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1. Research Methods



Quantitative vs Qualitative Research

Quantitative Research

Qualitative Research

Aims

Prediction, causal relationships

Understanding, interpretation

Research question

Confirmatory with specific hypotheses

Exploratory

Theory Theory testing Theory generation

Strengths Generalizability, replicability Deep understanding, rich contextual insights
Approach Field/lab/quasi-experiments, surveys Case study, ethnography, action research
Method examples |RCT, Questionnaires Observation, interviews, document analysis

Sample selection

Random, representative sampling

Purposive, theoretical sampling

Sample size Larger Smaller to medium
Data collected Numeric Non-numeric

Data analysis Statistical Thematic, coding
Process Linear tendency Circular tendency

Adapted from Antwi, S., & Hamza, K. (2015).
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Principles for Choosing Your Research Approach

W72 B & DS Fitness for Purpose (Antwi & Hamza, 2015)
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From Nascent to Mature Research

State of Prior Theory
and Research

Nascent

Intermediate

Mature

Research questions

Type of data collected

INlustrative methods for
collecting data

Source: Edmondson & McManus, 2007

Open-ended inquiry
about a phenomenon
of interest

Qualitative, initially
open-ended data that
need to be
interpreted for
meaning

Interviews;
observations;
obtaining documents
or other material
from field sites
relevant to the
phenomena of
interest

Proposed relationships
between new and
established
constructs

Hybrid (both
qualitative and
quantitative)

Interviews;
observations;
surveys; obtaining
material from field
sites relevant to the
phenomena of
interest

Focused questions
and/or hypotheses
relating existing
constructs

Quantitative data;
focused measures
where extent or
amount is meaningful

Surveys; interviews or
observations designed
to be systematically
coded and quantified;
obtaining data from
field sites that
measure the extent or
amount of salient
constructs




From Nascent to Mature Research

State of Prior Theory
and Research

Nascent

Intermediate

Mature

Constructs and
measures

Goal of data analyses

Data analysis methods

Theoretical
contribution

Source: Edmondson & McManus, 2007

Typically new
constructs, few
formal measures

Pattern identification

Thematic content
analysis coding for
evidence of
constructs

A suggestive theory,

often an invitation for

further work on the

issue or set of issues

opened up by the
study

Typically one or more
new constructs
and/or new
measures

Preliminary or
exploratory testing
of new propositions
and/or new
constructs

Content analysis,
exploratory
statistics, and
preliminary tests

A provisional theory,
often one that
integrates
previously separate
bodies of work

Typically relying
heavily on existing
constructs and
medsures

Formal hypothesis
testing

Statistical inference,
standard statistical
analyses

A supported theory that
may add specificity,
new mechanisms, or
new boundaries to
existing theories




Research Perspectives and Methods

Obtrusive 4

research
operations

Judgment
tasks

Unobtrusive
research
operations

Sample
surveys

Laboratory
experiment

Formal
theory

Experimental
simulation

Field
studies

Field
experiments

Computer
simulations

<
<«

Universal
behavior systems

Adapted from McGrath (1981), Kashino (2021)

Particular
behavior systems

Points of maximum concern with...
A. Generality over actors.

B. Precision of measurement of behaviour.

C. System character of content

I. Settings in natural systems
Il. Contrived and created settings
Ill. Behaviour not setting dependent
IV. No observation of behaviour required
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1-1. Quantitative Methods



QUANT. Process

Source: Bryman & Cramer, 2004

b

» Theory

v

Hypothesis

Operationalisation
of concepts

v

Selection of
respondents or participants

el .

Survey/correlational design Experimental design

Conduct interviews :
or administer and control groups

questionnaires i /

Carry out observations
and/or administer tests
or questionnaires

Create experimental

Collect data

v

Analyse data

v

Findings

ri Kashino
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Quantitative Research Methods

Variations / Examples

Notes

Experimental

Randomized Controlled Trial
(RCT), Lab / Field
Experiment

Cause—and—effect relationships. Involves manipulation of variables
and random assignment.

