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Summary: The paper presents a combination of organizational entrepreneurship and positive
organizational scholarship (POS) as a way of organizational renewal. Entrepreneurship has
been considered a stimulus to renewal for some time, and POS is a new way of reaching the
same objective. In the paper, we present the theory of positive organizational scholarship,
which provides a new perspective for entrepreneurship. The key finding is the matrix of levels
(individual, organizational and societal) and issues (causes, institutions and consequences)
on the cross-section of POS and entrepreneurship. Finally, we outline the future research
directions created by that cross-section.
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1. Introduction

For at least a few decades scholars have tried to answer conceptually and empirically
questions about how entrepreneurship works and what the determinants of small
business success are. Although their contributions to the field are significant, they fail
to produce a single paradigm or statement concerning the nature of entrepreneurship.
Also characteristics of successful SMEs are still under investigation. Not earlier than
a few years ago the approach of Positive Organizational Scholarship (POS) was
born. It offers a new look at old problems, or even more, it proposes to forget about
solving problems, and instead, look at organization as a “mystery” and a “marvel”
to be embraced. This new viewpoint may bring a contribution to understanding
phenomena of entrepreneurship and small business, and to capture new ones, earlier
invisible to scholars equipped with traditional approaches and techniques.

Following Cameron, Dutton, Quinn and Wrzesniewski’s [2003] suggestion that
future investigation should extend the interest to new fields, I attempt to find positive
states, dynamics, and relationships in the field of small business and entrepreneurship.
The main purpose of the study is to identify positive and entrepreneurial ways of
organizational renewal.
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2. Positive approach in organizational science

Positive organizational scholarship has its main inspiration in positive psychology,
created by the former President of American Psychological Association Martin E.
Seligman in 1998. Traditional psychology, since it took the form of a profession after
World War 11, has tended to concentrate on pathologies of different kind, diseases,
inabilities, harm and sadness. Positive psychology proposes a different perspective,
notreplacing traditional approach, but attempting to supplement it. It shifts focus from
what is wrong with people toward emphasizing human strengths that allow people
to build the best in their life, as well as thrive and prosper [Seligman and Peterson
2003]. Happiness in positive psychology view is not the result of genes or luck. It
can be reached by identifying and using a range of traits and experiences that people
possess, such as optimism, wisdom, kindness or trustworthiness. Positive psychology
has three main areas of interest: experiences, individual traits, and institutions. The
latter is especially important for positive organizational research, as it creates the
bridge from positive psychology. The main goal of positive psychology is to create
organized systems that actualize human potential. In this view, organizations are the
carriers of institutions that enable their members to identify the best in them; allow
for utilizing it, by achieving sustainable levels of authentic contentment, gratification,
and meaning; and create organizational success measured by excellence, abundance,
and human well-being. Also positive experiences and positive traits are reflected in
other positive approaches.

Since it was born, positive psychology has grown rapidly [Seligmanet et al.
2005] and has been a field of great interest, with its author being very productive
[e.g. Seligman 2002; Seligman and Peterson 2002], and also many others scholars
contributing to it or criticizing it [e.g. Snyder and Lopez 2001; Aspinwall and
Staudinger 2002; Carr 2004; Kelley 2004; Peterson and Spiker 2005; Alex and
Joseph 2005]. It also has built a link to positive approach in organizational science
[Seligman and Peterson 2003]. The phenomenon of “negative” focus in psychology
has its analogy also in organizational science. Somehow, most organizational theories
focus on competition and organizational survival. Those terms suggest the danger
from outside — organization has competitors-foes that jeopardize its existence, so it
must struggle to survive.

