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Abstract: Entrepreneurial orientation can be an effective response by sports clubs to manage a
recession, such as the COVID-19 crisis. Therefore, its study can be fundamental to understand
different ways of managing a recession. This study analyzes the entrepreneurial orientation of
Spanish non-profit sports clubs to identify different groups and their profiles. The sample is com-
posed of 145 Spanish non-profit sports clubs. Different validated scales have been used to analyze
entrepreneurial orientation, business model adaptation, service quality, and economic and social
performance (performance in social impact and performance in social causes). Entrepreneurial
orientation is the variable used to differentiate the groups. This is made up of three dimensions:
innovation, risk-taking, and proactivity. According to the results obtained, there are three groups
of sports clubs according to their entrepreneurial orientation: non-entrepreneurs (n = 11), mod-
erate entrepreneurs (n = 85), and strong entrepreneurs (n = 45). There are substantial differences
between the three groups according to the adaptation of the business model, the perceived impact
of COVID-19, and the returns analyzed. Strong entrepreneurs have considerably higher levels of
business model adaptation, economic performance, social performance, and perceived service quality
than non-entrepreneurs. Theoretical and practical implications have been drawn that can bring
new information to the sports and organizational sector. For example, the diagnosis of the different
profiles according to the level of entrepreneurship can be useful to propose strategies to improve
performance. In this way, it can help to evaluate the return on the investment made by sponsors or
governments in the organization.

Keywords: entrepreneurial orientation; sports clubs; business model adaptation; COVID-19; sport
management; performance

1. Introduction

Non-profit sports clubs have several social functions from a health perspective. Firstly,
one of the responsibilities of these types of entities is to facilitate access to sports practice for
all types of groups [1], so that they can improve their health and well-being at all levels. On
the other hand, sports clubs have a fundamental role in the promotion and encouragement
of physical activity and sport within society [2]. Therefore, these types of organizations
are health promoters at two different and complementary levels. On the one hand, they
develop health promotion at the individual level during the development and continued
practice of physical activity and sport [3]. However, they go a step further by generating
changes in communities related to their active behavior that have an important impact on
the health and well-being of the practicing population [4].

However, the situation of COVID-19 has greatly altered the way people act and the
way sports organizations operate [5]. The social restrictions and limitations of approach
that still exist in most countries have forced people to change their sporting habits and
their health and well-being being affected. In Spain, non-professional sports activity has
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been greatly affected during the last year, without having yet recovered the values reached
before the virus. Numerous measures have been taken by governments and institutions
with the main objective of curbing the infection curve [6].

All these limitations and restrictions have had a high impact on today’s society and
sport has not been unaffected [5]. During this period of confinement, physical activity has
been analyzed, concluding that the numerous restrictions and limitations have consider-
ably reduced sports practice [7]. As expected, their limitation can have as a consequence
a detriment in the quality of life of people since physical activity has a known positive
effect on our health [8]. In addition, sports clubs have had to divide their efforts be-
tween maintaining health promotion and achieving economic sustainability to ensure the
organization’s survival.

The limitations and important restrictions have also had an impact, as is logical,
on sports organizations, which continue to face a major challenge. Sporting events and
competitions have been considered important sources of virus infection [9]. This was one
of the reasons why, during the first months of the pandemic, sporting events and leagues
were cancelled, physical activity outside the home was limited, and the sports sector in
general suffered a major impact [10].

Sports organizations, highly affected by restrictions and limitations, are still struggling
today to meet the expectations and needs of their members and users, so that they are able
to maintain their sustainability and guarantee their survival [11]. To this end, regardless
of their nature, they have been forced to adapt and reinvent themselves in a way that
is consistent with the current situation and with their main social objectives. The health
promotion through the practice of sports and the facilitation of access to sports for all
groups make more sense than ever in this situation [7]. For this reason, sports clubs have
been forced to a large extent to reinvent themselves and adapt their business model to
continue offering sports that improve the quality of life of their users.

If the focus is on non-profit sports organizations, in Spain, and according to the latest
official data published, in 2019 there were a total of 75,455 federated sports clubs and a total
of 3,945,510 federative licenses [12]. Generally speaking, this type of sports organization
represents a very high percentage of the total number of sports organizations operating in
any community. Thus, if Spain has in 2021 a total population of 47,351,567 inhabitants [13],
and the latest report on sports habits states that 53.5% of the population practices physical
activity either periodically or occasionally [14], 15.57% of that active population does so
in sports clubs. Due to this high representation in the sports offer, which includes a large
number of people, it is important to study and develop this type of sports organizations at
an economic, social and sports level. The physical and sporting activity of a large number
of people depends to a large extent on its sustainability and survival. The prominent
role of this type of organization makes it especially important to analyze how all these
recent limitations have affected their activity. Many members and athletes have had to
completely change their sporting habits and customs, physical activity in person, organized
and collective training, and sporting competition. However, can sports organizations do
anything to maintain sports practice levels?

Sports clubs have been forced to evaluate new alternatives and innovate in order to
be able to continue to offer sporting activities [11]. The importance of these initiatives,
and especially their success, is due to the high impact that the work of these types of
organizations has on society [15]. This social impact can be maintained if it is possible to
give continuity to physical activity and sports training programs and, thus, to the quality
of life and health of users and athletes. Moreover, they are not only concerned about their
economic sustainability, but also about maintaining their social value in a difficult situation
for the physical and mental health of the population.

However, crisis contexts require a response from the organizations [16]. Entrepreneur-
ship plays an important role in this organizational response, offering different alternatives
that, if managed effectively, can help to overcome this crisis. What is undeniable, though,
is that this virus has largely modified the way organizations operate, and innovations and
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adaptations have been—and continue to be—if not mandatory, then highly necessary to
maintain the survival of the organization. These types of initiatives and changes have
not been developed and implemented equally in all Spanish sports clubs [8]. These de-
cisions may have been influenced by previous experience, the level of impact perceived
by COVID-19, the possibilities or resources available to the organization, expectations or
needs of members and users or the course of action to be taken in the face of this crisis. In
general, in stages of crisis or recession, entrepreneurial orientation can be considered as
a management tool to handle them. Due to this, the present study focuses on analyzing
entrepreneurial orientation by generating different profiles. This can provide useful and
novel information to the sports field and the organization sector.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Entrepreneurial Orientation

In this context of change and uncertainty, entrepreneurial and change management
variables have been considered by sports organizations. Within this field, entrepreneurial
orientation (EO) has been widely used as an important organizational attribute that in-
cludes “entrepreneurial top management style, organizational configuration, and new entry
initiatives” [11] (p. 640). EO as a top management style focuses on the beliefs, objectives,
decisions and the communication that top management demonstrates with the organiza-
tion. On the other hand, EO as an organizational configuration is oriented towards creating
organizational processes that facilitate a pattern of entrepreneurial behavior. Finally, EO as
a new entry initiative is based on behavior oriented to the exploration and exploitation of
external opportunities to create new value in the market [17].

