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Figure 1 Scale development procedure

(3) FFieR g%, 7S SO0 3B SCAS B8 R R AT
YN BT , I AT AR 2SO DR A A S E AT )
A gnhith oAy G B M N N 2E R BR AT 2 1R 1 R
M3 ZAF5HE (2 A4 1 B4 <X ET
ST GRS, Gt — B 45 R T LU B 2 8 41l

R E e IR, R, X0 8 R AT 5O
CRBL e B k) O Ay (7 M s SCRIK ) 38
(B A R 3RGR) AL B, I 1 A Bl s o e
WE B, R IS A SRR S I 131 2,
R 1R,

x1 FRERDERG
Table 1 Examples of open coding
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Table 2 Examples of axial coding
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Table 3 Comparison and validation of concepts and categories
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Table 4 Initial items for measuring entrepreneurial underdog status
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Table 5 Results of exploratory factor analysis
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Figure 2 Results of confirmatory factor analysis
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Figure 3 The impact of entrepreneurial underdog status on exit intention
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Table 7 Means, SDs, and correlations
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Table 8 Results of hierarchical regression analysis
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Entrepreneurial underdog status: Definition, scale development, and validation
HAN Peng', LI Nan', ZHU Hong - ming’, TANG Yan - zhao'
(1. School of Management, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China;
2. School of Economics, Chongqing Technology and Business University, Chongqing 400067, China)

Abstract: As a minority and marginalized group long overlooked in mainstream entrepreneurship research, underdog entrepreneurs face
distinctive and often difficult — to — change structural challenges in their entrepreneurial journey, that arise from their persistent disad-
vantaged positions. Investigating the entrepreneurial underdog status is not only crucial for providing targeted support to this group but
also offers new theoretical perspectives for advancing inclusive and context — sensitive entrepreneurship research. Despite growing aca-
demic interest, the conceptualization and measurement of entrepreneurial underdog status remain underdeveloped, with most existing
studies relying on fragmented theoretical discussions or secondary data proxies. To address this gap, this study adopts a mixed — meth-
ods approach, combining qualitative inquiry based on grounded theory with quantitative validation across three rounds of surveys, to
systematically explore the content, structure, and predictive validity of entrepreneurial underdog status.

Drawing on semi — structured in — depth interviews with 27 representative underdog entrepreneurs from diverse backgrounds across
China, including individuals with disabilities, migrant workers, female entrepreneurs, and veterans, the study identifies four core cate-
gories of challenges that collectively define entrepreneurial underdog status: resource endowment deficits, physiological constraints,
cognitive limitations, and external environmental barriers. Through open, axial, and selective coding procedures, these dimensions are
further refined into a coherent theoretical framework. An initial 22 - item scale was developed and subsequently administered to two in-
dependent samples (N? =191; N? =425). Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses yield a robust four — factor, 14 - item scale
with satisfactory internal consistency, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. The four dimensions are respectively conforming to
the classical theoretical perspectives, such as resource — based view, human capital theory, social cognition theory, and institutional
theory, thereby ensuring the conceptual grounding of the measurement tool.

To further evaluate criterion — related validity, the study draws on self — regulation theory and examines the nonlinear relationship
between entrepreneurial underdog status and entrepreneurial exit intention using two — wave data from 317 entrepreneurs. Results reveal
a significant U — shaped relationship; at low levels of underdog status, individuals tend to adopt approach — oriented self — regulation
strategies, such as persistence and resilience, which reduce exit intentions; at high levels, however, defensive mechanisms dominate,
leading to increased withdrawal intentions. This curvilinear pattern remains robust after controlling for demographic characteristics, firm
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Extant literature shows that local governments exhibit two distinctive traits when allocating S&T expenditure under the institutional
pressure. First, local government complies the S&T strategies of central government. Within China’ s centralized political system, sub-
national governments consistently align their fiscal priorities with those of the central government. When a national S&T initiative is an-
nounced, local governments rapidly mobilize resources to establish similar projects—such as provincial — level science parks, key labo-
ratories, and engineering research centers—that closely reflect the central policy blueprint. Second, there is a convergence in S&T ex-
penditure across local governments. As fiscal S&T expenditure has become a key performance metric in governmental evaluation sys-
tems, competition among local governments in the S&T domain has significantly intensified. In pursuit of competition advantage, local
officials routinely benchmark their S&T expenditures against peer regions and recalibrate their budgetary allocations in response. This
strategic behavior results in a noticeable homogenization of S&T funding patterns across local governments.

Although existing studies indicate that local governments align their fiscal S&T expenditures with both central and peer govern-
ments, few studies have examined the impact of such conformity on regional innovation performance. Furthermore, while prior research
has mainly examined convergence in the scale of S&T expenditure, little attention has been given to structural conformity in fiscal S&T
expenditure. Under the current fiscal constraints, how local governments choose the structure of S&T expenditures to improve regional
innovation performance is a critical issue. Based on organizational legitimacy theory, this study examines the relationship between com-
pliance, convergence of local government of S&T expenditure structure and regional innovation, as well as the moderating role of local
official turnover. Using an unbalanced panel dataset from 31 provinces ( excluding Hong Kong, Macao, and Taiwan) from 2013 to
2022, we employ a fixed - effects ordinary least squares (OLS) model.

The findings reveal that compliance with central government in fiscal S&T expenditure structure is positively associated with region-
al innovation. That is, when local governments align their S&T expenditure structure with that of the central government, they gain ac-
cess to central S&T resources and policy support, thereby fostering regional innovation. Conversely, there is an inverted U — shaped re-
lationship between convergence with peer governments and regional innovation. The moderate level of conformity in S&T expenditure
structure among local governments helps accumulate R&D resources and facilitates innovation; however, beyond a certain threshold,
the costs of homogenization outweigh the legitimacy benefits, ultimately hindering regional innovation. Furthermore, the local official
turnover weakens the positive relationship between compliance and regional innovation but does not significantly affect the relationship
between convergence and regional innovation.

Key words: organizational legitimacy ; structure conformity; fiscal expenditure on S&T; local government; central government; region-

al innovation
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characteristics, and fear of failure. Further dimensional analyses show that the U — shaped effect is primarily driven by resource endow-
ment and cognitive challenges, whereas physiological constraints and external environmental barriers exhibit linear positive effects on
exit intentions, reflecting their distinct proximal versus distal roles in the entrepreneurial process.

Taken together, this study makes three key contributions. First, it clarifies the multidimensional structure of entrepreneurial un-
derdog status, providing a systematic analytical framework for future theoretical development. Second, it develops and validates a relia-
ble measurement scale, thereby enabling empirical research to move beyond conceptual discussions. Third, it uncovers a nuanced U -
shaped mechanism linking entrepreneurial underdog status to exit intentions, challenging conventional linear assumptions and extending
the application of self — regulation theory in entrepreneurship research. Practically, the findings offer actionable insights for underdog
entrepreneurs to reframe their disadvantages and for policymakers to design targeted, inclusive support systems. The study also ac-
knowledges limitations regarding self — reported data, cultural specificity, and cross — sectional design, while outlining promising direc-
tions for future research, including dynamic, cross — cultural, and longitudinal investigations.

Key words: entrepreneurial underdog status; underdog entrepreneurship; entrepreneurial exit intention; structural dimensions;

scale development