Quasi—Experimen
tal

Regression Discontinuity
Design (RDD)

Assigns participants to groups based on a cutoff score on a pre—test
measure

Difference—in—Differences
(DID)

Compares changes in outcomes between treatment and control
groups (assuming parallel trends).

Matching (e.g., Propensity
Score Matching — PSM)

Creates comparable treatment and control groups in observational
data by matching units to reduce selection bias.

Instrumental Variables (IV)

Estimates causal effects when the treatment variable is endogenous

Survey Cross—sectional / Gathers data from a sample to infer characteristics of a population.
Longitudinal, Questionnaire Focuses on attitudes, opinions, behaviors.
Secondary Data Analyzing existing Utilizes data collected by others for a new research purpose.

Analysis

quantitative datasets




1-2. Qualitative Methods



QUAL process: The Interactive Model

Source: Maxwell, 2013

Goals

Conceptual
framework

Research
questions

Methods

A

Validity
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Qualitative Research Methods

Variations Notes

Observation Ethnography Understand a culture or social group holistically through immersion.
Participant Becoming part of the group/activity to gain an insider perspective
Observation
Non-participant Observe from the outside without actively participating (non-structured)
Observation

Interview Structured Easy to compare but less flexible. (Can yield quantitative data)
Semi-structured Uses an interview guide but allows flexibility to probe topics
Unstructured Conversational style with minimal control

Document Historical Understand past events, contexts, or changes over time.

Analysis
Contemporary Understand present situations or processes.
Public Utilizes publicly available documents (government records, websites)
Private Access may be restricted; confidentiality concerns

(C) Takanori Kashino 15



Example: Founder Identities and Identity Work

1.

Approach:

- Grounded Theory

Duration:

8 months

Data Sample:

- b9 founders + others
Methods:

+ Semi-structured interviews

- Non—participant observations

- Archival documentation

—> Triangulation (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2009)

Source: Grimes (2018)

TABLE 1
Data Inventory
Data type Quantity Original data source Original (intended) data aud
Entrepreneur Primary sample: 30+ hours of recorded  Primary sample: 26 incubator Researcher
interviews and transcribed audio from 69 residents (19 of which had
interviews (captured 93 separate cofounders)
instances of feedback responses)
Secondary sample: 20+ hours of Secondary sample: 33 incubator
recorded and transcribed audio from affiliates/incubator non-affiliates
34 interviews (captured 50 separate (10 of which had cofounders)
instances of feedback responses)
Stakeholder 7+ hours of recorded and transcribed 2 incubator directors, 10 business Researcher
interviews audio from 12 interviews mentors
Observational Primary sample: 36+ hours of recorded ~ Audio and researcher’s notes from Researcher
data and transcribed audio; 14 weeks of 17 “pitch events,” 10 private
non-recorded on-site observation of mentoring sessions, and 5 semi-
feedback exchanges and creative private mentoring sessions
revision in an incubator
Mentor notes Primary sample: 16 files (33 pages) of Incubator mentors Incubator staff and mentors
mentor evaluations and feedback
given to incubator residents
Secondary sample: 28 files (71 pages)
of mentor evaluations and feedback
given to incubator affiliates
Other Primary sample: 70 business model Primary sample: 26 incubator Business stakeholders (i.e.,
documentation canvases; 20 pages of quantitative residents investors, customers,

peer evaluations; 6 business plans;
3 investor “one-sheets”/executive
summaries; 8 “pitch decks”;

1 “customer letter of intent”

employees, mentors, and
partners)
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TABLE 2
Patterns of Creative Revision

Initial psych. Identity
ownership Incubator Incubator Prior Psychological Idea work work