However, EO does not generate an absolute consensus on its definition, nor on its
constituent dimensions. There are two schools of thought based on EO: (i) The one that
points out three dimensions, and (ii) the one that points out five dimensions [11]. The
present study is based on Miller [18] and Covin and Slevin [19] who advocated three main
dimensions: (i) Innovation, (ii) risk-taking, and (iii) proactivity.

Innovation is a constituent dimension of EO considered important in the growth
and success of the organization [20]. This has been—and continues to be—the most
analyzed and studied dimension of those that make up EO [21]. Innovation involves the
transformation of knowledge and capabilities into new products or services, as well as the
implementation of new transformation or production techniques [22]. This does not mean
that they must be totally new initiatives for the sector, but that they must provide added
value to the organization itself. There can be different types of innovations depending
on whether they are based on existing skills or on the direction of the result. Product
innovations are related to the modifications or initiatives developed in products or services
according to the needs or expectations of users, and process innovations when changes
are developed in the process of elaboration, proposal and delivery of value [23]. They
may be related to innovations in the organization’s external relations, the production
system, etc. Organizations often focus on identifying, assimilating and managing internal
knowledge; however, it is also necessary to absorb and canalize knowledge that originates
externally [24,25].

Risk-taking is the level of risk that the management of an organization assumes. For
this, there must be a commitment of resources with the final idea that the benefit reported
may be significantly higher than it would be if this risk were not assumed [26]. There are
benefits that would never be achieved with a passive organizational behavior, however, it is
necessary to know the balance between risk and benefit to avoid failure. The organizations
are generally a reflection of their top managers [17]. The perception of risk is probably
different for each manager according to his or her abilities, skills and previous experiences.

Proactivity is characterized by the exploration and exploitation of opportunities result-
ing in the development of initiatives ahead of the competition [27]. In order to carry out
initiatives ahead of the competition, it is necessary to have a detailed knowledge of three
important factors: (i) The tangible and intangible resources available to the organization
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itself and the possibilities in the short and medium term; (ii) the initiatives, actions and
market trends being adopted by the direct competition; and (iii) the needs and expecta-
tions of current members and users and those of the potential market. In addition to the
above, the speed and fit of the response can have a direct positive impact on the success
of the organization. According to Laitinen [28], in situations of economic recession, the
organizations most likely to succeed are those that act proactively, quickly, and adjust the
offer to the members or user.

According to previous literature, in times of recession an entrepreneurial orientation
can have a positive effect on macroeconomic variables such as development and employ-
ment [29]. In fact, it is important to generate an organizational change that generates agile
environments that facilitate effective, constant, and proactive innovation [30]. Similarly,
an entrepreneurial organization can generally have a better final performance than a con-
servative organization that does not implement innovations or initiatives adapting to the
situation [31]. Hence, it is necessary to study and develop it in a hostile and dynamic
situation such as the one that occurred after the irruption of COVID-19. Specifically, it may
be interesting to know the entrepreneurial profiles of organizations, since it is a capacity or
quality that may vary depending on the organization [32]. Depending on the profile and
the entrepreneurial level, its subsequent performance may vary considerably. Therefore,
it is necessary to study entrepreneurial profiles in periods of recession in order to draw
broader implications that can improve the academic literature [33].

Finally, it is worth noting that the behavior of managers in charge of the organizations
in the situation generated by the COVID-19 crisis can make a difference with respect to
competition. Moreover, the way in which the recession is faced and the very survival of
the organizations may depend to a large extent on the decisions made by the decision-
makers [34]. Hence, it is important to analyze their perception of the environment and the
decisions they make on this basis. The perception and identification of the impact that the
COVID has had—and continues to have—on the organization is an individual aspect that
can greatly affect subsequent actions. It is, therefore, important to consider it as a variable
to be highlighted.

2.2. Business Model Adaptation

A final important dimension of analysis in a context of crisis such as the current one
and complementary to the entrepreneurial orientation could be the adaptability of the
business model. Entrepreneurial behavior and the adaptability of the business model may
be related [34]. Business model adaptation (BMA) is the adjustment of the organization’s
logic in the way it operates and creates value [35], and should be aimed at satisfying the
unmet needs of current members and/or attracting new customers [36]: “In dynamic and
changing environments such as the sports sector, it is necessary to adapt the business
model according to the needs of users and partners, competition, technological changes,
and social restrictions that limit communication channels” [37] (p. 3). BMA can be an
effective response to situations that may have a high impact on the organization [38]. This
adaptation can encompass actions and initiatives aimed at transforming an organization’s
system of activity so that it is more in line with the environment [39].

Adapting the business model to the needs of the situation can ensure the survival
of the organization [35]. However, there is no consensus in the academic literature on
the dimensions that form this construct. Following Saebi et al. [40], it can encompass
modifications in proposition, delivery and/or value capture. Thus, it would be important
to identify the environment and adapt initiatives and actions to the current situation. In
addition, knowing the needs and expectations of your target market can be vital for actions
to be aligned consistently with what is expected or needed.

In times of crisis, would it be desirable for entrepreneurial organizations to adapt
their business model? This research question has been previously addressed by the organi-
zational literature [41]. In addition, does the adaptability of the business model provide
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relevant information on the organization’s ability to cope with the crisis? However, there is
still little related body of knowledge in the field of sports.

2.3. Performance Variables

Non-profit sports clubs focus their activities and efforts to a greater extent based
on their social responsibility, ahead of economic or financial aspects [26]. The social
responsibility of this type of organization in Spain is based on encouraging, promoting and
facilitating access to sports practice for all groups in society. Moreover, in this period of
restrictions and limitations, sport has become a means and an end to improve the quality
of life and health. Therefore, sports clubs have a social responsibility to strive to maintain a
sports offer that can meet the needs and expectations of their members or users.

