a leading figure a the riding school, as a
successtul rider in jumping during the 60's, as an ingtructor sSince 1959, as the generd manager of the
riding school from 1972 to 1995. The riding school financed and built an establishment in 1959 that
dill isin use. It was expanded in 1992 by an enlargement of the indoor arena and by the construction
of anew gtable for private horses, and further expanded in 1998 by a new indoor arena and anew
gable for privatdy held horses. The ownership of the establishment was transferred to the locd
municipdity in 1978 because of sever financid problems in the association. The expangons during
the 90's were financed through a co-operative agreement between the association and the
muniapdity.

The 90's were a turbulent decade in the history of the riding school. It started by a scandd,
where the chairman of the board was found to have embezzled a huge amount of money. A new

chairman 1992 replaced him. A growing group of members were, however, dissatisfied with the



development of the school, among other things, complaining about overused horses. At the same
time, the management of the school was not well organised. A more or less staged coup replaced the
chairman and many of the directors in 1993, decreasing the average experience of the board, but
making it more homogenous in experience and in gender composition, now containing 75 per cent
women. The board in 1995, induced by severe critique from ingtructors and members levelled
agang the riding school manager, changed the mandate of the riding school manager, retaining
certain regponghilities under the control of the old manager, and creting a new postion as riding
school manager. A new manager was recruited, but was replaced because of cooperation problems
with the board, and because of, let's say, strange financid manoeuvres. He was replaced by ayoung
person, lacking equestrian educeation, but with ample experience of leadership since he wes former
military. At the same time, the chairman of the board retired, and a new chairman was eected, with
long experience of the board. The board had now gained in board experience, and had a
heterogeneous composition.

This change marks the end of the turbulent years of the school, from 1993 until 1997. Now
started a stable period, only disrupted by new engagements induced by the new manager. He sarted
an after-school recregtion club for very young kids, with sdaried personnd, paid by the municipdity.
He organised environmentd activities at the school, which were nationdly recognised and gave the
asociation the first equestrian environmentd price a a nationd meeting. He organised jumping
competitions that attracted many of the nationd €ite. The economy of the association was
drengthened during his firg three years. During his years, the utilisation of the horse capacity
decreased, the turnover of horses decreased, and the number of membership was rather stable. The
manager retired from the position when he got the opportunity to get a postion at the nationd centre

of riding education.
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The sngle proprietorship

The private riding school is owned by one person, usng the associationd form of dngle
proprietorship. In 1985 she bought the riding school from an association. The association had by
then been in the business for dmost 60 years. It was wdl-known for its large competitions. The
riding school of the associaion experienced severe financid problems. The solution found by the
association was to offer the riding school for sale to the present owner and a man. They had been
employed at the association’s riding school and had a reputation of being knowledgeable and hard
working persons. The privatization of the riding school was the first privatisation of the associations
activities, but were preceded by other privatizations, such as the café being rented to an undertaker.

The present owner bought the other owner’s share of the firm after a short while, and
organised it as a sngle proprietorship. She invested a lot of time in the riding school activities and
invested in new horses. She stayed, however, a the association’s establishment and agreed on a
specific contract that stressed a close reationship between the association and the riding school. She
rented part of the establishment for a subsidised rent. She did only accept riders if they were
members of the association. She does not organise competitions or intrude in the association’s other
activities, but are solely focused on the core business of ariding schoal.

The association got a new establishment 1995 and moved dl their operations. The riding
school moved with them. The new establishment made it possible for her to invest in more horses,
with the am of increasing qudity through better and less utilised horses. By now she had more
employees, with equedtrian education and of same gender and age. The employees have
continuoudy been granted more and more responsbility for planning lectures, thus reducing the
working load of the owner. Today the word ‘we are stressed, including the owner, the employees