Founder of the idea Cofounder resident affiliate experience ownership practice practice
1 Y Y Y+ N s Ab Rp, Df Dec
2 Y Y Y+ N s Ab Rp, Df Dec
3 Y X Xk N S Ab Rp, Df Dec
4 Y Y Y+ N G Rl Rn P

5 Y Y Y+ N © Rl Rn P
6 Y Y Y+ N s Rl Rn P

7 Y Y Y+ N © Rl Rn P
8 : & N b £ 2 N S Rf Df I

9 5% 57 Y+ N s Ab Rp.Df Dec
10 Y Y Y+ N G Ab Rp.Df Dec
11 X & X+ N G Rl Rn i
12 Y Y Y+ N s Rl Rn P
13 e £ g N S Ab Rp Dec
14 Y Y Y+ N s Ab Rp Dec
15 % 52 Y+ N s Ab Rp Dec
16 i o N . 4 N S Rf Df T
17 5 N N ¥ s RE Df W
18 Y N Y N s Ab Rp.Df Dec
19 % Y 5 N s Rl Rn, Rp, Df P
20 Y Y Y N s Rl Rn, Rp, Df P
21 T N N X G Ab Rp ¥
22 Y N Y N s RE Df T
23 ? N N 5 @ Rl Ra,Rp P
24 X N Y N G Ab Rp Dec
25 Y N Y N s RE Df i
26 Y 4 Y N S Ab Rp, Df Dec
27 7 N 5 N @ Ab Rp Dec
28 Y N Y N G Rl Rn, Rp, Df P
29 Y Y N Y s Ab Rp Dec
30 Y Y N N s RE Df T
31 3 N Y N s RE Df s
32 i N N Y G Rl Rn P
33 ¥ N N Y s RE Df 00
34 D » ¥ N N S Rl Rn, Rp, Df 3
35 ¥ Y N N s Rl Ra, Rp, Df P
36 ¥ Y N Y s Rl R P
37 Y Y N 5 s Rl Rn P
38 y: N N Y s RE Df T
39 Y N N Y © Ab Rp Dec
0 : Y N ¥ s RE Df T
0 % N N Y G Ab Rp Dec
42 Y N N Y s RE Df T
13 Y N N Y s RE Df T
" Y Y N Y s RE Df T
45 Y Y N Y s Ab Rp Dec
16 ? N N Y s Rl Ra, Rp P
47 Y N N ¥ s RE Df i
48 - § N N 4 S Rf Df T
19 Y N N N s RE Df 0
50 b 4 Y N X G Rl Rn P
51 ? N N Y © Rl Ra, Rp, Df P
52 Y N N Y s RE T
53 Y N N 5 & S Rf Df T
54 Y Y N Y s Rl Rn P
55 e & G g N X S Rl Rn :
56 Y N N Y s RE Df T
57 Y N N Y s Rl Rn, Rp, Df P
58 : & N N Y S Rl Rn B
59 3% N N N s RE Df 0

Notes: Y = yes,N = no, Y+ = residency via accel program. G = lized peciali

d. Rf = reaffirming, Ab = abstracting, Rl =
ling: P = + :

relinquishing. Df = defending, Rp = repairing, Rn = re-engi ding; Dec = d

Source: Grimes (2018)

ing. T =t

FIGURE 1
Data Structure

First-Order Codes*

Describing the idea as too different from creative
standards or too similar to existing solutions; public
shaming; group reinforcing

Second-Order Themes

Identi P
feedback practices

Aggregate Dimensions

harper

Feedback
exchange

Post-feedback references to maintaining control or
the integrity of one’s original idea

=

Reaffirming

Post-feedback references to maintaining control or
the integrity of one’s larger vision/mission

Psychological
ownership
reappraisal

Abstracting

ideas; treating one’s ideas as hypotheses

Post-feedback references to the unimportance of ’\:9[ L

Expressions of clarification or justification for any
orall aspects of the business model; changesto the
idea that added to the original assumptions