However, this social performance can be approached in two different but complemen-
tary ways [18]. On the one hand, social impact performance (SIP) “is aligned with a basic,
and generally common, objective of sports clubs to achieve the greatest possible impact on
the environment in terms of the number of members, programs developed, or knowledge
and awareness in the community” [18] (p. 4).

On the other hand, social causes performance (SCP) is the social response by the sports
club to facilitate the inclusion of minority groups or those at risk of exclusion. However,
although financial objectives are not the most important goal for sports clubs, it is the
economic aspect that guarantees, to a large extent, their sustainability and survival. Hence,
it is necessary to achieve a balance between the creation of social value and economic
value [42], and its analysis is fundamental. In this sense, despite its undeniable importance,
the study of the economic aspect in non-profit organizations has generated controversy
throughout the organizational literature [43].

Likewise, as far as is known, there are no previous studies that analyze different
groups of entrepreneurs within sports organizations and their relationship with subsequent
performance. Hence, the main objective of the study is to fill some of the gaps in the
literature through two research questions. First, what groups exist in Spanish sports
clubs considering their EO and what are the main characteristics that define their profile?
Likewise, the second research question is based on knowing the degree of adaptation of
the business model and the subsequent performance of each of the groups obtained.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Participants

The sample that participated in the study consisted of 145 Spanish sports clubs. Table 1
shows the organizational characteristics of the club and the individual characteristics of
the managers analyzed. 55.17% (n = 80) are sports clubs with an international-national
competition level, and considering the type of funding, 72.41% (n = 105) were mostly
privately funded. On the other hand, considering the individual characteristics of the
organization’s managers, 83.14% (n = 122) were men and 71.03% (n = 103) have higher or
university studies. According to the position held in the organization, 74.49% (n = 108)
were managers (president or board of directors). In terms of length of service in the sports
club itself, 49% (n = 71) had been with the club for less than 10 years, while 48.28% (n = 70)
had been working in sports sector for more than 21 years.
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Table 1. Participants’ description.

Characteristics of Sport Clubs N %

Competition level International-National 80 55.17%
Regional-Local 65 44.83%

Type of funding Mostly public 40 27.59%
Mostly private 105 72.41%

Size (number of athletes)
≤100 54 37.24%

101–250 53 36.55%
≥251 38 26.21%

Club age
≤15 42 28.97%

16–30 41 28.28%
≥31 62 42.75%

Management team characteristics

Gender
Male 122 83.14%

Female 23 15.86%

Educational level
Intermediate studies 42 28.97%

University studies 103 71.03%

Responsibility/Position Manager 108 74.49%
Responsible 37 25.51%

Seniority in the sports club
≤10 years 71 49,0%

11–20 years 42 29,0%
≥21 years 32 22,1%

Seniority in sports sector
≤10 years 32 22.07%

11–20 years 43 29.66%
≥21 years 70 48.28%

3.2. Instruments

The scale used to divide the participants into clusters was the entrepreneurial orienta-
tion scale created and validated by Covin and Slevin [19] and previously used in the sports
context, with good psychometric data [9,22,44,45]. The scale consists of eight items divided
into three dimensions. In the present study all dimensions also present good psychometric
properties: (i) innovativeness (α = 0.71); (ii) risk-taking (α = 0.75); and (iii) proactiveness
(α = 0.76). The overall reliability of the scale was 0.83.

To measure business model adaptation, there is no consensus in the literature. How-
ever, four aspects have been evaluated following Saebi et al. [40]. First, change in value
proposition has been measured through two items. These have been analyzed separately
in the present study since they consider opposite and very important aspects in the current
context. Secondly, the change in target market was evaluated to determine whether the
value proposition had been opened up to new customers and users. Thirdly, the change in
value delivery was measured, focusing attention on whether the relationship with collabo-
rators, suppliers or the reorganization of the club’s structure had been adapted. Finally, the
change in value capture mechanisms was evaluated by considering changes in the price of
products or services.

A scale created and validated by the authors [31] was used to measure economic
performance. It is composed of four items that in the present study present good psycho-
metric properties (α = 0.75). The scale to measure the service quality has been adapted
from the scale previously created and validated in literature [46] and used in the sports
context presenting good psychometric properties [11], in the same way as in the present
study (α = 0.83). Similarly, to measure performance in social impact and performance in
social causes, scales previously created and validated in the associative sports context were
used with three and two items, respectively [26]. As in previous studies, they have good
psychometric properties.

Finally, to determine the perceived impact of COVID-19 on the organization, the
following question was asked: “To what extent has your club been affected economi-
cally or financially by the COVID-19 crisis?” in line with what has been proposed by
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specific literature based on times of crisis [40]. The response scale for the above variables
was a Likert-type scale from 1 to 7, with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 7 “strongly
agree”. However, in business model adaptation there was the possibility of answering 0 as
“not undertaken”.

3.3. Procedure

Participants were contacted by telephone. In this first interview, the study was ex-
plained and collaboration was requested. Once the sports club accepted the collaboration, a
more detailed letter of presentation of the study was sent via email which included a link to
the online questionnaire hosted on the University of Valencia’s own platform (LimeSurvey).
The main requirement was that the questionnaire be completed by a manager or person
responsible for the organization with a global vision of the sports club over the last three
years. The cover letter specified that the questionnaire would be anonymous and that the
data would be processed for academic purposes only. The estimated response time was
15 min and the sample was collected between April and May 2020. The present study fol-
lowed the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki. On the part of the academic institution,
the Ethics Committee was approved with resolution code 1119833 by the University of
Valencia (Spain).

3.4. Data Analysis

Statistical analyses were performed with the SPSS version 24.0 for Windows (IBM,
Armonk, NY, USA). First, a cluster analysis was carried out including the eight indicators
of the entrepreneurial orientation scale. Cluster analysis allows grouping individuals into
clusters, allowing individuals in the same cluster to be more similar to each other than to
individuals in other clusters, trying to maximize the homogeneity of the subjects within
the cluster while maximizing the heterogeneity of the aggregates [47]. To obtain the cluster
solution, the hierarchical estimation method was combined with the non-hierarchical
K-means estimation method, a procedure recommended by Hair et al. [47] to optimize
the solution. The hierarchical cluster analysis was performed using the Ward’s Method
clustering process, using as similarity measure the Euclidean distance to the quantile to
obtain the agglomeration history. The cluster solution obtained from the previous analysis
was used to perform a non-hierarchical K-means analysis using as initial centers the means
of the variables obtained for each cluster solution of the hierarchical analysis.