POS has its inspiration in positive psychology, however, it derives from and
belongs to a wider group of positive sciences that include appreciative inquiry,
community psychology, humanistic organizational behaviour, organizational
development, prosocial motivation and citizenship behaviour, and corporate social
responsibility. Community psychology focuses on prevention of illness and wellness
enhancement, emphasizing positive self-attitudes, personal integration, and mastery
in one’s environment. Prosocial and citizenship behaviour focuses on motivating
actions, providing assistance and benefit to others. They may be applied both outside
and inside organization and typically are not formally rewarded. Corporate social
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responsibility emphasizes the obligations of an organization to address the needs of
society. It is quite well developed both as a scholarly area as well as practice, with
a strong contribution from governments and NGOs forcing corporations to focus
not only on financial performance, but also on supporting social welfare. In the
present social and political climate, there are crucial pressures for greater attention
for corporate social responsibility that refers to the obligations towards the enterprise
stakeholders [Cowe 2002; Smith 2003]. Also companies are interested in corporate
social responsibility as it seems to improve their long-term performance. Indeed,
there is a positive relationship between corporate social performance and corporate
financial performance [Margolis and Walsh 2001].

The field closest to positive organizational research and mostly contributing to
it, is organizational development and, especially, appreciative inquiry. Appreciative
inquiry (Al) is the movement within organizational development that seeks the best
in people in order to strengthen the ability of an organization to change and develop.
It is a practical philosophy that assumes that the organization is a “mystery” and
“marvel” to be embraced, not a problem to be solved [Cooperrider and Srivastava
1987, p. 131] — this assumption is also applied to positive organizational scholarship.
Appreciative inquiry argues that organizations have a positive core whose unleashed
positive power may cause them to thrive. Similarly to positive psychology, it pays
attention to positive experiences (former successes), positive traits (positive core
of an organization, and people’s positive power), and positive institutions (ways to
release positive energy). Recent research revealed that two qualities of appreciative
inquiry are particularly fruitful for organization’s transformative potential [Bushe
and Kassam 2005]. These two are a focus on changing how people think instead
of what people do, and a focus on supporting self-organizing change processes
that emerges from new ideas. Research has also shown that appreciative inquiry
may be used in practice to promote democratic organizing, to involve multiple
stakeholders and generate strategic policy even in the reality of command-and-control
organizations [Powley et al. 2004]. There is also much practice-based evidence for
huge improvement potential of Al [Faure 2006].

Much work has been done in those different areas, focusing on positive aspects
of individuals, groups, and organizations. POS therefore cannot be called a new
approach. It attempts to utilize the fruits of all those scholarly efforts, integrating
organizational links encompassed by them. Just as positive psychology and
appreciative inquiry, positive organizational research focuses on positive traits,
experiences, institutions, and outcomes. It takes a broader perspective, focusing not
only on the issues concerning individuals (as positive psychology) and organizational
change, transformation, and development (as appreciative inquiry), but extends its
interest to various organizational phenomena.

Positive organizational scholarship is a kind of the new philosophy of organi-
zation. While it does not reject the organizational and social phenomena, such as
greed, selfishness, manipulation, distrust or anxiety, it emphasizes the “positive”
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ones, such as appreciation, collaboration, virtuousness, vitality, meaningfulness,
trustworthiness, resilience, wisdom, loyalty, respect and honesty [Cameron et al.
2003] (consider Table 1). POS proposes new a approach both in ontology and
epistemology of organizational science, sheds new light on what organization is and
how to get to know it. It is not a single theory, but a viewpoint that puts emphasis on
positive and dynamic social and organizational phenomena, encompassing attention
“to the enablers (e.g., processes, capabilities, structures, methods), the motivations
(e.g., unselfishness, altruism, contribution without regard to self), and the outcomes
of effects (e.g., vitality, meaningfulness, exhilaration, high-quality relationships)
associated with positive phenomena” [Cameron et al. 2003, p. 4]. POS also stresses
the dynamics with a special emphasis on nonlinear positive dynamics — “positive
spirals” [Fredrickson 2003].