Questioningany or all aspects of the business
model; changes to the idea that narrowed the focus
of the original assumptions or replaced some of the
less essential aspects of the business model

Criticizing any or all aspects of the business model;

Idea work
(rhetorical and
structural)

changes to the idea that replaced the
that were essential to the original idea °°

Expressions of how one's self-concept is defined by
commitments to protecting one’s passion,
convincing skeptics, and persisting ©

Transcending

Expressions of how one’s self-conceptis not
defined by the founder rolos ©

~

Decoupling

Expressions of how one’s self-concept is defined by
commitments to testing, validating, and pivoting
from one’s ideas ©

Professionalizing

| Conversations with other founders about external

Collective

sensemaking Biographical /

experiential

of how career-based specialization or
generalization relates to one's self-concept

feedback of an idea © \,:%

Breadth of creative

differences
oxperience

Expressions of uniqueness or difference vis-a-vis
the Local entrepreneurial community

Differentiation

Expressions of similarity to or appreciation for the
local entrepreneurial community

=

Community

Assimilation membership

local entrepreneurial community

Expressions of similarity to and difference from the ,\:>[ T o

* All data were at least in part derived from semi-structured interviews.
b0’ indicates supplemented with observations.
©‘D’ indicates supplemented with documentation.
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2. Research Ethics



What is Research Ethics, and Why?
WFZeTE®) (GHI . B . 708 047 nb AT g 135 ~ &L OF T Bl

Declaration of Helsinki (1964): #Br¥E HEF OB gk & me B 5T, TN BREE A O H M
Belmont Report (1978): #FZE i B oD FEAH Zp Pk A, LL T35 Al
AFEDEH Respect for Persons: ﬂﬁl/\@ HEMELZREE, HRNFER A 74— LR
VRUVRARTRIR GROSLIG D NTCHITRT D507 PRiE
4T Beneficence: BN TG ELMZRN (VA2 DR/ME) L BFFENHIFHNBIETER
7R A i RALT 5. WFFEU A ERIAR A fE BT LB R F T35,
1EZE Justice: MF9ESNMI~DOF4g AL N IEIZ 3 BL, FFE SR (B BB AFI 7257
DN &) IR GIZAHBMESRNED . BINE DR EEN AT

8B AT FE D SR CIIRARRN DA ) BIRZ B E 2 e L COREMIH . FRBNITRoTRZED
F—IRWE~DER . COME VR ABGRA DIRDRE B E T NS S E




BT AR DB T =y I RAh

1. ABRL B BERE (Understand the Context: Power & Free Will)
ZINE IR LI H B NZRE - HEG TEORD 2 (EEILOUKER, [FIFHE %)
N TOA A :L‘—%?“C i A MR L Ch, #EDSEEL 72 HEH RTRE TII2W s 2
TN L &> TRBASNIZ GBI NEIZE DXORIVAT D357 2

2. HH~DFEE (Beyond the Individual: Con81der the Collective)
WFFERI G ERD RN NTEBA A, ED N ET DR T F— 4] T2ER BR~D g2
BHEZD (e.g., MR EKRFITREEE R A~IT T AT RGBS NAELTEE ?)

3. WFEF DI HALE (Researcher Reflexivity)
A 5 ORI . iF22 7 at AR EH L CUNAD) 2
W9t LA OBEMRMEIX 2 (RIERRIZR N 2)
MRz U T, M REEDINTHH L E TR / #Ak / 2 L CWa0 itk

4, FAMELHAEE (Transparency & Accountability)
BRI BLIS S DT, AFZERTH B SCRm L TE D RLId - Fi B 3727~ 2

Source: Greenwood (2016)
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e D EEBH (Greenwood, 2016)