On the other hand, a discriminant analysis was performed to check the level of
accuracy and validity of the proposed cluster analysis. In this analysis the dependent
variable corresponds to the proposed cluster solution and the independent variables were
the items of the entrepreneurial orientation scale. The data provided by SPSS for the
Wilk’s lambda statistic, the canonical correlations, the chi-square value and the probability
associated with each function were observed. The au-values provided by each function
and the proportion of the variance explained by the correlation between the respective
canonical variables were also observed. Finally, the classification matrix was observed to
check the percentage of correctly classified cases.

To define the characteristics of the group profiles and evaluate the predictive validity,
ANOVAS was performed, with application of the Bonferroni and Tamhane post-hoc test, in
the absence of homogeneity of variances, and chi-square tests with the sociodemographic
and variables of interest that were not included in the cluster analysis. The value of the
contingency coefficient (C) was also used to test the strength of the association or the effect
size of the related variables.

3.5. Assessing Common Method Bias

Both procedural and statistical methods were used to address the common method
bias issue [48,49]. For example, anonymity and confidentiality of the respondents were
ensured, and the survey questionnaire was pretested before the main data collection to
ensure that there were no difficult or confusing items.
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Additionally, a clear set of instructions was provided to facilitate easy completion
of the survey. Additionally, this study adopted Harman’s [50] one-factor test to examine
common method bias. All items were entered into a principal component analysis with
Varimax rotation to determine whether a general factor or single factor accounted for more
than 50% of the covariance. The results of analysis indicate that the first factor explain only
46% (below of 50%) of the variance, suggesting that common method bias has no impact
on the present study [51].

4. Results
4.1. Identification and Description of Clusters

Hierarchical analysis was used to observe the increases in the agglomeration coefficient
among possible cluster solutions and to obtain the initial cluster centers. After analyzing
the increases in the agglomeration coefficient, it was decided to test the two-, three-, four-,
and five-cluster solutions with the application of the non-hierarchical K-means method,
using the initial centers of the hierarchical analysis. It was decided to contrast all possible
solutions due to the absence of previous studies on entrepreneurial orientation in sports
clubs that have identified clusters.

In this study, the solution of three clusters was chosen because they presented different
levels of entrepreneurial orientation that helped to perform a good interpretation and to
identify their profiles. According to Hair et al. [47] the choice of a cluster solution depends
on the evaluation of the researchers and their grounding in the theory of the research
area. Table 2 shows the means of the values of the eight indicators of the entrepreneurial
orientation scale and the ANOVA test analyses that allow confirming the statistically
significant difference between the groups (p < 0.001).

Table 2. Average scores for each variable in the three clusters (obtained through the k-averages method).

Items Cluster 1
(n = 11)

Cluster 2
(n = 85)

Cluster 3
(n = 49) F p Value

Our organization stresses the use of a fully delegated policy
for employees 3.18 5.46 6.18 31.29 <0.001 *

Our organization gives individuals or teams the freedom to
develop new ideas 3.36 5.86 6.37 35.94 <0.001 *

In general, the management team of our organization has a
strong tendency to be ahead of other organizations in
introducing novel services or ideas

3.27 4.79 6.16 51.15 <0.001 *

Our organization encourages and stimulates technological,
service delivery and administrative innovation 2.91 4.81 6.04 41.20 <0.001 *

Our organization stimulates creativity and experimentation 2.73 4.84 6.22 55.95 <0.001 *

Our organization’s innovative initiatives are hard for our
rivals to successfully imitate 3.18 3.61 5.22 34.09 <0.001 *

In dealing with our rivals, our organization typically initiates
actions which they respond to 2.27 3.99 5.59 49.22 <0.001 *

In dealing with our rivals, our organization is very often the
first to introduce new services and technologies applied to
training and/or management, etc.

2.36 3.88 5.92 73.38 <0.001 *

* Statistically significant mean differences p < 0.001.

Cluster 1 (group 1) was called “non-entrepreneurs” (n = 11; 7.59%) because they
presented mean values below the cut-off point of the scale in all indicators, showing a
tendency towards disagreement. This group shows a low entrepreneurial orientation
in the frequency with which the organization undertakes actions in anticipation of the
competition (M = 2.27) and is not usually a pioneer in the introduction of new services
or technologies applied to training and/or management, etc. (M = 2.36). Along the same
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lines, there is a tendency towards disagreement in aspects related to the stimulation of
technological, service provision and administrative innovation (M = 2.91) and in creativity
and experimentation (M = 2.73). This is a small sample, which may be logical, since
COVID-19 has had an impact on the sports sector at all levels and few sports clubs have not
undertaken actions or initiatives to address this situation and mitigate the negative effects.

Cluster 2 (group 2) was called “moderate entrepreneurs” representing the largest
proportion of the sample of sports clubs interviewed (n = 85; 61.38%). This cluster shows
different trends in the mean scores of the indicators of the entrepreneurial orientation scale.
On the one hand, there are indicators with average values and a positive tendency, such as
the fact that the organization gives freedom to individuals and teams to develop new ideas
(M = 5.86) or that it emphasizes a policy of delegation to those in charge (M = 5.46). On the
other hand, there is a tendency to disagree that the innovative initiatives they promote are
difficult for competitors to imitate successfully (M = 3.61).

Cluster 3 (group 3) represents the group of “strong entrepreneurs” (n = 49; 31.03%)
due to the fact that in all indicators there is a positive tendency towards agreement. They
emphasize aspects such as the freedom they give to individuals and teams to develop new
ideas (M = 6.37) and the stimulation of creativity and experimentation (M = 6.22). Along
the same lines, they are particularly interested in delegating to their managers (M = 6.18)
and indicate that their management teams have a strong tendency to be ahead of other
organizations in the introduction of new services or ideas (M = 6.16).

4.2. Profile of the Groups

After identifying the groups of sports clubs with different levels of entrepreneurial
orientation, the profiles of the groups are described below according to other sociode-
mographic variables of interest to the study. These variables also allow us to ensure
the predictive validity of the groups identified in the cluster analysis. Thus, Table 3 de-
scribes the percentages and means, according to the type of variable included, of the
groups identified.