and the horses. Frequent joint activities indicate a Stress on socidisation of the employees.
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Today the riding schoal is performing lectures for the members of the associaion, including
jumping, dressage, pony lessons and lessons for disabled. More lectures have been added because
the riding school have a contract with a high school Stuated at the establishment since one year ago.
The high school education has riding as aspecidity, and was created by awoman that thought there
would be a market for this rather specid direction of a school. All riding lectures provided by the
high school are produced by the private riding school. The establishment, governed by the
asociation, is today housng many private companies that conduct different activities The
asociation has become less of an operating organisation and more of an adminigtrative body
maintaining the establishment, governing and administering competitions, getting sponsors and make
aure that there is a functiona riding schoal. Still, the private riding school has a weak identity snce
most riders do not distinguish between the public association and the public riding school. The owner
isas0 very eager to have tight and good relations with the public association.

The association is governed by a board that have experienced very high turnover of directors.
Additiondly, many directors are recruited from outside the association, mainly from business. Thus,
the governing body of the association gppears to be rather unstable, which contrast with the stability

of the riding school.

INTERPRETATION 1. OPENING THE WINDOW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP

The entrepreneurid actions that will be explained are the creation of the private riding school and the
new activities introduced by the new manager a the public association. The creation of the private
riding school 1985 was entrepreneurial since

A.) it represented a new way of thinking about public associations and their operations,
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B.) it did put the riding school activities a risk since a fallure by the single proprietor would
imply the closing of the riding activities, and
C.) it consumed a substantid part of the single proprietors wedth and exposed her to unlimited
sk
The creetion of the new activities in the public association was entrepreneuria Snce
A.) the after-schoal recreetion club and the environmentd activities represented a totaly new
activity
B.) the high-gtatus jumping competitions put the name of the public association & risk snce an
organisationd failure would be hard to repair
The entrepreneurid actions were sought for. The private riding school were established because the
board of the association experienced a crigsin the riding school and invented the idea that a part of
the association’s activities could be detached from the association and sold as property to a
trustworthy and hardworking couple of individuads. The individuals faced the opportunity and made
ther choice of a lifetime. Although putting much a risk, the contract granted some stability for the
new established private riding school. Findly, she was young, without a family, thus being able to
inves many hours of the day in the busness To summarise, the opening of the window of
entrepreneurship happened through a criss and the presence of resources, which created a fertile
ground for new ideas, which an gpparently strong board, including business people, had the capacity
to invent and the courage to implement.
In the case of the public association, the crisis were solved and reduced to history by a strong
homogenous board. When recruiting the new manager, the board was a fertile ground for new idess,
being heterogeneous in compodtion, but with the confidence of having solved the crigs. They wanted

to recruit a strong leader, with new ideas. Therefore they were cagpable of recruiting a manager
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lacking eaborated equestrian knowledge or competition qudifications, but with strong leadership
skills and experience. They wanted his entrepreneuria spirit and granted him rather wide freedom of
actions, partly because they wanted inventions and partly because they thought that it was a mean of
rewarding the manager. The last reason being rather important since public associations has chronic
financid problems, redtraining them from giving sgnificant finencid rewards. The manager had
incentives for carrying through the new ideas, not only because of the fun of it, but dso because it
could creste a reputation that made him more employable. To summarise, the window of
entrepreneurship opened because the board had gained in experience and stability, wanting and
demanding a development of the association, and the market for managers could offer a dynamic
manager.

In the two cases, the board' s capacity and self-confidence is the common denominator. The
capacity to accept entrepreneuria action appears to be based on heterogeneity of the board in both
cases. The strength of the boards, however, gppears to have different origins. In the case of the
public association, it was probably the successful settlement of the criss. In the case of the private
riding schoal, it was the availability of busnessmen that made privatisation afeasible solution.

Another common denominator is the availability of resources needed to implement theidea. In
the case of the private riding school, the public association had knowledge about two individuds and
could recruit them for the idea of privatisation. In the case of the public association, the market for
riding school managers could supply the association with a dynamic manager.