FRSCOE

H ) # FRh Co e Bl B 27K O RS RETT | DR L | VY — T /ViRES F DM S
W7 7T 7~ T A AL R, Vv — T VRE CTHRE R D EREREL THD0 (L TWHZRWN D)) 85k
O BAROMHELAYZ2 3 (Bthics in Action — How the Paper Did It):
1. IERZRHEEE: HFZEBRAERTIC RFOMBLZEE SNSRI AT | 7 a2 7 hE U TRGREES . BAEC (p.513),
2. AvT7x—LR-a b PERGRE (FREE . HIRBERF) ICRL MHEER / 7 —FE 8/ BRIISINZON
THAfEICEAIL , RIEZ RS (p.513), Hh—_A1&DiEAN= A MG [RER
3. XBRE~OEE: eI (Mt E S5 13— ETHESS /2 L5 TR WS, iFZE~O W 1103 b B #2870
ORI ORLE -2 %R0 (p.513)
4. FEHPEENAE: Method B2 a T BERIBLIE O Tt X 250k, Hi>H THIZE B KD 2~ O L, wFEs5 il
FEABEERADEEBIZ OV THE L (p.517)
5. HEOBEERSOEE: REFSBFICBITAMEMEOHY HEdEL, BEARFIRICHRTHZEN AR
ZDOBEHNHDZED (Lessons Learned)
1. WFEMmELO FheE By GRS, FIE) I3EEA,
2. FRTIZ, W7 e A BRI ERROEL S 2 oA F  EVEIFZERCR: GRS O ClED IS T2 2 B
RN R T ZED, BRI EETA RO 5,
3. BN, XA — VST AR 2 T TN B THLO A 7= fa B O TR L2 > T,
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Preregistration

OSF REGISTRIES ¥ Add New My Registrations Help Donate En‘

"iv OSF INSTITUTIONS: FOR LIBRARIANS
worer | AND RESEARCH SUPPORT STAFF

£* OSFREGISTRIES

The open registries network

Search registration

Source: https://osf.io/9uae8

G e ADZEAME Research Process Transparency

Title
Conjoint analysis on startup environment in Japan

Description

This pre-analysis plan outlines the data collection and empirical strategy for a survey experiment investigating
entrepreneurial decision-making regarding startup environments and investor selection. The primary target
population consists of entrepreneurs in Japan. A secondary group of non-entrepreneurs may also be surveyed for
exploratory comparative purposes. The study will be conducted via an online survey experiment. Participants will
be recruited through collaborations with accelerators, venture capitalists (VCs), universities, and the researchers’
professional networks. The primary purpose of this research is to quantify the relative preferences among
entrepreneurs for various conditions associated with receiving investment from investors. We aim to understand
how entrepreneurs weigh factors such as investment amount, the investor's sector expertise, the strength of their
network, and, importantly, information regarding the investor's history or risk of sexual harassment. We are

n

3 L A £ ! L

particularly interested in potential differences in t
focus is on the conditions offered by investors, ind
specifically, the presence or absence of reported

We seek to understand how entrepreneurs, differ
sexual harassment. The overarching goal is to con
sexual harassment within the entrepreneurial eco|
and gender funding gaps. The empirical analysis

Logit) and Linear Probability Models (estimated vi
based on the choices made in the survey experim

Show less «

Contributors

Takanori Kashino

Study Information

Hypotheses

H1: Any harassment record lowers an investor's likelihood of being chosen by
entrepreneurs, even when the investor offers a larger investment.

H2: Entrepreneurs avoid investors who harass their gender more than investors who
harass the opposite gender.

H3: Male entrepreneurs avoid sexist hostility more than sexual hostility, whereas female
entrepreneurs show the opposite pattern.

H4: The harassment penalty is larger for entrepreneurs who have personally
experienced sexual harassment.

Design Plan

Study type

Experiment - A researcher randomly assigns treatments to study subjects, this includes
field or lab experiments. This is also known as an intervention experiment and includes
randomized controlled trials.
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VY —F 7 2AF g BHEICHER, 7 —Z IR - Tl
Google Docs CHeH!
2.  (RESERYITATD) L% Literature Map CEEE LEEITS
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