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Abstract
While the restaurant industry plays an important role in the economy,
research on entrepreneurial orientation has largely focused on
manufacturing firms. Current conceptualizations of EO fail to adequately
consider the unique characteristics of EO and the context within which
they must operate. As such, little guidance has been provided regarding
its application in other contexts such as the restaurant business. The
purpose of this article is to help explore the conceptualization of EO in
the restaurant sector and bridge the research gap. In order to achieve this
aim, we first review existing literature of EO and its measurement and
industry research that related to entrepreneurship. Then a discussion of
five entrepreneurial restaurants is presented in the framework of EO
multidimensional construct suggested by Dess and Lumpkin. Based on
the exploration, a new construct to measure EO is introduced. Finally, it
addresses implications for future EO-related research in the field.
Key Words: Entrepreneurial Orientation, Conceptualization, Restaurant
Industry

1. INTRODUCTION
Entrepreneurship is a dynamic process of vision, change, and creation. It
requires an application of energy and passion towards the creation and
implementation of new ideas and creative solutions. Essential ingredients
include the willingness to take calculated risks, formulate an effective
venture team, marshal the needed resources, build a solid business plan,
and, finally, the vision to recognize opportunity where others see chaos,
contradiction, and confusion (Kuratko, 2009).
Firms that want to engage in successful corporate entrepreneurship need
to have an entrepreneurial orientation (EO). EO refers to the
strategy-making practices that businesses use to identify and launch
corporate ventures. It represents a frame of mind and a perspective about
entrepreneurship that are reflected in a firm’s ongoing processes and
corporate culture. Collectively, the five dimensions of EO-innovativeness,
proactiveness,
risk-taking,
competitive
aggressiveness,
and
autonomy-permeate the decision-making styles and practices of a firm’s
members (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005).
When applied to the restaurant industry, entrepreneurship takes on
distinct characteristics and becomes subject to a number of obstacles and
constraints not found in traditional manufacturing industry. The
magnitude of these constraints has led many to conclude that unique
approaches to process and decision-making are necessary if EO is to be
facilitated on an ongoing basis. However, current conceptualization of EO
is grounded primarily in manufacturing companies and fails to adequately
consider the unique characteristics and context within which they must
operate (Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). As such, little guidance has been
provided regarding its application in other contexts such as the restaurant
industry.
The restaurant industry across the world is large and ubiquitous.
Providing a range of products and services, it touches nearly every
household in one way or another. There are interesting theoretical and
practical implications for the service literature, service establishments,
and especially the restaurant industry which is lucrative in size, fiercely
competitive, and very important to the public palate (Andaleeb &
Conway, 2006). Take the Chinese food service industry for example, it is
surely booming in China-home to the world’s largest population and a
nation whose economy has been rapidly growing since its opening up.
According to “the Eleventh Five-year Outline for Commercial
Development” issued by China’s Ministry of Commerce, the actual
1

growth rate of added value in catering industries is set to increase 9%
annually from 2006 to 2010. As a traditional pillar industry in China’s
service sector, sales of food and beverage has maintained an annual
growth rate over 10% for 16 years. In 2007, the combined sales food
service and hospitality sectors have surged 19.4% year-on-year to surpass
1.2 trillion Chinese Yuan, three percentage points higher than the growth
rate of the previous year. Over 938 foreign-funded enterprises have been
set up in 2007, down 11.5% year-on-year, while investments exceeded
US$1 billion, up 25.8% year-on-year(Y Bin, 2006). Therefore, from the
food industry background environment, the potential value of this area is
very high. Meanwhile, the competition and yield coexist.
The purpose of this article is to help bridge the research gap and explore
the conceptualization of EO in the restaurant industry. In order to achieve
the research aim, we first present a theoretical framework on the prior
industry research and firm-level entrepreneurship study. Then to assist
our analysis, we use a multiple case-study method to investigate five
entrepreneurial restaurants located in Jönköping and some other cities in
China. By exploring and generalizing the unique characteristics in these
restaurants, a new scale measuring a restaurant’s entrepreneurial
orientation is introduced. Finally, we address the implication for the
future EO-related research. The major contribution of this paper would be
not only to provide a means to increase the number of items used to tap
the EO dimensions in the restaurant industry context but also help to
ensure a closer correspondence between measurement and theory. Future
empirical inquiry would benefit from the development in the
measurement of the EO dimensions based on richer, more fine-grained,
conceptualizations (Dess & Lumpkin, 2001).

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
2.1

Entrepreneurship

For both start-up ventures and existing firms, entrepreneurship carried on
in the pursuit of business opportunities spurs business expansion,
technological progress, and wealth creation. Entrepreneurial activity
represents one of the major engines of economic growth and today
accounts for the majority of new business development and job creation.
The term “entrepreneurship” has historically referred to the efforts of an
individual who takes on the odds in translating a vision into a successful
business enterprise. But as it works it is way on in, entrepreneurship has
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been described at the individual level (Mintzberg, 1973) as well as the
organizational level (Miller, 1983; Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). Covin and
Slevin (1989) suggest that entrepreneurship may be viewed as a
characteristic of firms that can be discerned by looking at managerial
conduct as the organization engages in the entrepreneurial process.
Entrepreneurial management styles are characterized by the strategic
actions and operating management philosophies that firms may adopt
(Naman & Slevin, 1993). Therefore, much of the empirical
entrepreneurship research has focused on the individual level of analysis,
but now researchers recently have focused on entrepreneurship as
firm-level behavior. Many other researchers have the same opinion, ‘The
domain of entrepreneurship is no longer restricted in a conceptual sense
to the independent new venture creation processes said by Wortman. The
growing interest in the process and practice of corporate entreneurship,
for example, is indicative of an evolution in how managers and
management scholars are willing to conceptualize the entrepreneurial
process. Corporate entrepreneurship involves “extending the firm’s
domain of competence and corresponding opportunity set through
internally generated new resource combinations” (Burgelman, 1984).