A denominator that is not common is crisis or distress. It is claimed that distress is the mother
of invention. Our cases show thet it is true in one of the cases, but not in the case of the public

association, since they could have chosen to continue ‘business-as-usud’ .
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To conclude, nether threats, nor opportunities, are conditions for the window of
entrepreneurship to open. Our cases indicate that power of assuming entrepreneurial actions,
whether needed or not, appears to be an important condition for the window of entrepreneurship to
open in organisations. This supports the assertion that entrepreneuria action is a posture that has

resources as a presumption.

INTERPRETATION 2: CLOSING THE WINDOW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP
The entrepreneuria actions hdted in both cases. The development of the private riding school hated
after the angle proprietor assumed full ownership, which isindicated by
A.) no new activities have been added,
B.) no new markets have been explored, except for the high school lectures, which were dmost
given to her through the same locdisation at the establishment, and
C.) the increased dze of the business through more employees and more horses is the only
driking development of the private riding school since 1985.
The development of the public associaion hdted after the retirement of the manager, which is
indicated by
A.) the discontinuation of the jumping competitions
B.) the environmentd orientation becoming a routine with low priority

C.) no new activities have been added

The entrepreneurid actions hated in the public riding school. In the build-up phase, the

entrepreneurid action were absent, probably because of the need to create stability and that al her

capacity to work was oriented to keep up the activities. In the recent years, she has created so much
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gability and economy in her riding school, making it possible for her to delegate some of the working
load to the employees. Thereby she has created resources, such as spare-time for hersdf that could
be directed towards entrepreneurid actions. No entrepreneurid action has, however, been
discernable. Obvioudy the window of entrepreneurship is closed. One interpretation is that the
window closed at the point in time when the contract was created, and the socid dimension of the
contract strengthens the blocking of the window. She has to appear as a stable and trustworthy
partner to the association, in order to get continuation of the contract. Therefore she cannot engage
in new businesses that put her core operation at risk. Additiondly, she cannot engage in activities that
would compete with activities performed or controlled by the association. That would create hodtility
and a breskdown of the trust relationship. As it is today, she is part of the associations planning
process. It gives her competitive advantage snce she can get ingde information and be sengtive to
the demands of the association. On the other hand, the sengtivity forces her operations to be a
function of the association. Thus, she is a dependent subcontractor to the association, restricted to
stisfy the demands of the association and not to engage in activities that could compete with the
association.

Additiondly, she is even bound in sze by the establishment. She increased in Sze when the
association moved to the new establishment. Today thereis alack of space and the stables arefilled
by horses, and the competition to get a new box is harsh. Thus, new activities implying need of
additiondly horses cannot be performed today, aslong as sheis Stuated a the establishment.

The incentives for entrepreneurid action could, however, be interpreted as being low. The
single proprietor has experienced a continuous growth is sze and no obvious threat have been

present during the years. Thus, the forces for entrepreneurid action has been wesk.
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To summarise, the private riding school’s window of entrepreneurship is closed because of
weak incentives for entrepreneurid actions, and that the product market conssting of the contractud
relaionship with the public assodiaion put limiting redtrictions on her possbility to invent new
products, and even redtricts her possibility to grow within the current business.

The public associaion logt their dynamic manager. They granted him huge freedom of actions,
which he used to develop the association, and thereby to further his reputation, which made it
possible for him to get a more prestigious position within the industry. The board were prepared to
recruit asmilar manager. One indication of this orientation is that they had the opportunity to employ
one of the indructors of the association, wel-known for her caretaking of the horses and well-
planned lectures, but eventudly not as dynamic as the former manager. The board recruited,
however, an externd person. The supply, they complained, were rather limited this time. The
recruited person stayed only 6 months and then went back to his ordinary postion. Now they are
looking for a new manager. Thus, the window of entrepreneurship has been closed due to scarcity of
possible dynamic managers.

To summarise the closing of the window of entrepreneurship, consideration about the product
market and the restricted manageria labour market were the closng mechanisms. In both cases, a
propensity to entrepreneurid action could be present, but not redlised because the window of

entrepreneurship is closed.