Within the group of variables related to the characteristics of the sports clubs and
the personal characteristics of those responsible, the only variable that contributed to
differentiate the groups of sports clubs at a statistically significant level (p < 0.05) is the
competition level [χ2(6) = 10.49, p = 0.005]. Non-entrepreneurs are mostly regional-local
clubs, while strong entrepreneurs are mostly international-national clubs. Regarding the
variables of interest for the study, statistically significant differences were observed between
the groups for change in value proposition in the indicator of introduction of new products
and services [F(2, 142) = 16.89, p = 0.05], change in value delivery [F(2, 142) = 5.90, p = 0.003],
service quality [F(2, 142) = 11.57, p ≤ 0.003], social impact performance [F(2, 142) = 11.57,
p ≤ 0.001], social cause performance [F(2, 142) = 17. 41, p ≤ 0.001], performance in economic
impact [F(2, 142) = 17.39, p ≤ 0.001] and perceived impact by COVID-19 [F(2, 142) = 6.85,
p ≤ 0.001].

The non-entrepreneurs (group 1) are characterized, when compared with the other
groups, as being mostly local or regional (81.82%), having a higher proportion of clubs
with mostly private funding (90.91%), having a number of athletes of less than 100 (45.45%)
and being less than 15 years old (45.45%). With respect to the club leaders, there are no
significant differences with respect to the other groups, being mostly men (90.91%) with
university studies (72.73%), holding the position of directors (63.64%) with a seniority in the
club of less than 10 years (54.55%) and in the sports sector of more than 21 years (54.55%).
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Table 3. Characteristics of the different groups (clusters).

Variable Response Option Cluster 1
(n = 11)

Cluster 2
(n = 85)

Cluster 3
(n = 49)

Club characteristics
Competition level **

χ2(2) = 10.49, p = 0.005
C2 = 0.26

International-National 18.18% 51.76% 69.39% (1)

Regional-Local 81.82% (3) 48.24% 30.61%

Type of funding
χ2(2) = 2.44, p = 0.30

Mostly public 9.09% 30.59% 25.00%
Mostly private 90.91% 69.41% 75.00%

Size (nº athletes)
χ2(4) = 6.94, p = 0.14

≤100 45.45% 41.67% 28.57%
101–250 36.36% 39.29% 32.65%
≥251 18.18% 19.05% 38.78%

Club age
χ2(4) = 2.08, p = 0.72

≤15 45.45% 28.92% 25.00%
16–30 18.18% 28.92% 27.08%
≥31 36.36% 42.17% 47.92%

Characteristics of the management team
Gender

χ2(2) = 0.14, p = 0.82
Male 90.91% 84.52% 83.33%

Female 9.09% 15.48% 16.67%
Level of studies

χ2(2) = 1.37, p = 0.93
Intermediate studies 27.27% 28.57% 25.53%

University studies 72.73% 71.43% 74.47%
Responsibility/Position
χ2(2) = 1.07, p = 0.51

Manager 63.64% 72.62% 79.17%
Responsible 36.36% 27.38% 20.83%

Seniority in sports club
χ2(4) = 1.07, p = 0.90

≤10 years 54.55% 45.88% 53.06%
11–20 years 27.27% 29.41% 28.57%
≥21 years 18.18% 24.71% 18.37%

Seniority in sports sectorχ2(4)
= 7.21, p = 0.12

≤10 years 45.45% 21.69% 16.33%
11–20 years 0.00% 31.33% 32.65%
≥21 years 54.55% 46.99% 51.02%

Other variables of interest

Change in value
proposition ***

Introduction of new products
or services ***

F(2, 142) = 16.89, p ≤ 0.001
1.36 (SD 1 = 1.86) 2.92 (SD 1 = 2.33) 4.88 (SD 1 = 2.36)

Reduction in the number of
products or services

F(2, 142) = 1.12, p = 0.33
1.82 (SD 1 = 2.48) 2.94 (SD 1 = 2.44) 2.69 (SD 1 = 2.24)

Change in target market
F(2, 142) = 1.99, p = 0.14 0.82 (SD 1 = 1.33) 1.53 (SD 1 = 1.95) 2.06 (SD 1 = 2.39)

Change in value delivery **
F(2, 142) = 5.90, p = 0.003 1.76 (SD 1 = 1.25) 2.62 (SD 1 = 1.68) 3.40 (SD 1 = 1.69)

Change in value capture mechanisms
F(2, 142) = 0.89, p = 0.41 2.10 (SD 1 = 2.28) 2.82 (SD 1 = 2.62) 3.22 (SD 1 = 2.66)

Service quality ***
F(2, 142) = 11.57, p ≤ 0.001 3.89 (SD 1 = 1.22) 4.65 (SD 1 = 1.25) 5.44 (SD 1 = 0.96)

Social impact performance ***
F(2, 142) = 17.41, p ≤ 0.001 2.79 (SD 1 = 0.95) 3.96 (SD 1 = 1.29) 4.93 (SD 1 = 1.17)

Social causes performance ***
F(2, 142) = 17.39, p ≤ 0.001 3.22 (SD 1 = 0.85) 4.21 (SD 1 = 1.18) 5.13 (SD 1 = 1.10)

Economic performance **
F(2, 142) = 6.52, p = 0.002 4.36 (SD 1 = 1.15) 5.49 (SD 1 = 1.31) 5.87 (SD 1 = 1.35)

Perceived impact of COVID-19 ***
F(2, 142) = 6.85, p = 0.001 3.09 (SD 1 = 2.12) 4.45 (SD 1 = 2.01) 5.22 (SD 1 = 1.40)

1 SD = Standard deviation; 2 C = Contingency coefficient; Indicates statistically significant relationship or statistically significant mean
differences ** p ≤ 0.01; *** p ≤ 0.001; (1) (3); Results are based on bilateral tests with a level of significance 0.05. For the categorical variables,
the results in the table show for each pair of categories the group of clubs with the smallest proportion under the column with the
highest proportion.