2.2

Entrepreneurial orientation and its dimensions

Firms that want to engage in successful corporate entrepreneurship need
to have an entrepreneurial orientation (EO). EO refers to the
strategy-making practices that businesses use to identify and launch
corporate ventures. It represents a frame of mind and a perspective about
entrepreneurship that are reflected in a firm’s ongoing processes and
corporate culture (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005). Organizations can be
characterized in terms of their entrepreneurial orientation or “intensity”,
which is a reflection both of how many entrepreneurial things they are
doing, and how innovative, risky, autonomous, proactive and aggressive
those things tend to be.
In perhaps the earliest work, Mintzberg (1973) suggested adaptive,
entrepreneurial, and planning modes of strategy making. The
entrepreneurial mode, according to Mintzberg, was characterized by the
active search for new “opportunities” and “dramatic leaps forward in the
face of uncertainty”. Miller and Friesen identified 11 strategy making
process dimensions such as adaptiveness, integration, expertise, and
innovation while Fredrickson proposed the dimensions of
comprehensiveness, proactiveness, rationality, assertiveness, and
risk-taking (Lumpkin and Dess).
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Miller (1983) believed that entrepreneurship should be treated as a
multidimensional concept encompassing the firm’s actions relating to
product-market and technological innovation, risk taking, and
proactiveness. By stating that “an entrepreneurial firm is one that engages
in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is
first to come up with ‘proactive’ innovations, beating competitors to the
punch”, he suggested that firms’ degree of entrepreneurship could be seen
as the extent to which they innovate, take risks, and act proactively.
Based on the pioneering work of Miller (1983), Covin and Slevin (1991)
defined EO as implying the presence of organizational behavior reflecting
risk-taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness. In the Miller/Covin and
Slevin (1989) scale, EO is measured as a first-order reflective construct.
They describe the latent construct they measure as “a basic,
unidimensional strategic orientation”, and their measure is consistent with
this conceptualization.
Table 1: Entrepreneurial Orientation Measurement Scale
Innovativeness items
In general, the top managers of my firm
favor
A strong emphasis on the marketing of
tried-and-true products or services
How many new lines of products or
services has your firm marketed in the
past five years (or since its
establishments)?
No new lines of products or services
Changes in product or service line
have been mostly of a minor nature
Proactiveness items
In dealing with its competitors, my firm
Typically responds to actions which
competitors initiate
Is very seldom the first business to
introduce
new
products/service,
administrative techniques, operating
technologies, etc.
Typically seeks to avoid competitive
clashes, preferring a “live-and-let-live”
posture
Risk-taking items
In general, the top managers of my firm
have
A strong proclivity for low-risk
projects (with normal and certain rates
of return)

1234567

A strong emphasis on R&D,
technological leadership, innovation

1234567

Very many new lines of products or
services
Changes in product or service lines
have usually been quite dramatic

1234567

1234567
1234567

1234567

1234567

When confronted with decision-making
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Typically initiates actions to which
competitors then respond
Is very often the first business to
introduce new products/services,
administrative techniques, operating
technologies, etc.
Typically adopts a very competitive,
“undo-the-competitor” posture

Owing to the nature of the
environment, bold, wide-ranging
acts are necessary to achieve the
firm’s objectives

situations involving uncertainty, my firm
Typically
adopts
a
cautious,
“wait-and-see” posture in order to
minimize the probability of making
costly decisions
Competitive aggressiveness items
In dealing with its competitors, my firm
Typically responds to actions which
competitors initiate
Is very seldom the first business to
introduce
new
products/services,
administrative techniques, operating
technologies, etc.
Typically seeks to avoid competitive
clashes, preferring a “live-and-let-live”
posture
Autonomy items
My firm
Requires individuals or teams to rely
on senior managers to guide their work
In general, the top managers of my firm
believe that:
The best results occur when the CEO
and top managers provide the primary
impetus
for
pursuing
business
opportunities
In my firm
Individuals and/or teams pursuing
business opportunities are expected to
obtain approval from their superior(s)
before making decisions
In my firm
The CEO and top management team
play a major role in identifying and
selecting
the
entrepreneurial
opportunities my firm pursues

1234567

Typically adopts a bold, aggressive
posture in order to maximize the
probability of exploiting potential
opportunities

1234567

Typically initiates actions which
competitors then respond to
Is very often the first business to
introduce new products/services,
administrative techniques, operating
technologies, etc.
Typically adopts a very competitive
“undo-the-competitors” posture

1234567

1234567

1234567

Supports the efforts of individual
and/or
teams
that
work
autonomously

1234567

The best results occur when
individual and/or teams decide for
themselves
what
business
opportunities to pursue

1234567

Individuals and/or teams pursuing
business
opportunities
make
decisions on their own without
constantly referring to their
superiors

1234567

Employee initiatives and input play
a major role in identifying and
selecting
the
entrepreneurial
opportunities my firm pursues

Source: Covin, J.G. & Slevin, D.P. (1989). Strategic management of small firms in
hostile and benign environments. Strategic Management Journal, 10, 75-87;
G.T.Lumpkin, Claudia C. Cogliser, Dawn R.Schneider (2009). Understanding and
measuring autonomy: An entrepreneurial orientation perspective. Entrepreneurship
theory and practice, Vol 33, No.1

Lumpkin and Dess’s (1996) model of EO adds competitive
aggressiveness and autonomy to this list of attributes. Collectively, these
five dimensions—innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking, competitive
aggressiveness, and autonomy—permeate the decision-making styles and
practices of a firm’s members.
Issues regarding the dimensionality of the measure have centered on the
use of aggregated, uni-dimensional measures (consistent with Covin &
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Slevin, 1989) versus multi-dimensional measures reflecting each of the
sub-dimensions of EO (e.g., Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Proponents of the
multi-dimensional approach acknowledge the parsimony of the
uni-dimensional measure, but are concerned that it may veil the unique
contributions that each sub-dimension of EO offers to the entrepreneurial
process (Kreiser, Marino & Weaver, 2002). In addressing the
interdependence of the sub-dimensions, proponents of multi-dimensional
operationalizations of EO highlight the potential for each sub-dimension
to have a different impact with key outcome variable such as firm
performance (Lumpkin & Dess, 2001).
Prior research has explored the direct relationship between EO and
performance as well as the sustainability of the EO-performance
relationship (Dess & Lumpkin, 2005). Hart (1992) sees possible negative
consequences of EO and hypothesized that entrepreneurial and
intrapreneurial strategy-making modes are likely to lead to lower rather
than higher performance because of role imbalances between top
management and organizational members. However, other work has
found that the EO-performance relationship is dependent on the fit
between EO and such factors as environment, structure, and strategy.
There are some empirical as well as conceptual arguments to suggest that
EO is not equally suitable in all environments, according to Wiklund
(1999), therefore, interaction effects should also be investigated.
Meanwhile, the thrust of the argument for a positive influence of EO on
performance is related to the first-mover advantages and the tendency to
take advantage of emerging opportunities implied by EO. Zahra and
Covin (1995) hold that firms with EO can target premium market
segments, charge high prices and “skim” the market ahead of their
competitors.
There has also been debate as to whether the dimensions of EO are
independent or co-vary with each other. This issue has spurred a fair
amount of empirical research which generally supports the notion that
exploring relationships among individual dimensions of EO and
performance is superior to considering EO as a unidimensional construct
(Dess & Lumpkin, 2005).
Table 2 Dimensions of Entrepreneurial Orientation
Dimension
Definition
Autonomy
Independent action by an individual or team aimed at
bringing forth a business concept or vision and carrying
it through to completion.
Innovativeness A willingness to introduce newness and novelty through
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Proactiveness