INTERPRETATION 3: INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FRAMING THE WINDOW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP
The industry of riding has informa norms that influence the organisations of the industry, putting
restrictions on the actor’s possibility to act (Selznick 1957). These norms determine both the form

and content of entrepreneurship, i.e., the very frame of the window. Lacking empirical data on the
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norms of the industry, we propose, based on experience from the cases and personal experience that
a least two norms are rather powerful. They are the norm of horsemanship and the norm of the
peopl€ s movement.

The norm of horsemanship is not an unambiguous norm, but gppears to be continuoudy
subject to debate. It says that activities should be guided by maximum caretaking of the horse. The
debate is about the content of caretaking. The members of the public association were very upset
when they found out that tired and even sick horses were used in the lectures. Some clamed that
maximum of lecture time per day is three hours per horse since more hours make the horse tired and
even bored. A horse is amply not an instrument for a riding school, but a goa of the school. This
emphatic orientation put limits on entrepreneuria actions regarding riding activities.

The norm of the people’'s movement says that democratic inditutions are preferred, that
members and even consumers should have a say in the operations of public organisations, be it
governed by a public association or a single proprigtor. The inditution is so strong tha the
municipdities pay subsdy for young riders, but only to public associations. The implication of the
norm s most gpparent in the case of the single proprietor. She has not only to respond to the
product market needs, but have to be part of the democratic process of the association. This means
not only taking part of the internd information of the association and to be responsve to consumers
needs, but to be even more responsve, a least with words, on opinions expressed by the
associaion and the members. Therefore the private riding school needs to express responsiveness
towards democratic ideds. This statement is hard to show empiricaly since it is expressed by the
owner, but could be interpreted as a way of making market demand consderations appear as
democratic consderations. Her engagement in the planning process has been interpreted as a

method of gaining ingde information. But a the same time, her presence a the meetings could be
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interpreted as a demongtration of democracy, being prepared to engage in the democratic processes.
She could have stated that any influence on her business should be tranamitted through contract.
Thus, there are data where our interpretation of it representing democratic considerations, cannot be
fdsfied.

The norms of horsemanship and the peoples movement shows how property rights as
described by legd rules, does not exhaust the content of the rights, but has to be consdered in order
to understand the window of entrepreneurship. In fact, it istrivid to redise that socid norms have to

be included before one redlise the content of the actua property rights, those that are effectivein

society.

CONCLUSIONSAND IMPLICATIONS

It was dated that corporate governance mechanism influence corporate entrepreneurship through
opening and closing the window of entrepreneurship. The mechanism of the board of directors was
found to be conducive for opening the window in the two cases. The mechanism of the product
market and the market for manageria labour influenced the closing of the window. Thereby it has
been showed that corporate entrepreneurship is a propendty that can be triggered and terminated.
The mechanisms of governance are active in both the opening and the closing of the window. To the
extent that the mechanisms of corporate governance can be managed, the window of
entrepreneurship can be managed. These mechanisms are, however, embedded in indtitutions that
define the effective property rights, thus framing the window of entrepreneurship.

The theory offered are, however, very loose. The theory lists the governance mechanisms and
date that one or more of these mechaniams will influence the window of entrepreneurship. Ex post it

can explain the relationship between governance and entrepreneurship. A theory should, however,
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be capable of making predictions, i.e,, to create explanations ex ante. The contribution of this paper
is therefore rather limited, restricted to suggest a focus on the relaionship, and the need of theory
development. Due to the lack of a strong theory, it will be hard to develop a theory about the
relaionship through other means than inductive reasoning. Thus, the avenue forward in this areais
through data collection that is inductively interpreted. It does not imply a focus on case studies, as
this paper has had. Since the categories are present, a survey data collection method is quite feasible,
using inductive satidticd andyticd methods, such as clugtering techniques.

The praxis implication of the results is that entrepreneurid actions can be managed, through
cregting opportunities for entrepreneuria actions through opening the window, but aso redtricting
action through the cloang of the window. Thus, entrepreneurid action does not depend on the
exisence of an entrepreneur. Conditions of entrepreneurship can be created, and maybe even

entrepreneurs can be created.
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