As for the indicators related to change in value proposition, a negative trend or
disagreement was observed in the two indicators: introduction of new products or services
(M = 1.36) and reduction in the number of products or services (M =1.82). Post hoc tests
showed the existence of statistically significant differences with the other groups, in the case
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of the first indicator, between this group and the strong entrepreneurs. In the indicators of
change in target market (M = 0.82), change in value delivery (M = 1.76) and change in value
capture mechanisms (M = 2.10), the same tendency towards disagreement is observed,
with significant differences between this group and the strong entrepreneurs, only for
the indicator of change in value delivery. On the other hand, this group presents the
lowest mean of the three clusters in the indicators of perceived service quality (M = 3.89),
performance in social impact (M = 2.79) and performance in social causes (M = 3.22). In
the case of service quality, significant differences were only observed when comparing
this group with strong entrepreneurs, while in the other two variables, differences were
also observed when comparing this group with moderate entrepreneurs. The impact on
economic performance variable had the lowest score (M = 4.36) of the three clusters, and the
differences between this group and the strong entrepreneurs were statistically significant.
Finally, in the case of the impact perceived by the organization as a consequence of the
pandemic caused by COVID-19, the same trend is observed (M = 3.09) as in the previous
indicators, with significant differences with the strong entrepreneurs.

The moderate entrepreneurs (group 2) are characterized, when compared with the
other groups, as being mostly national or international in scope (51.76%), although with a
lower proportion than the strong entrepreneurs. Although the proportion is still higher for
clubs of a public nature, when compared to the other groups, it has a lower proportion of
mostly privately funded clubs (69.41%). The proportion in terms of the number of athletes
is similar to that of non-entrepreneurs. On the other hand, there is a higher proportion of
clubs older than 16 years (71.09%) than in the case of non-entrepreneurs (54.54%). With
respect to the club managers, there are no significant differences with respect to the other
groups, the profile being similar to that of the other groups with respect to the proportion
of men (84.52%) with university studies (71.43%), holding the position of manager (72.67%)
with a seniority in the club of less than 10 years (45.88%), and in the sports sector of more
than 21 years (46.99%).

In this cluster, a tendency towards disagreement continues to be observed in the
two indicators referring to change in value proposition, although less marked than in the
non-entrepreneurs: introduction of new products or services (M = 2.92) and reduction in
the number of products or services (M = 2.94). Significant differences were only observed
for the first indicator between this group and the strong entrepreneurs. In the indicators
of change in target market (M = 1.53), change in value delivery (M = 2.62) and change in
value capture mechanisms (M = 2.82), although the trend is less pronounced than in the
non-entrepreneurs, a negative trend is still observed, with significant differences between
this group and the strong entrepreneurs for the indicator of change in value delivery. On
the other hand, in this group there is a change in the trend in the evaluation of service
quality (M = 4.65), performance in social causes (M = 4.21) and performance in social impact
(M = 3.96), with scores that show a neutral or slightly inclined tendency towards agreement
among the interviewees. In all three indicators, significant differences were observed when
comparing this group with the strong entrepreneurs. The economic performance impact
indicator (M = 5.49) shows a score close to that of the strong entrepreneurs and significantly
higher than that of the non-entrepreneurs.

Strong entrepreneurs (group 3) is characterized, when compared to the other groups,
by being the group with the highest proportion of national or international clubs (69.39%)
and a higher proportion of clubs with mostly private financing (75%), although lower than
moderate entrepreneurs. It is the group with the highest proportion of clubs with more
than 100 athletes (71.43%) and with a higher proportion of clubs older than 16 years (75%).
The profile of the club leaders is mostly men (83.33%) with university studies (74.47%),
managers (79.17%) with a seniority in the club of less than 10 years (53.06%), and in the
sports sector for more than 21 years (51.02%).

On the other hand, in the change in value proposition variables, they present the
highest mean scores, with a tendency towards agreement in the case of the introduction of
new products or services (M = 4.88), significantly distanced from the evaluations of the
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other two groups. For the indicator of reduction in the number of products or services
(M = 2.69), a tendency towards disagreement is observed, similar to that of the moderate
entrepreneurs. In the indicators of change in target market (M = 2.06), change in value
delivery (M = 3.40) and change in value capture mechanisms (M = 3.22), although there is a
tendency towards disagreement, it is not as pronounced as in the other clusters. Perceived
service quality (M = 5.44), impact on performance in social causes (M = 4.93), performance
in social impact (M = 5.13) and economic performance (M = 5.49), show the highest scores
of the three clusters significantly. Finally, the impact perceived by the organization as
a consequence of the pandemic caused by COVID-19 also has the highest mean score
(M = 5.22).

4.3. Discriminant Analysis

In order to validate the cluster solution chosen to identify groups of sports clubs with
a different entrepreneurial orientation, a discriminant analysis was performed, introducing
the proposed cluster solution as the dependent variable and the items of the entrepreneurial
orientation scale as independent variables.

Table 4 shows the results derived from the two canonical functions detected by the
analysis that explained most of the variance of the dependent variable. The Wilk’s lambda
values and the chi-square tests show that the groups of the dependent variable (cluster
solution of three groups) differ at a statistically significant level (p < 0.001). The canonical
correlations between the groups are high and significant (p < 0.001), indicating a significant
relationship between the functions and belonging to one or the other cluster: 0.90 for
function 1 and 0.41 for function 2. The eigenvalue can be interpreted as the proportion
of the variance explained by the correlation between the respective canonical variables.
Thus, the eigenvalue for function 1 is 4.22, which explains 95.5% of the variance, while the
eigenvalue for function 2 is 0.20, which explains 4.5% of the variance.

Table 4. Eigenvalues and Wilk’s lambda result for discriminant analysis.

Function Eigenvalue % of
Variance

Cumulative
%

Canonical
Correlation

Wilks’
Lambda Chi-square p Value

1 4.22 95.5 95.5 0.90 0.160 253.90 <0.001 ***
2 0.20 4.5 100.0 0.41 0.834 25.12 0.001 *

Statistically significant mean differences * p < 0.05; *** p ≤ 0.001

The classification matrix shows that 97.2% of the cases were correctly classified, with
the highest percentage of sports clubs correctly classified for moderate entrepreneurs
(96.5%), followed by the strong entrepreneurs’ cluster (91.8%) and non-entrepreneurs
(81.8%). The classification matrix provided by the cross-validation was 93.8% of the
cases correctly classified. The results confirm the external validity of the proposed three-
cluster solution.

5. Discussion

This paper analyzes the existence of different profiles of sports clubs according to
their level of entrepreneurship in a context of crisis. The clustering technique has been
used in several research fields to report on different internally coherent groups [52]. How-
ever, although sports entrepreneurs have been the focus of attention of academics and
practitioners in recent years [53,54], there is no study that groups them according to their
entrepreneurial orientation. This article also provides interesting information by consider-
ing the perception of the environment, the adaptation of the business model and the final
performance of the organization.