Competitive
aggressiveness

Risk-taking

experimentation and creative processes aimed at
developing new products and services, as well as new
processes.
A forward-looking perspective characteristic of a
marketplace leader that has the foresight to seize
opportunities in anticipation of future demand.
An intense effort to outperform industry rivals. It is
characterized by a combative posture or an aggressive
response aimed at improving position or overcoming a
threat in a competitive marketplace.
Making decisions and taking actions without certain
knowledge of probable outcomes; some undertakings
may also involve making substantial resource
commitments in the process of venturing forward.

Source: Gregory G. Dess and G.T. Lumpkin. The Role of Entrepreneurial Orientation
in Stimulating Effective Corporate Entrepreneurship. Academy of Management
Executive, Vol. 19, No.1, 2005

2.3

Restaurant industry

It is believed that the tremendous growth of the service sector is a
testimonial to the entrepreneurial spirit at work. In fact, given their
intangible nature and the ease with which they can be replicated, services
lend themselves to continuous innovation and improvement, which is an
essential part of EO.
The restaurant industry has features which set it apart from other areas of
the service sector such as financial and professional services. It is closely
concerned with food choice and quality, but at the same time has long
been considered to offer a rich meal experience to which many other
factors contribute (Johns & Pine, 2002). This industry exemplifies two
aspects of postmodern consumer culture. It is flexible, artisan-focused
and context-dependent enough to offer a high degree of customization
(Peacock, 1992). At the same time, this is the industry that has seen the
most blatant operationalization of service (Johns & Pine, 2002).
Food service or catering industry defines those businesses, institutions,
and companies responsible for any meal prepared outside the home.
Restaurant industry is part of the food service sector and is divided into
segments, with the largest segment, restaurants and bars, comprising
more than half of the total foodservice sales. The other foodservice
establishments include places involved in education, travel and leisure,
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healthcare, vending, business and industry, retailers, and many more.
Restaurants and bars are further segmented into limited service and full
service. Limited service restaurants are divided into quick service and
cafeterias, which are establishments without wait staff and that offer a
limited menu of prepared food. Full service restaurants have a broad,
full-line menu along with table, counter and/or booth service, and a wait
staff. The rest of the commercial foodservice industry has a variety of
other formats, such as vending machines and kiosks (Friddle, Mangaraj &
Kinsey, 2001).
There are a few previous studies that focus on entrepreneurship and the
restaurant industry. Williams & Tse (1995), whose work is related to
strategy and entrepreneurship in the hospitality academia, showed the
empirical evidence of the relationship between Smith’s (1967) typology
of entrepreneurial type and Miles & Snow’s (1978) typology of strategy
among 113 small restaurant entrepreneurs. The findings suggested that
different types of strategy appeared to be followed by different types of
restaurant entrepreneurs. Jogaratnam et al. (1999) tested relationships
between entrepreneurial strategic posture and financial performance
among 311 independent restaurants. They concluded that high-performing
restaurants were more proactive, and emphasized a greater degree of
innovation compared with their lower-performing counterparts. There
were no significant differences identified between high and low
performers in the dimension of risk taking (Brizek, 2003). All of their
researches limit entrepreneurship to new, small and individual business.
Restaurants with 2-19 employees and in operation between 2-5 years
were defined as “entrepreneurial” (Williams & Tse, 1995). Jogaratnam et.
al.’s study (1999) did not report the background information of the
participants; but stated that only “independent restaurateurs who are,
more often than not, entrepreneurs” were selected in the study.
Like other areas of service sector, restaurant industry distinguishes itself
with traditional manufacturing firms. As it is suggested, service tend to be
more nonstandardized, heterogeneous, and customized at the point of sale
than products (Lovelock, 1984), and service business, because they deal
with these intangibles, usually are more customer-oriented than
manufacturing firms (Chase & Erickson, 1988). Service organizations
tend to be organized differently from manufacturing organizations
because of their greater amount of interaction with the customer (Bowen
& Schneider, 1989).

8

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Method
When choosing a research methodology, three conditions should be taken
into consideration: (1) the type of a research question, (2) the degree of
control the author has over the study units, (3) research focus on
contemporary as opposed to historical phenomena (Yin, 2003). This
paper adopts the method of case-study. Thomas (2011) defines the
typology of case-study as “analyses of persons, events, decisions, periods,
projects, policies, institutions, or other systems that are studied
holistically by one or more methods. The case that is the subject of the
inquiry will be an instance of a class of phenomena that provides an
analytical frame-an object-within which the study is conducted and which
the case illuminates and explicates”. Case study typically combines data
collection methods such as archives, interviews, questionnaires, and
observations. The evidence may be qualitative (e.g., words), quantitative
(e.g., numbers), or both (Eisenhardt, 1989). In this paper a qualitative
method is used as it is argued that qualitative data is the appropriate
method to select when the questions have to answer how and why, which
is in line with the focus in this research (Yin, 2003). Therefore, a multiple
case-study methodology with qualitative analysis would well serve our
writing purpose in this situation.