Table 1. Emphasis in traditional and positive organizational scholarships

Traditional approach POS

Traits of organizations | greed, selfishness, manipulation, |appreciation, collaboration,
secrecy, single-minded focus on | virtuousness, vitality, meaningfulness,

winning creating abundance
Indicators of success wealth creation abundance, human well-being
Traits of organizations’ | distrust, anxiety, self-absorption, |trustworthiness, resilience, wisdom,
members fear, burnout, feelings of abuse | humility, high levels of positive energy
Social relationships conflict, lawsuits, contract compassion, loyalty, honesty, respect,
breaking, retribution, disrespect | forgiveness
Typical theories problem solving, reciprocity and | excellence, transcendence, positive
in organizational justice, managing uncertainty, deviance, extraordinary performance,
scholarship overcoming resistance, achieving | positive spirals of flourishing

profitability, competing
successfully against others

Source: [Cameron et al. 2003].

Term “positive” may be applied to a wide range of phenomena: states, processes
and relationships of individuals, groups and organizations, where positivity has its
occurrence, causes and consequences. Another level of analysis, although not purely
organizational, may be the level of society. The expression “positive” is however
not entirely clear and has been a matter of discussion and critique [George 2004].
POS authors understand “positive” as “(...) affirmative bias and orientation, not
a substitute for other more common organizational phenomena”, and state that POS
“focuses on phenomena that are displayed not in accordance with the situation broadly
constructed, or, in other words, phenomena that are unexpectedly positive” [Cameron
et al. 2003, p. 5]. In this new viewpoint, POS is normative in its efforts, it uses not
only categories of “effective” and “ineffective”, but also distinguishes “good” from
“bad” and decides to focus on what is good in people and organizations. “Positive”
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here has a different meaning from the one used in traditional organizational studies,
where it labels something that works properly — achieves goals, makes profit etc.
For POS it means something “good” (opposite to “bad”), and something working
unexpectedly well (more than “effective”).

Table 2. Areas of focus of POS

and traits)

humility, high levels
of positive energy,
unselfishness, altruism,
positive experiences

virtuousness, vitality,
meaningfulness, creating
abundance, experiences
of past successes

Individual Organizational Societal
Causes trustworthiness, appreciation, compassion, loyalty,
(experiences | resilience, wisdom, collaboration, honesty, respect, forgiveness

ennobled human
behaviours, human well-
-being, knowledge and
wisdom

transcendence, positive
deviance, extraordinary
performance, positive
spirals of flourishing

Institutions positive norms, attitude | processes, capabilities, good laws, wisdom of

(enablers) towards work, meaning | structures, methods society, support and positive
of work, positive virtuousness, flexible perception and feedback
motivation, leadership organization design
behaviours

Consequences | human fulfilment, excellence, social welfare and stability,

happiness

Source: [Cameron et al. 2003].

To identify positive phenomena in a better way, I built a matrix of levels and
issues in positive organizational studies (see Table 2). Cameron, Dutton, Quinn
and Wrzesniewski [2003] suggest three levels of positive phenomena: individual,
organizational, and societal. They also ask if relationships observed at one level
may be extrapolated also to another, which especially concerns the organizational
outcomes of individual phenomena. On the other hand, POS concentrates on causes,
enablers, and consequences of positivity. Crosstabulation of levels and issues gives
a better insight into positive phenomena. The list is however not complete, we think
that it may be filled endlessly.