To differentiate these groups, the variable entrepreneurial orientation has been con-
sidered, since it is the most widely used concept in the entrepreneurial field [17,55]. This
variable has not been used by the organizational entrepreneurship literature to carry out
cluster analysis previously, but rather causal variables such as motivations to create or
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join the organization [56] or outcome variables, such as performance [57]. In this study,
three clusters with different organizational, attitudinal and behavioral characteristics are
identified: “non-entrepreneurs”, “moderate entrepreneurs”, and “strong entrepreneurs”.
Based on other studies, in the absence of a previous conceptualization of clusters, the name
of the clusters was proposed based on the authors’ knowledge [52,56].

Each of these clusters presents a different level of entrepreneurial orientation, a vari-
able that aims to create value in the organizations [58]. At the organizational level, knowing
how its management and leaders face a situation of uncertainty is a feature that distin-
guishes an organization and its subsequent performance. However, among the three
clusters there are also significant differences in other important variables that can define
the organization and its managers.

The three groups differ from each other according to the perceived impact of COVID-
19 on the organization. As the academic literature shows, a crisis can have different
consequences depending on the identification and management of its effects [59]. The
crisis derived from COVID-19 has had important effects on sports organizations [5,11],
however, these may be perceived differently according to the organization or the experience
of those responsible for it. According to the results obtained in the present study, strong
entrepreneurs perceive a considerably greater impact of COVID-19 on their organization
than moderate or conservative entrepreneurs. This is understandable, since the sports clubs
most affected by COVID-19 may have been forced to reinvent themselves and innovate in
order to adapt to the situation [11].

These data may fit with the prospect theory, which proposes that, when faced with
the perception of threats in the context, organizations implement a greater number of risky
initiatives and entrepreneurial actions [60]. Faced with a context that has had a significant
effect on the organization, managers can carry out risky initiatives because there are many
possibilities of improving the situation [61]. On the contrary, according to this study, sports
organizations that do not perceive a high impact may have decided to maintain their
actions and strategies so as not to alter their status quo to a large extent. As can be seen,
decision making and subsequent action may depend to a large extent on the individual
perception of the environment. Hence, analyzing the perceived impact and subsequent
performance of the organization from an entrepreneurial point of view is an important area
of study in the academic and professional literature [62].

According to the results obtained, the business model adaptation is a variable that
differentiates the three groups of sports clubs. As previous literature shows, after COVID-
19, the way in which organizations operate has changed. In this context, adapting the
business model can be an opportunity to face a crisis or hostile situation [63]. In the
sports context, the limitations and restrictions derived from COVID-19 have forced not-for-
profit sports clubs to change their proposal, delivery and value capture to a great extent.
According to the results obtained, strong entrepreneurs show significantly higher values in
business model adaptation compared to moderate entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.
Faced with the situation resulting from the virus, the introduction of new products or
services may be one of the most successful actions or initiatives, since it has not been
possible to continue with the face-to-face, collective and social value proposition that has
been known until now. Strong entrepreneurs introduce new products or services to a
greater extent than moderate entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.

Sports clubs, like any other organization, have among their objectives to satisfy the
needs of their members, users and athletes. However, needs and expectations may have
changed during this hostile and changing situation. It is, therefore, first necessary to
identify these needs or expectations and, from there, to adapt their products and services.
According to previous studies, non-profit organizations may be more resistant to change
compared to for-profit organizations [64]. However, in the current crisis, even non-profit
organizations have been forced to take actions to ensure their sustainability and survival.
In this context, digitalization and the use of new technologies to reach their target audience
have played a fundamental role in the adaptation of the business model [5]. Specifically, the
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change in the value proposition through the introduction of new products and services has
been the adaptation that has had the greatest differentiation among the proposed clusters.
This change can be aimed at satisfying users or maintaining their perceived quality.

Similarly, strong entrepreneurs show significantly higher results in value delivery
change than non-entrepreneurs and moderate entrepreneurs. Hence, sports clubs with a
higher level of entrepreneurship have established closer ties with partners, expanded their
relationship to new suppliers, and/or reorganized the sports club. Different studies have
analyzed the type of entrepreneurial initiatives, changes or innovations that have been
developed in sports clubs [65,66]. However, in this context of social constraints, sports
organizations have a limited range of action, so their initiatives must be adjusted to the
context. Obviously, the nature of the crisis will significantly condition the type of response
possible, just as the nature of the organization will guide the type of response.

According to the results obtained in this study, the tendency is that, in strong en-
trepreneurs, the level of adaptation of the target market and changes in the mechanisms
for capturing value are higher. In this sense, changes in value capture mechanisms are
related to the alteration of the price of products or services. This is in line with what was
proposed by Musteen et al. [67], who advocated that the entrepreneurial attitude of the
organization’s managers is fundamental to successfully plan and implement change. How-
ever, despite this trend in the data, change towards a new target market or value capture
mechanisms do not present statistically significant differences between the different groups
of sport entrepreneurs.

Finally, according to the results obtained, there are significant differences in the
three sports club profiles when considering the performance variables analyzed (eco-
nomic performance, social impact performance, social causes performance, and perceived
service quality). Previous literature has largely studied the close relationship between
entrepreneurial orientation and the performance of organizations [68], considering it “mod-
erately large” [45] (p. 761). Similarly, although more sparsely, this has been the subject of
study in the field of sports. It has been concluded that the performance of sports clubs is
closely related to their entrepreneurial orientation [15,44,45]. However, as far as is known,
there are no studies that propose different groups of sports entrepreneurs according to
entrepreneurship and that their profile considers performance. Hence, the present study
has a considerable contribution to the organizational and sports literature.

According to the results obtained, the performance of the three groups of sports clubs
is significantly different. The service quality of strong entrepreneurs is significantly higher
than that of non-entrepreneurs and moderate entrepreneurs. In the same vein, economic
performance also differs greatly between strong entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.
This fits with previous literature that exposes that sports clubs with a higher level of
entrepreneurial orientation have a higher final performance [11,44]. Innovation and en-
trepreneurship can transform sports organizations into more competitive entities [69].
Hence, sports clubs with a higher entrepreneurial profile have correspondingly higher
financial performance. Therefore, in this challenge for sports clubs to face the crisis and
maintain their level of value offering, entrepreneurship is a fundamental factor. “Inno-
vation and risk-taking are dimensions that must be developed because of their wide
influence on the final performance of the organization and, consequently, on its economic
sustainability” [70] (p. 11).