3.2 Case selection
In order to generalize unique characteristics of EO concerning the
restaurant industry, a purposeful selection strategy was used when
selecting between the restaurants which would best suit our case study.
One principle that we keep in mind is that the cases we choose have to be
entrepreneurial in this area. We firstly paid our attention to restaurants in
Jönköping. One restaurant-Hemma was found through internet search. It
has been ranked the best restaurants in the city by travel website
“tripadvisor.com” and consecutively won awards such as White
Restaurant Guide in Sweden. We believe this case would afford us some
insight into how small size restaurant could remain competitive and its
orientation toward customer satisfaction. The other restaurant we couldn’t
ignore is IKEA restaurant. To study value-based service for sustainable
business in a practical business situation, it was important to choose a
service company that has been successful in terms of growth and
profitability. IKEA is a service-oriented company in the sense that the
passion is on serving people with well-designed, quality products at a
price they can afford (Edvardsson, 2007). We believe that the restaurant,
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as a part of IKEA company, share the same level of entrepreneurial
proclivity. Besides the Swedish restaurants mentioned, we also seek some
entrepreneurial restaurants in China. Spicespirit has ranked one the most
popular restaurants recognized by major news media in Beijing. It is
famous for its food innovation ahead of other restaurants and has
managed to expand quickly in other cities since its opening. The next
restaurant we approached is called Little Sheep Catering. It started the
business in 1999 and now has over 300 locations that span over China,
Hong Kong, Taiwan, Japan, Canada and the United states. It has been
rewarded as one of China’s most valuable restaurant brand. We also
notice that Little Sheep’s food processing method is very innovative and
ahead of other restaurants which makes it interesting to explore. The last
restaurant we choose as our case is named as No.8 School. It was started
by a young entrepreneur using bootstrapping and creative restaurant
theme designing. The opening of No.8 has received huge success among
young people aged between 20-30 years old. In short, we believe the five
cases are very entrepreneurial in one way or another. The differences in
restaurant size, targeted customers, food type, and culture between
Sweden and China would allow us to conceptualize EO characteristics in
a bigger scope.

3.3 Data collection
We have collected our primary data from the semi-structured interviews
with restaurant owner and store managers in order to get receive
background information. Semi-structured interviews were chosen because
this enable asking about the main questions and based on the answers
make more detailed questions (Yin, 2003). Also, interviewing takes
advantage of language, which is the most powerful form of
communication among human beings and a tremendous amount of time
and effort could be saved by asking questions in order to receive
information (Bouchard, 1976).
First, initial contacts were made in order to book a meeting and to discuss
the purpose of our writing with restaurant owners and managers. The
interviews then took place in the restaurants we contact or over phone or
through e-mail writing. Besides conducting interviews with restaurant
owner and managers, we have also received first-hand information from
China’s industry experts. Those data would be used for our industry
analysis. In order to increase reliability of the information collected,
secondary data was also identified. They include the restaurants website,
food magazine and official files.
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4. CASE ANALYSIS
4.1 Autonomy
Influenced by the company culture, IKEA restaurant is also characterized
by a family-like atmosphere that makes relationships between employees
stronger and open. This means that it agrees on employees to talk,
socialize and have a good time during working hours, that’s what this is
all about, make the employees happy, so they will make the customers
happy. They have also realized that when all their coworkers have the
support and flexibility to make their personal life such a success, they
will definitely succeed in the workplace too. The employees look and act
with more confidence and with a lot of commitment when the company
takes care of them and their needs. IKEA is always there for their
employees; they are also available to hear their questions and suggestions
and try to give them a good answer expecting good results.
IKEA restaurant has implemented several initiatives that promoted life
balance and diversity; these are related to flexible work design,
comprehensive benefits, quality of work life, and employee training and
development.
“We don’t just want to fill jobs; we want to partner with people. We want
to recruit unique individuals who share our values. Co-workers are not
restricted at IKEA; we listen and support each individual to identify his or
her needs, ambitions and capabilities.”
“Restaurant requires long-time work a day, which is tiring. So we spend a
lot of time to make sure that everyone is motivated and have fun while at
work. We think this is one of our key-issues.”
So, IKEA restaurant focuses on employee development by supporting
coworkers and encouraging them, letting them use their creativity and
initiatives. This makes it one of the most recommended places to work
for.
Peter Schultz, the owner of Hemma restaurant, described himself as “a
chef in the kitchen instead of boss in the restaurant”. He likes to stay in
the kitchen to explore new ways to cook and he gives much flexibility
and freedom to employees to take care of the diners. The whole
atmosphere in Hemma is like a family, and it is true as Peter said he spent
more time with his employees than his family. Peter believes that work
freedom is very important since it can create trust between him and his
employees. All the employees have worked in Hemma for more than 5
11

years and they are the ones that give him feedback from customers and
positively influence customer satisfaction.
“My employees have their own way of serving customers and I trust them
on that. I always listen to their opinions about food and customers
suggestion during lunch and dinner time and we’re working like one
family.”
Although employees need to know when and how tasks need to be
performed, they cannot work to their full potential when they are being
overly micromanaged. This type of management creates an atmosphere of
distrust, and eventually leads to workers giving less of themselves,
becoming less effective; as a result, creativity and motivation are soon
snuffed out. In the restaurant industry, autonomy especially shows its
impact on employees’ behavior and thus influences customers’
satisfaction. From research on the two restaurants we want to conclude
that autonomous restaurant is the place that would allow employees to
have freedom to communicate with customers and act and think without
interference. It encourages employees to perform jobs in a pleasant
atmosphere both with diners and its co-workers. Employees are given
authority and responsibility to act alone if they think it to be in the best
interest of the business.