3. The field of entrepreneurship in the POS viewpoint

As said before, positive organizational research gives an opportunity for a new
insight into well-known issues. Therefore, it may be fruitful to wear POS lenses and
look at the fields of entrepreneurship and small business. I attempt here to answer
the question about the nature of entrepreneurship and key success factors of small
businesses, and identify what in this fields is consistent with positive approach.
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Although for a few decades now scholars conceptually and empirically have
been investigating entrepreneurship, there is a lack of one definition accepted by all
of them and a leading paradigm. Different researchers have emphasized different
viewpoints and focused on various phenomena of entrepreneurship. Morris [1998]
found 77 different definitions, reviewing journal articles and textbooks over
a five-year period. Meyer, Neck and Meeks [2002] point out that the lack of one
definition leaves open multiple paths of inquiry and various perspectives of what
entrepreneurship is. Schumpeter [1934] and Drucker [1985] emphasize innovation
as the most important phenomenon; Kirzner [1973] and Venkataraman [1997] stress
the role of opportunities; for Gartner [1988, 1990] the essence of entrepreneurship is
the creation of new ventures. Perhaps, the unifying concept may be that by Meyer,
Venkataraman, and Gartner [1999] attempting to develop a domain statement for
research in entrepreneurship. They argue that entrepreneurship is about creation;
therefore, the research domain of the entrepreneurship field involves: (1) the creation
of new ventures and organizations, (2) the creation of new combinations of goods
and services, methods of production, markets, and supply chains, (3) the recognition
and exploitation of new and existing opportunities, and (4) cognitive processes,
behaviors and modes of action to exploit new and existing opportunities. One can
find here a creation of new ventures, innovation, recognition of opportunities and
actions directed to exploit them. Basing on the aforementioned and many other
conceptual and empirical works in the field of entrepreneurship, we draw a list of
major issues of interest of this field: opportunities and giving strategic events a sense
of opportunities; innovativeness, propensity to take risk, and proactiveness; growth
development, and transformation; using resources not directly controlled; long-term
orientation; and multidimensional wealth creation.

I attempt to look at traditional issues in the field of entrepreneurship from
the point of view of positive organizational scholarship, and give them new, POS
meanings and reinforce old, positive meanings that they have (consider Table 3). It
forms a kind of entrepreneurship-positive organizational scholarship dictionary.

Opportunity as a heart of entrepreneurship is emphasized very strongly by
Kirzner [1973, 1997]. Hitt, Ireland, Camp and Sexton [2002, p. 2] give the definition
of opportunity following Casson [1982], and Shane and Venkataraman [2000]:
“entrepreneurial opportunities are external environmental conditions suggesting
the viability of introducing and selling new products, services, raw materials and
organizing methods at prices exceeding their production costs”. Some scholars
stress the role of entrepreneurial mindset in seizing opportunities. It means positive
interpretation of strategic events as opportunities, not as threats. As Hitt, Ireland,
Camp and Sexton [2002], following McGrath and MacMillan [2000] point out,
entrepreneurial mindset denotes a way of thinking about business and its opportunities
that captures the benefits of uncertainty. These benefits are captured as individuals’
search for an attempt to exploit high potential opportunities that are commonly
associated with uncertain business environments.
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Table 3. POS in entrepreneurship and small business

Phenomenon POS meaning

Opportunity “Positive” and optimistic point of view, unleashing entrepreneurial alertness and
mindset, interpreting strategic events as opportunities, not as threats, utilizing
knowledge and wisdom of entrepreneur

Strengths Basing on strengths instead of focusing on managing or overcoming weaknesses,
optimistic viewpoint, self-confidence

Proactiveness — | Proactive pursue and exploitation of opportunities

opportunity

Innovativeness | Creation and development of new products and processes

Development Multidimensional transformation and growth towards individual, organizational,
and social welfare

Using not Not being constrained by the lack of resources or forced to activity by possessed

controlled resources, open creativity with no regard to resource constraints

resources

Wealth creation | Development of culture, leadership and social relations in social dimension,
personal development of entrepreneur and organization’s stakeholders in personal
dimension

Longevity of Entrepreneurship is a dynamic process which is, in part, dependent on learning

entrepreneurial | from previous successes as well as failures. It has a form of “positive spiral”

dynamics

Source: Author’s own study.

Some researchers operationalized the behavior of entrepreneurial firms as
consisting of product-market innovation, proactiveness of decision making, and risk-
taking. They maintained that the level of entrepreneurship presented by a firm was
the aggregate total of these three sub-dimensions: “the extent to which top managers
are inclined to take business-related risks (the risk-taking dimension), to favor
change and innovation in order to obtain a competitive advantage for their firm (the
innovative dimension), and to compete aggressively with other firms (the proactive
dimension)” [Covin and Slevin 1988, p. 218]. These scholars also argued that a firm
that was truly entrepreneurial should exhibit high levels of each dimension.

