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Impact of entrepreneurial team heterogeneity on opportunity

recognition: The intermediary role of social network
YANG Junping , BAO Shiyun, CHEN Peiei, XU Duo
(School of Economics and Management, Zhejiang Sci-Tech University, Hangzhou 310018, China)

Abstract: A theoretical model of the relationship among entrepreneurial team heterogeneity, social
network and opportunity recognition was constructed by integrating upper echelon theory and social
network theory. And, the survey data from 481 new ventures were used for empirical test. The results
show that external heterogeneity and internal heterogeneity of the entrepreneurial team have significantly
positive influence on opportunity recognition and social network construction of new ventures. The social
network contact and network centrality have a positive effect on opportunity recognition, and also play a
partial intermediary role between entrepreneurial team heterogeneity and opportunity recognition. The
research extends the application of upper echelon theory and social network theory in the field of
entrepreneurship, and offers new ventures some advice on how to enhance opportunity recognition effect.
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