4.2 Innovation
Food innovation, according to Peter Schultz, plays key role on the
success of his restaurant. The menu in Hemma is updated 4-5 times per
year. New foods are introduced to the table following the season. For
example, fish in spring, fresh mushroom in autumn and reindeer in winter.
In order to keep customers informed about his new cuisine, twice a year
Peter send out about 3,000 private letters telling his customers the new
menu and let them know what’s coming in the next few months.
Food innovation is also the secret for Chinese restaurant Spicespirit. In
recent years, with the fast development of restaurant industry, companies
have to find ways to differentiate themselves from others. Zhou Liang-the
manager in Spicespirit said that while a new dish is introduced, other
restaurant competitors will soon copy the recipe and have it on their table.
So Zhou and his co-workers have to strive to put much more effort on
food innovation and make it less easy to duplicate. For example, in 2011,
they have brought up with the idea of self-service hotpot bar and named it
“hotpot show”, customers could enjoy the DIY food service while have
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the delicious dish served. Spice spirit is now currently working together
with Beijing Agricultural Academy on the study of chili pepper. This
project would allow them to identify different chili flavor. It must be
attractive to present customers with about 100 different spicy tastes,
according to Zhou.
While new recipe and menu attract more customers to an entrepreneurial
restaurant, innovative operation systems help restaurant to run more
efficiently and effectively and ensure the quality in serving food.
Littlesheeep build up the food traceability system that using the barcode
on each sheep they serve. For example, from the barcode on the lamb,
you can know the whole production process of the meat, from which
sheep, from which ranch, even that who the processing staff are. The
small barcode is undoubtedly a piece of lamb “identity”. This support
comes from Littlesheep’s food processing chain. In order to ensure the
food quality, improve work environment and workflow, it invested about
5 million Chinese Yuan to invent independently the first hotpot
condiment production line in China which has saved its time to serve
food and meanwhile guarantee food quality.
No.8 School hides in a very small hutong in Beijing but is still known
among young people. It is a special restaurant that only opens to people
who were born between 1980 and 1989. The name, No.8 stands for the
80s generation. To eat there, people have to show their ID to prove that
they were born in this period and qualified to enter. Otherwise, they will
have no access to it. The owner Han Tong, also a “80s”, started No.8 in
2009 with limited funds and at an unnoticeable small hutong area. Only
in a one-year time, this restaurant became a hit among young people in
Beijing; there is always a long queue outside. “I want to make this little
place a home to the 80s”, said Han Tong. The decoration and arrangement
reminds a lot of childhood memories of the 80s generation, be it music,
game machine, toy, snacks and drinks, etc. The restaurant itself is most
like a classroom and it has everything that used in a classroom setting:
blackboard, flag, drawing, posters, class schedule (restaurant opening
hours) and so on. It has special rules there that waiters/waitress should be
addressed as teachers, customers as students. Before dinning, a teacher
will first start a “class” by asking everyone to stand up, students then
greet the teacher together and sit down beginning “study” (exactly what
we did back to school time). The dining time is limited to two lesson’s
time during which the teachers will give some simple tests of different
subjects and students who can answer would be awarded a small prize
and those who cannot, would be punished to sing a song. The class ring
suggests the class is over and students can leave (pay the bill) the school.
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In 2010, Han Tong participated an Entrepreneurship competition
organized by the National Television. His business model attracted an
investor and was then funded 3 million to reach cooperation. The
restaurant today still remains very profitable and seeks to expand
geographically.
The growth of theme restaurants like No.8 School is explained by diners
looking for new experiences rather than simply a good or different meal.
Researchers have suggested that food type and food quality are the
primary variables of restaurant choice, once a choice set appropriate to
the occasion and segment has been evoked, a restaurant’s style become
the deciding factors (Susan Auty, 1992).

4.3 Competitive aggressiveness
When asked about how to remain successful in the restaurant industry, the
commercial manager-Anders Leghagen believes that reasonable prices
they offer to customers is one important competitive advantage. People
will spend less in IKEA to enjoy a high-quality meal than to other
restaurants in town.
“We take advantage of our knowledge in logistics and business maybe
looking at restaurant business a different way. I think we can have low
price and still do good business, doing it in a way that means good food
that you can trust reasonably priced.”
“We advert in newspaper, TV, internet and radio, but our main attractions
are good food you can trust with a low price tag.”
Spicespirit takes a different perspective on aggressiveness. As manager
Zhou Liang said, “Restaurant industry is highly competitive and every
day there are many restaurants failing because of their inability to
differentiate themselves from others. They provide almost same flavor
food and only by competing price can hardly survive”. Thus, Spicespirit’s
goal is to differentiate its service with its competitors. For example,
though there are hundreds of Sichuan food restaurants in Beijing, but no
one that could provide 100 different spicy flavors in the food like
Spicespirit does. The thoughtful consideration and service provided by
waiters such as providing entertainment to waiting customers add value to
customer satisfaction.
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4.4 Proactiveness
Since the beginning of Spice spirit’s business, it has clear brand and
market orientation. It focus young people aged at 20-35 years old and
among whom female customers taking up the majority. These young
people have good education background and emphasize the life quality.
Table 3: Spice spirit’s targeted customers
Age
20-24

Monthly
Income(Yuan)
2,000-6,000

25-30

4,000-8,000

31-35

10,000

Characteristics and Life-Style
new college graduates; only child in the
family; live from paycheck to paycheck;
love novelty, excitement and hot spot
have a few years work experience; some
emphasize on brand quality; rational and
practical on spending; need entertainment to
release pressure
confident and have good taste; strong
purchasing power; high work pressure;
love elegant, modern and cozy environment

The investigation and market orientation has helped Spice spirit to fix its
attention on potential customers and build its own characteristics such as
decoration, promotion and service accordingly. It focuses on the targeted
customers and always provides new menu and experience to them ahead
of its competitors in the market.
After 10 years development, Spice spirit has managed to expand 22 chain
stores in big cities in China with the average rate of 2 new stores per year.
When asked about the future plans, Zhou said they are working on the
expansion to other areas such as Nanjing, Inner Mongolia, Hebei and
Shanxi provinces. The next 5-10 years is expected to be the golden time
to expand due to the fast urbanization in China. Their successful
experience and promising revenue strongly support more stores opening
although there are also some business risks, according to Zhou.

4.5 Risk-taking
Restaurants, like any other business ventures, involve certain risk.
Changing their menu, chef, key service staff, pricing, or other processes
face risks to their reputation. A successful restaurant owner must possess
a willingness to invest time, energy and money, risking many unknowns;
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an ability to entrust others with responsibility-adding more employees,
giving managers more control, expanding more chain stores in different
locations etc. In the context of entrepreneurship, risk-taking is more
considered as a positive attitude that emphasize both on exploration and
experimentation for opportunities.
Like mentioned above, the cases such as Spicespirit, Littlesheep or the
No.8 restaurant, they have all taken risks by inventing new production
process, create new experiences to customers and investing on scientific
food research. Risk-taking attitude assists them to innovate, expand and
strive to differentiate themselves with others in the market. As the saying
goes, more risks, more rewards.