The idea that innovativeness is the fundamental undertaking of the
entrepreneurial organization was first raised by Schumpeter [1934]. Innovation is
here evidenced by the creation and development of new products and processes. In
contemporary research within the field, innovation is always put at the very heart of
entrepreneurship. Lumpkin and Dess [2001, p. 431] define entrepreneurial innovation
as “the willingness to support creativity and experimentation in introducing new
products/ services, and novelty, technological leadership and R&D in developing
new processes”. Also the concept of risk-taking has long been closely associated
with entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship used to be defined as activity centered on
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the willingness to engage in calculated business-related risks [Brockhaus 1980].
At present, no researchers oppose to the fact that every entreprencurial activity
involves taking risk. Entrepreneurs do not perceive themselves as taking more risk
than average. They tend to categorize business situations as possessing less risk than
non-entrepreneurs [Palich and Bagby 1995; Busenitz 1999]. Researchers present
different approaches and different definitions of proactiveness. Knight [1997]
understood proactiveness as aggressive execution, which follows through driving
toward achievement of the firm’s objectives by whatever reasonable means are
necessary. This aggressive behavior may be directed at rival firms. Stevenson and
Jarillo [1990] conceptualized proactiveness as the organizational pursuit of business
opportunities that were deemed by the firm to be positive or favorable. Similarly,
Lumpkin and Dess [2001, p. 431] view proactiveness as “opportunity-seeking,
forward-looking perspective involving introducing new products or services ahead
of the competition and acting in anticipation of future demand to create change and
shape the environment”. Proactiveness therefore has two parts: competitive behavior
against rivals and active pursuit and exploitation of opportunities.

According to Sexton and Smilor [1997], growth is the essence of entrepreneurship.
Moreover, significant differences exist between the problems associated with starting
a business and growing one. Attributes closely associated with growth are also
development and transformation. As Davidsson [2003] following Kirzner [1973]
argues that entrepreneurship drives the market; it makes the difference; it transforms
the economy.

Stevenson, Roberts, and Grousbeck [1985] conceptualize entrepreneurship
as the pursuit of an opportunity without any concern for current resources or
capabilities. There is an argument that not possessing to much resources may be
an advantage of entrepreneurs. Highlighting the value-destroying possibilities of
firm resources, Mosakowski [2002] argues that large resource endowments hinder
the entrepreneurial process. There are four reasons of this situation: core rigidities,
reduced experimentation, reduced incentive intensity, and increased strategic
transparency. Concluding, Mosakowski [2002] follows Starr and MacMillan
[1990] in the suggestion that under certain circumstances, it may be better for an
entrepreneurial firm to continue to beg, borrow, or scavenge its resources, instead of
accumulating them.

Alvarez and Barney [2002, p. 98] argue that the continuous innovating is strictly
connected with long-term orientation. Specifically, the entrepreneur’s ability to
continuously innovate is the primary competitive advantage of the entrepreneurial
firm, leading to sustainable entrepreneurial firms and sustainable wealth creation.
Also Ucbarasan, Wright and Westhead [2003] emphasized the processual perspective
rooted in a growing recognition that entrepreneurship is not a single-action event
but is a dynamic process which is, in part, dependent on learning from previous
successes as well as failures. The finding echoed Stopford and Baden-Fuller idea
[1994, p. 528] that enterprises develop corporate entrepreneurship in “long out
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processes over many years, not in a one shot, single event”. Organizational learning
process encompasses change in individual and shared thought and action, which is
affected by and embedded in organizational infrastructure [Vera and Crossan 2003],
and whih in entrepreneurial context supports opportunity oriented behaviors.

There is no doubt that the issue of wealth creation is the issue of outcomes,
or effects of entrepreneurship. An important question concerns an outcome of
entrepreneurship. It is a question not only about short-term financial outcomes, but it
also considers a broad set of “direct and indirect outcomes of processes of discovery
and exploitation, e.g. satisfaction, learning, imitation and retaliation in addition to
financial success or failure” [Davidsson 2003, p. 332] at wide range of levels, from
the personal level to the societal level. Davidsson’s argument here is that ventures
are entrepreneurial only if they create wealth at the societal level, even if they fail
to do it at the individual level. Those catalyst ventures “although not successful on
the micro-level (...) drive the market process precisely because they bring forth such
behavior on the part of other actors” [Davidsson 2003, p. 324].