However, if only the economic or financial end were to be analyzed, a fundamental
aspect of sports clubs would remain unconsidered: their social purpose. The marked social
function of sports clubs is undeniable, and they contribute significant value to society [71].
This contribution is, if possible, even more important in crisis situations. The social per-
formance of these organizations can be analyzed from two perspectives: (i) performance
understood as social impact, i.e., the scope and notoriety of the organization in its environ-
ment, and (ii) performance in social causes, understood as its contribution through specific
programs to the solution of social problems such as attention to disadvantaged groups or
integration through sports [25]. According to the results obtained, strong entrepreneurs
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have a higher performance in social impact and performance in social causes than non-
entrepreneurs and moderate entrepreneurs. Similarly, moderate entrepreneurs have both
social performances considerably higher than non-entrepreneurs. From this it can be de-
duced that the more entrepreneurial Spanish sports clubs have a higher social impact. This
fits with what has been previously studied in the associative sports literature [26].

The results reinforce the position that fostering entrepreneurship in organizations not
only provides them with a competitive advantage, but also improves their resilience in
times of crisis. Let us not forget either that crises are, after all, cyclical phenomena that
periodically push social systems to their limits.

5.1. Theorical and Practical Implications

The present study may have interesting theoretical and practical implications due
to the fact that there is no similar study in the field of sports. First, a theoretical implica-
tion may be the proposal of three groups of entrepreneurs (non-entrepreneurs, moderate
entrepreneurs, and strong entrepreneurs) and the description of their profiles. This can
provide information on the different profiles in terms of levels of entrepreneurship and
business model adaptation, as well as their impact on the final performance. In this turbu-
lent and dynamic context derived from the crisis, academics can use this study as a starting
point to continue with the necessary research in the sports sector. Another theoretical
contribution can be the consideration of the perceived impact of COVID-19 on the organi-
zation. It is often considered that the effect of a hostile situation on the organizations in a
sector is equal, but this is not necessarily the case. Even if the impact was identical in all
organizations, the perception and identification of the impact would probably be different.
Therefore, considering this perception on the part of the organization’s management and
decision-makers is a fundamental aspect in decision-making and subsequent action. At the
same time, all this can have an important influence on the ability to adapt to the situation
and its final performance.

On the other hand, practical implications can be extracted from this study that provide
added value. As a first consideration, the diagnosis of an organization’s group, based
on its EO, allows us to precisely define features such as its capacity to adapt its business
model, its capacity for resilience in crisis situations and to forecast its performance. This
can be particularly useful when considering strategies for improving the organization’s
performance, especially in the case of non-entrepreneurs and moderate entrepreneurs. It
can highlight the need to develop specific actions to increase the entrepreneurial character
of the organization through training or the definition of suitable managerial and technical
profiles with entrepreneurial traits for the selection of its personnel.

Secondly, the characterization can be useful when assessing the return on any invest-
ment made in the organization: private sponsors and governments that finance projects
through public aid can anticipate the return that their investment may have depending
on the group to which the organization belongs. Improving entrepreneurial capacity may
also be a requirement for accessing public resources, together with other features that
are becoming increasingly common, such as the professionalization of management and
technical staff, etc.

To help sports clubs become progressively more entrepreneurial, structured and tar-
geted training could be carried out in parallel for management and employees. This
training would deal with proposals for identifying the internal, external (competition)
and market (users and potential users) situation, digitalization and innovation that can
have a major impact on the organization, and risk-benefit balance before making impor-
tant decisions. This could be carried out at the national level by national federations or
regional federations.

5.2. Limitations and Future Lines of Research

One limitation of the study is the small sample analyzed, which includes only Spanish
non-profit sports clubs. This type of sports organization has specific characteristics with



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 5142 16 of 19

respect to their nature. However, in future research it would be interesting to extend
the sample to sports organizations of different types and countries. To this end, public
and private sports organizations could be analyzed and compared. On the other hand,
the variables have been considered through subjective perception instruments and the
methodology used is quantitative. As a complement, objective scales could be added as
instruments for future studies. In addition, the study could be expanded with qualitative
methodologies that could detail the initiatives or actions carried out by the managers or
directors. Finally, a limitation that may have arisen due to the high impact that COVID-19
has had—and continues to have—in the sports sector [11], is the low representation of
conservative entrepreneurs. Never before has such a high impact been contemplated in
the sports sector, perhaps that is why it is more difficult to find sports clubs that perceive a
low impact of COVID-19 in their organization and that have practically not undertaken
initiatives to address this situation.

6. Conclusions

Three dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation were considered to identify the
different groups of non-profit sports clubs: innovation, risk-taking, and proactivity. In
response to the study objective, three different groups of entrepreneurs in non-profit
sports clubs were identified: non-entrepreneurs, moderate entrepreneurs, and strong
entrepreneurs. The variables related to the sports club such as size, age of the club and type
of financing, and the sociodemographic variables gender, level of education, responsibility
in the sports club, length of time in the sports club, and length of time in the sports sector
did not contribute to differentiate the groups since there were no significant differences.
However, there were significant differences in the competition level. Strong entrepreneurs
were characterized by the fact that they were mostly national-international level sports
clubs, while non-entrepreneurs were, almost entirely, regional-local level sports clubs.

Similarly, the adaptation of the business model, the perceived impact of COVID-19
on the organization and the economic and social performance and service quality did
differ according to the group. Strong entrepreneurs perceive a greater impact of COVID-
19 on their organization than non-entrepreneurs and moderate entrepreneurs. Thus, the
perception of each manager or management team can have a subsequent impact on decision-
making, innovations, risk-taking and proactivity, and, consequently, on their final economic
and social performance. Strong entrepreneurs adapt their business model to a greater extent
than moderate entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. These differences occur mainly in
the change of the value proposition, specifically in the introduction of new products or
services. Strong entrepreneurs have introduced products and services to a greater extent
than non-entrepreneurs. Similarly, there are differences in the change of value delivery
between the different groups. Strong entrepreneurs have strengthened ties with partners,
reorganized the sports club and established relationships with new suppliers to a greater
extent than non-entrepreneurs and moderate entrepreneurs.

Finally, the performance variables analyzed are also different depending on the sports
club group analyzed. Perceived service quality, economic performance, and social perfor-
mance are significantly higher for strong entrepreneurs than for moderate entrepreneurs
and non-entrepreneurs.
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