5. RESULTS
Building on our empirical research of the five entrepreneurial restaurants,
we tend to believe that the individual sub-dimensions comprising the EO
domain have independent effects on restaurant’s strategy making and
performance. For example, when it comes to innovation, different
restaurants may have different priority in terms of introducing new food,
updating their operation method or creating new experiences for the
diners. These orientation differences are perhaps resulted from the
restaurant size, the characteristics of the restaurant owner, the cultural
background and market prospect etc. This finding is in line with Lumpkin
and Dess’s (1996) statement that “the dimensions of EO may vary
independently of each other in a given context”.
While the previous research has built EO measurement scale (e.g. Covin
& Slevin, 1989), it clearly emphasize on traditional manufacturing firms.
Throughout our research, we believe that restaurant industry distinguishes
itself with other industry sectors and thus takes on different
characteristics related to entrepreneurial orientation. Based on our
findings we suggest a new construct that is applicable for EO
measurement of the restaurant industry. It is built on the multidimensional
construct of EO (consisting of autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking,
proactiveness and competitive aggressiveness) and incorporates five
separate reflective scales pertaining to the EO sub-dimensions proposed
by Dess and Lumpkin (1996).
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Table 4: Proposed EO measurement for restaurant industry
Autonomy items
1. In my restaurant:
Employees have to follow routine Employees are given authority and
workflow and seldom interact with responsibility to act alone and serve
customers
customers with added-value

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. In my restaurant:
Employees are required to obey managers Employees have freedom to perform jobs
and not allowed to speak their own
in a pleasant atmosphere without
opinions
interference

1
2
3
Innovativeness items

4

5

6

7

1. My restaurant:
We always keep our menu the same and Actively introduces new types of food to
seldom introduce new types of food to customers
customers

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. My restaurant:
does not update operation equipment and Is creative in the method of operation and
method
food processing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. My restaurant:
We only emphasize providing food to Keeps providing customers with new
customers without considering the dining experience
creation of new experiences

1
2
3
4
Competitive aggressiveness items

5

6

7

1. My restaurant:
The price we offer is no cheaper than Provides competitive price for meals and
other restaurants with the same quality of meanwhile guarantee food quality
food provided

1

2

3

4

5

2. In my restaurant:
We provide same service as other
restaurants

1
2
3
Proactiveness items

6

7

We differentiate our service to customers
compared to other restaurants

4

5

6

7

1. My restaurant:
We don’t have clear targeted customer Excels at identifying tastes that favored
groups and don’t understand what by customers
customers like

1

2

3

4

5

2. In my restaurant:
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6

7

We have never considered expansion by We have clear goal of expanding our
opening more chain restaurants
restaurant to other locations in the next 5
years

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. In my restaurant:
We are very seldom the first restaurant to We always try to take the initiative to
introduce new types of food and provide new food, experiences to
experiences to customers
customers ahead of our competitors

1
2
3
Risk-taking items

4

5

6

7

1. My restaurant:
We seldom take the initiatives to seek Emphasizes both exploration
opportunities
experimentation for opportunities

1

2

3

4

5

6

and

7

2. In my restaurant:
We are not willing to take any risks even We are willing to take risks to introduce
if it looks profitable
new things to our restaurant

6. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
6.1 Conclusion
The purpose of this writing is to explore the distinct dimensions of
entrepreneurial orientation in the restaurant industry. From both
theoretical and empirical standpoints, we attempted to bridge the research
gap and introduce discussion of conceptualization of EO. In order to
achieve this aim, we firstly construct a theoretical framework which can
be briefly divided into three parts: entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial
orientation and restaurant industry research. Throughout the review of
previous academic studies, we find that EO construct is potentially
important to entrepreneurship research and has received much attention.
As Dess and Lumpkin (2001) suggested, theoretical development and
empirical research directed at this construct is important for the
enhancement of both normative and descriptive theory. On the other hand,
we notice that these measurement scale built to define entrepreneurial
proclivity are only limited to define the traditional manufacturing firms
and fail to adequately consider the unique characteristics of EO in the
restaurant industry context.
Our research is based on a multiple case-study of five entrepreneurial
restaurants both in Sweden and China. These restaurants differ in size,
services, targeted customers and market orientations etc., which we
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believe would be helpful for us to generalize the conceptualization of EO
in a bigger scope. In the analyzing process, we adopt the
multidimensional construct of EO suggested by Dess and Lumpkin (1996)
that consisting of autonomy, innovativeness, risk taking, proactiveness
and competitive aggressiveness as a frame. By empirical studies of the
restaurants, we conclude that: (1) autonomous restaurant is the place that
would allow employees to have freedom to serve customers in their own
way and provide a pleasant atmosphere in a work environment; (2)
restaurant innovation involves food innovation , creative operation
methods and process, and creating new experience for diners; (3) being
competitively aggressive includes providing reasonable price and try to
differentiate itself with other restaurants in recipe, service or experience;
(4) Proactiveness is about taking initiatives to outperform other
competitors and identifying opportunities of winning potential customers
and expanding to new locations; (5) Risk-taking is a positive attributes of
restaurants that emphasize exploration and experimentations for any
opportunities in order to gain profits. Based on these empirical findings,
we introduce a new scale that provides measurement for EO specifically
for the restaurant industry.

6.2 Implication for theory
This research explores the conceptualization of EO concerning the
restaurant industry. It provides empirical insights in the EO construct
suggested by Covin and Slevin et al. by incorporating five separate
reflective scales to the EO sub-dimensions. The paper agrees the theory
provided by these authors in the sense that the concept of an
entrepreneurial orientation is potentially important to entrepreneurship
research. However, we believe that there is a lack of research
development in the measurement of the EO dimensions concerning the
restaurant business. The current items suggested to measure
entrepreneurial proclivity is based on traditional manufacturing firms and
certainly are not appropriate and applicable for other industries.
In the area of restaurant industry study, there is a limited focus on the
relationship between restaurant development and entrepreneurship. It has
shown in the research that the restaurant entrepreneur type is related to
the strategy and decision making. However, all of the studies limit
entrepreneurship to new, small and individual business. We believe that
more research is required to add more entrepreneurship-related topics in
the restaurant industry context.
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6.3 Implication for practice
From a practical business point of view it can be argued that it is
important to understand the relationship between entrepreneurial
orientation and performance of restaurant. The service of restaurants
providing food to customers in nature is similar to each other and in order
to obtain sustained advantage in this competitive field they have to
differentiate with competitors in terms of no matter food or services. One
thing that needs to be noticed is that entrepreneurial orientation we
explore in this writing is a multidimensional construct and each
individual dimension may play different role on the performance of a
restaurant. For example, since labor is almost as important to the
restaurant industry as the food itself, many steps are being taken by
restaurants to ensure that their customers get the service that they expect
from a welcoming restaurant staff. In this case, autonomy may take its
indirect effect on the customer satisfaction. Therefore by gaining such
insight of what items would be key to its development and making
strategy in line with the situation, restaurants will benefit from becoming
more entrepreneurial oriented and better performed.