Entrepreneurship is much about starting-up a business and growing one in early
stage. Some scholars would even argue that the latter cannot be classified within
the field of entrepreneurship [Gartner 1990]. The areas of entrepreneurship and
small business seem distinct in their scope, and if we talk about determinants of
successful entrepreneurship, it is therefore necessary to ask a question about SMEs’
success determinants. Van Praag [2005] provides four criteria of successful small
firms: the number of personnel, survival of firm, level of profit of firm, and level of
self-employment earnings. Indeed, defining success and measuring performance of
small firms is not easy, as those are multi-dimensional and hard to capture categories
[Wolff and Pett 2005]. It is also very distinct from corporate performance, traditional
performance models for large enterprises do not apply well to small businesses. The
dimensions of SME performance include growth, profitability, market expansion,
but also qualitative phenomena, such as customers satisfaction or self-assessment of
owner-manager who as a starting-up entrepreneur has aspirations, and fulfilling them
is just as important as financial indicators. Even the success itself may be considered
as a positive phenomenon, as it fits well with positive studies and high performance
organization (HPO) theory [Light 2005; Holbeche 2005; Waal 2006].

4. Future directions of entrepreneurship research
in POS perspective and policy implications

Except for the aspects mentioned earlier, which were mostly positive phenomena,
entrepreneurship and small business of course also have a “dark side” that, for example
encompasses risk of entrepreneurial activity, aggressive behaviours/aggressive
execution and ends with driving toward achievement of the firm’s objectives by
whatever reasonable means are necessary, or struggle for financial performance.
Nevertheless, the fields of entrepreneurship and small business emphasise mostly
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positive issues. Analogically to Table 2, which presented organizational phenomena,
we attempt to identify entrepreneurial and small business phenomena in the same
matrix of issues and levels of analysis (see Table 4).

Table 4. Positive small business and entrepreneurial phenomena

Individual Organizational Societal
Causes education, courage, experiences of respect, social
(experiences | creativity, knowledge, entrepreneurial growth, wisdom, trust, positive
and traits) experience, autonomy, respect/ties within teams entrepreneurial stories

high levels of positive
energy, agility, growth

aspirations
Institutions entrepreneurial mindset, | entrepreneurial orientation, | entrepreneurial philosophy,
(enablers) entrepreneurial intuition, | flexible organizational friendly regulations
visionary leadership design, self-organization,
good social atmosphere
Consequences | human well-being, success, excellence, social welfare (jobs,
personal wealth, wisdom | resilience, extraordinary satisfied needs), better
performance, positive redistribution, social
spirals of learning and wealth

action, organizational
wealth, longevity, vitality,
immortality

Source: Author’s own study.

Again, the list of positive entrepreneurial and small business phenomena is not
complete and should be a matter of further investigation. Issues highlighted here are
just the examples of most obvious phenomena, while filling the matrix by finding
new elements is crucial for a future research investigation. As Cameron, Dutton,
Quinn, and Wrzesniewski [2003, pp. 366-369] conclude, future scholar efforts in
POS field should be directed in six directions: level of analysis, measurement, causal
associations, enablement, time, and new concepts and new relationships. Similarly,
we propose to concentrate the research effort in the field of entrepreneurship and
small business from the positive point of view on these six categories. A question
should be asked about extrapolating individual effects at the level of organization
and society. Entrepreneurial actions of individuals create their personal wealth and
wisdom, but do these outcomes also exist at the collective level? There are also
important connections between levels, e.g. individuals adopt collective values and
organizations exist in certain societal philosophy.