7. LIMITATION AND FUTURE RESEARCH
As with any research, there were potential limitations to this study. The
most significant limitation was the limited sample size which makes it
difficult to generalize the results. Moreover, four out of the five
restaurants we studied are full service restaurant which are defined as
establishments with waiter/waitress service and where an order is taken
while the patron is seated. Only one restaurant-IKEA restaurant operates
as a quick service restaurant that whose establishments in which patrols
order at a cash register, use a drive-thru or select items from a food bar.
The research on the quick service restaurant appears not enough
considering its important share in the industry. In addition, throughout our
writing we did not report much about the detailed background
information such as the industry trends, market segmentation, consumer
behavior and eating habits between China and Sweden. We believe these
factors may vary in different countries and have some different impact on
the operation of restaurants. It will be useful to incorporate the variables
to get a complete picture.
Although the concept of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) has been
portrayed and assessed in prior research, it is still not satisfactory because
of the missing part of EO conceptualization concerning the restaurant
20

industry. As Covin and Wales (2011) suggested, the reflective
measurement of EO is in many respects a more straightforward task it,
too, has its challenges. Future research possibilities can be found in better
conceptualizing entrepreneurship in the restaurant industry context and
take the industrial factors into consideration. It will be useful and reliable
to study more restaurant samples and adopt a quantitative method to
examine each EO dimension and its influence.
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Appendix A
Literature Review
The phenomenon of an entrepreneurial orientation (EO) as a driving force
behind the organizational pursuit of entrepreneurial activities has become
a central focus of the entrepreneurship literature and the subject of more
than 30 years of research (Covin & Slevin, 2011). EO refers to the
strategy-making process that provides organizations with a basis for
entrepreneurial decisions and actions. Drawing on prior strategy-making
process and entrepreneurship research, measurement scales of EO have
been developed and widely used, and their relationships with other
variables have been examined. Thus, EO represents one of the areas of
entrepreneurship research where a cumulative body of knowledge is
developing (Rauch, Wiklund et al., 2009). EO researchers often
acknowledge variations in how the latent construct is or should be
conceptualized, factors that have direct measurement-related implications
(Covin & Slevin, 2011).
In perhaps the earliest work, Minzberg (1973) suggested the
entrepreneurial mode of strategy making that is characterized by active
search for new opportunities and dramatic leaps forward in the face of
uncertainty. He used correlation and moderated regression analysis to
conclude that EO-marketing orientation relationship is moderated by
environmental factors. The works of Miller and his colleagues introduced
the notion of firm-level entrepreneurship that formed the foundation of a
school of thought that EO is manifested as a collection of organizational
behaviors. Miller and Friesen (1982) suggested that there was an internal
factor that affected EO. He made the questionnaires to gather information
on variable in order to develop distinct arguments concerning the
determinants of innovation in conservative and entrepreneurial firms. The
major finding was that entrepreneurial firms would exhibit higher levels
of product-innovation than conservative firms. Miller (1983) further
adopted the hypothesis testing and analysis of variance of environment.
He concluded that the determinants of entrepreneurship are influenced by
organizational type. Covin and Slevin (1988) also intended to determine
whether organizational structure moderates the relationship between
entrepreneurial style and performance and they implied that
entrepreneurial orientation and organizational structure interact to
determine firm performance. They incorporate environment as the third
factor that influences performance. Miles, Aronold, and Thompson (1993)
further concluded that environment hostility and EO are negatively
correlated. In the same year, Zahra got the conclusion that the association
between corporate entrepreneurship and performance varies by
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environment. Covin and Slevin (1991) continued to complement their
theory about the relationship between EO and firm performance by
moderation of various internal, external, and strategic variables. Their
aim was to construct a conceptual model of entrepreneurship as an
organizational-level phenomenon. Merz and Sauber (1995) suggested the
managerial profiles of small firms vary by strategy, structure, and
environment. In addition, Miles and Arnold discovered that marketing
orientation and EO are positively correlated; their purpose was to
determine whether the marketing orientation and entrepreneurial
orientation represent the same or two unique business philosophies.
Becherer and Maurer (1997) used questionnaires to study the 683 small
business entrepreneurs finding that the EO-marketing orientation
relationship was moderated by environmental and personal factors.
Referring to the financial performance, EO has a positive impact on it,
which was concluded by Zahra and Covin (1995). They further
subdivided the type of the performance. Dickson and Weaver (1995)
examined the direct effects of perceived environmental uncertainly and
the moderating effects of key managerial orientations in determining
alliance use and they found EO moderates the relationship between
perceived environmental uncertainty alliance usage. Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) suggested that “EO refers to the processes, practices, and
decision-making activities that lead to new entry. It involves the
intentions and actions of key players functioning in a dynamic generative
process aimed at new-venture creation”. They further suggested that the
dimensions of EO may vary independently. They achieve the aim of
clarifying the nature of the EO construct and propose a contingency
framework for investigating the relationship between EO and firm
performance. Barringer and Bluedorn (1999) suggested the positive
relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and strategic
management practices. Zahra and Gavis (2000) used hostility to moderate
the relationship between international corporate entrepreneurship and
performance. Wiklund (1999) found that the positive relationship
between EO and performance increases over time.
Besides the study of EO construct as a multidimensional framework,
there are researches about individual EO dimension. First referred to the
risk taking, Blockhose (1980) provided an empirical support that
entrepreneurs are moderate risk takers. Begley and Boyd (1987)
suggested that risk taking has a curvilinear relationship with firm
performance. Palich and Bagby (1996) also concluded that entrepreneurs
categorize business situations as possessing less risk than
non-entrepreneurs. As regards to innovation, Zahra (1993b) believed that
external environment and competitive strategy are important determinants
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of new product innovation. Lieberman and Montgomery (1988)