Also, an issue of measurement may be applied to the field of entrepreneurship
and small business. Positive entrepreneurial phenomena, such as entrepreneurial
mindset, entrepreneurial intuition, or personal wealth, are very difficult to measure.
On the other hand, reliable measures of entrepreneurial orientation or entrepreneurial
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philosophy of society have been proposed, for remainder there is space for empirical
inquiry. The problem of causality have always been emphasized in the field of
entrepreneurship. There is also a need to investigate this matter, concerning positive
phenomena, especially with regard to process view of entrepreneurship. The causality
probably forms positive spirals also here, with causes and consequences reinforcing
one another; for instance high level of positive energy accompanied by entrepreneurial
mindset leads, in the process of opportunities exploitation, to personal wealth, which
in turn reinforces both positive energy and entrepreneurial mindset.

Thequestionofenablersisheretheissue oforganizationalandsocietal arrangement,
supporting positive aspects of entrepreneurship and small business, achieving high
levels of resilience buffering individuals from negative effects. The investigation
in this respect should focus on how to utilize the best of people, organizations, and
societies, and how to enable to achieve the personal, organizational, and societal
wealth as the result of entreprencurship and small firms activieties. Focusing on time
may be also a fruitful direction of future research. Entrepreneurial actions should
contribute to the longevity and even immortality of organizations. What are then the
sustainability of positive entrepreneurial and small business phenomena? Do they
last? Is really entrepreneurship a never ending positive spiral of learning and action,
of exploring opportunities and exploitation of them?

Following the suggestion of Cameron, Dutton, Quinn and Wrzesniewski [2003],
we also attempted to identify new positive phenomena, such as organization’s
longevity or entrepreneurial social philosophy. This direction is still open. The effort
should be also directed at identifying potentially existing relationships among them
and at their empirical verification.

The application of positive studies to fields of entrepreneurship and small business
has a number of potential policy implications. These may be divided into three areas:
educational policy, regulations, and cultural values, which in loose manner correspond
to three dimensions of Busenitz, Gomez and Spencer’s [2000] country institutional
profile for entrepreneurship: regulatory, cognitive, and normative. Entrepreneurship
educational policy should be focused on creating programs and training courses
emphasizing positive side of being entrepreneur and running a business. School
courses overloaded with information about dealing with administrative constraints
may create negative view of entrepreneurship and effectively restrain young
people from becoming entrepreneurs. Positive approach prompts policy makers
to simplify regulations concerning founding and running small business. This has
been successfully done in most developed countries, but developing and transition
economies should learn this lesson very carefully. The last area is probably the most
difficult to cover. Social understanding of entrepreneurship has a lot to do with
broad national culture and is not a matter of short-term changes. On the other hand,
governments have a wide range of instruments of influencing social perception of
entrepreneurship, such as promoting it by emphasizing entrepreneurial successes.

In conclusion, positive organizational scholarship opens a great space for
conceptual and empirical investigation in the field of entrepreneurship and small
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business. The intersection of the field and new approach should be investigated more
closely, as it may bring new and exciting concepts and theories. Finally, brought
into practice, those concepts and theories may bring new levels of entrepreneurial
activity, success of small firms, organizational thriving and societal welfare.
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ODNOWA ORGANIZACYJNA POPRZEZ POZYTYWNE
ZARZADZANIE I PRZEDSIEBIORCZOSC

Streszczenie: Opracowanie przedstawia potaczenie przedsigbiorczo$ci organizacyjnej oraz
pozytywnej nauki o organizacji (positive organizational scholarship — POS) jako metody
odnowy organizacji. Przedsigbiorczos¢ jest od jakiego$ czasu uznawana za agenta odnowy or-
ganizacyjnej, POS jest nowa metoda prowadzaca do tego samego celu. W opracowaniu przed-
stawiona jest teoria pozytywnej nauki o zarzadzaniu, nast¢pnie dziedzina przedsigbiorczo$ci
jest ukazana z perspektywy POS. Gtownym rezultatem takiego spojrzenia jest macierz pozio-
méw (indywidualnego, organizacyjnego oraz spolecznego) oraz zagadnien (przyczyn, in-
stytucji i skutkow) na potaczeniu obu dziedzin. Opracowanie zakonczone jest prezentacja
mozliwych kierunkoéw badan wynikajacych z takiego potaczenia.
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