suggested that proactive firms can utilize first-mover strategies in order to
gain competitive advantages over rivals. Lumpkin and Dess (1996)
defined competitive aggressiveness as a firm’s propensity to directly and
intensely challenge its competitors to achieve entry or improve position,
and may involve being very assertive in leveraging the results of other
entrepreneurial activities such as innovativeness or proactiveness. Kanter,
North, Bernstein and Williams (1990) believed that autonomy is essential
to the processes of leveraging a firm’s existing strengths, identifying
opportunities that are beyond the organization’s current capabilities and
encouraging the development of new ventures and/or improved business
practices.
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Appendix B
Methodology
Since our purpose of this writing is to generalize entrepreneurship
characteristics and construct entrepreneurial orientation measurement for
the restaurant industry, the data to achieve this aim needs to be obtained
from entrepreneurial restaurants and categorized into the
multidimensional framework of EO. Thus we choose multiple case-study
as methodology in this paper. Thomas (2011) defines the typology of
case-study as “analyses of persons, events, decisions, periods, projects,
policies, institutions, or other systems that are studied holistically by one
or more methods. The case that is the subject of the inquiry will be an
instance of a class of phenomena that provides an analytical frame-an
object-within which the study is conducted and which the case
illuminates and explicates”. Case study typically combines data collection
methods such as archives, interviews, questionnaires, and observations.
The evidence may be qualitative (e.g., words), quantitative (e.g.,
numbers), or both (Eisenhardt, 1989). We believe the inquiry we get from
the case studies is sufficient to construct a measurement for a restaurant’s
entrepreneurial proclivity.
To do this, we first approached a few restaurants that are located in
Jönköping and Beijing, hoping to conduct interviews with restaurant
owners and/or managers. Some attempts failed because of the claims
made by the restaurants that they prefer to keep a low profile and not
accept outside interviews. Others failed because of the owner or
manager’s busy schedule. However, there were attempts that did succeed.
We managed to talk five restaurants into assisting our research and later
we conducted semi-structured interviews with people responsible for the
restaurant. Semi-structured interviews were chosen because this enable
asking about the main questions and based on the answers make more
detailed questions (Yin, 2003). It allows more related background
information to be obtained. Also, interviewing takes advantage of
language, which is the most powerful form of communication among
human beings and a tremendous amount of time and effort could be saved
by asking questions in order to receive information (Bouchard, 1976).
The interview questions were related to the restaurant’s profile (such as
history and development, number of employees, food type, personal
stories of the owner, etc.) as well as its orientation that involves the
characteristics of entrepreneurial proclivity.
The five restaurants we studied differ in size, type, location, culture and
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targeted customer groups. But one thing that they have in common is that
they are entrepreneurial in one way or another. Hemma restaurant is a
local restaurant in Jönköping that started its business in 2003. It is a
White Restaurant Guide (Swedish best restaurant ranking) winner and
ranks the highest in the travel website “tripadvisor” among the local
restaurants. We chose Hemma out of a curiosity that what would be the
key factors that decide a restaurant’s sustainable competitiveness. And we
tend to believe that a highly successful restaurant must have their own
emphasized orientation in the competitive field. Throughout our
interview with Peter Schultz, the owner of Hemma, we found that food
innovation is absolutely one of the deciding factors that influence a
restaurant’s success. Another restaurant we approached is IKEA
restaurant. IKEA restaurant is part of the whole IKEA business. It started
ten years ago in Jönköping and has substantial revenue. There are about
93 employees working in the restaurant. As we know, restaurant industry
has long been viewed as labor-intensive, the work itself requires
employees to work long-time in a day and job content seems boring. So
from the case of IKEA restaurant, we hoped to understand how one of the
EO dimension-autonomy takes effect on the work of restaurant
employees and how IKEA restaurant could manage to motivate them to
better serve customers. The third restaurant we chose is called Spicespirit.
As the name indicates, it serves Sichuan spicy food to diners. This
restaurant opened its first store in 2002 and quickly expanded to other big
cities in China. It excels other restaurants by putting much emphasis on
constantly studying diners’ favorite flavors and strives for food
innovation. The fourth restaurant we communicated is Littlesheep
catering. It is a restaurant chain originated from Inner Mongolia that
provides lamb hotpot in locations that span over China, Hong Kong,
Taiwan, Japan, Canada and the United states. It stands out not only
because it is one of the most valued restaurant brand in China, but also its
innovative food processing method in the industry. The last restaurant,
No.8 School is very special in terms of both the name and experiences it
provides to diners. It was started from a very small business by a young
entrepreneur called Han Tong with very limited funds and support. This
restaurant is a theme restaurant that only accept diners that were born
between 1980 and 1989, the so-called “80s” generation. The restaurant
decoration, food type, furniture as well as the bowls and glasses are all
reminders of the childhood of the young diners. The business is very
entrepreneurial and has gained huge success in Beijing. In 2010 Han
Tong’s business idea won the Entrepreneurship Contest held by the
national TV program and won him fifty thousand US dollars investment.
Besides the primary data we collected from the semi-structured
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interviews with restaurant owners and managers, we have also used
secondary data that comes from the restaurants’ websites, food magazines,
travel websites etc. to increase the reliability of information.
Table 7: Restaurant profile
Restaurant
Type
Quick-Service
IKEA
Full-Service
Hemma
Spicespirit

Full-Service

Littlesheep

Full-Service

No.8 School

Full-Service

Location
Jönköping
Jönköping

Beijing, Shanghai 2002
and other major
cities in China
Cities in China, 1999
Canada,
U.S,
Japan
Beijing
2009

Table 8: Interview overview
Restaurant
Interview Form
Hemma
IKEA

Spicespirit
LittleSheep
No.8 School

Start Time
2002
2003

Food Served
Swedish food
European
Cuisine
Sichuan Spicy
food
Lamb Hotpot

Hotpot

Length
of When
Language
interview
conducted of interview
Personal meeting with 40 minutes
May 4th
English
the owner- Peter
Email with commercial 30 minutes
May 4th
English
manager-Anders in IKEA
Food Jönköping
Phone
call
with 25 minutes
May 5th
Chinese
restaurant manager-Zhou
Phone call with brand 25 minutes
May 9th
Chinese
manager-Yu
Phone
call
with 25 minutes
May 9th
Chinese
owner-Han Tong
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