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Abstract: In the cross-border e-commerce industry, millions of small and medium-sized sellers
have emerged in recent years. With the empowerment of the Internet platform, these grassroots
entrepreneurs, which are generally disadvantaged in terms of resources, capabilities, costs, etc., have
overcome a number of barriers and acquired more equitable participation opportunities in the fierce
market competition. This study explores the performance improvement mechanism of platform
empowerment for grassroots entrepreneurs and tests the mediating effect of resource bricolage.
After descriptive statistical analysis, applying the common method variance test, and reliability and
validity verification of the 336 valid questionnaire sample data, a path analysis of the structural
equation model and an intermediary effect test were conducted. The results indicated that the struc-
tural empowerment of the platform could significantly and positively improve the entrepreneurial
performance of grassroots entrepreneurs, while the psychological empowerment of the platform has
no significant effect. In addition, the resource bricolage played a completely mediating role in the
impact of platform empowerment on entrepreneurial performance. By deepening our understanding
of the platform empowerment mechanism and grassroots entrepreneurs’ resource bricolage behavior,
this study provided guidance and reference for the platform to better play its empowerment role and
for the grassroots entrepreneurs to achieve their own growth.

Keywords: internet platform; cross-border e-commerce; grassroots entrepreneurship; entrepreneurial
performance; empowerment

1. Introduction

In recent years, the fast expansion of cross-border e-commerce (CBEC) has injected
fresh vitality into international trade. In the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic, CBEC has
been crucial in restoring production and social order, as well as stabilizing commodity
prices. With the rise in demand for products such as medical supplies and telecommuting
equipment during COVID-19, CBEC has rapidly advanced to meet these needs. CBEC has
not only provided more benefits for buyers but also brought more opportunities for sellers
from all over the world [1], especially for those resource-constrained entities that face a
series of challenges in the context of traditional international business [2,3]. The CBEC
model has drastically lowered the threshold for entry into international trade, and a series
of guidance and services from the Internet platform further help grassroots entrepreneurs
to carry out entrepreneurial activities.

The Internet platform has set up a stage for grassroots entrepreneurs in the CBEC
industry. According to a recent report from Marketplace Pulse, only approximately 60,000
of the millions of active third-party sellers on Amazon’s global marketplace have annual
sales of more than one million USD, and roughly 350,000 have annual sales of more
than USD 100,000. The majority of sellers who are very engaged in CBEC are small and
medium-sized businesses. Compared to those involved in traditional international trade,
grassroots entrepreneurs in the CBEC market are at a disadvantage in terms of education,
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experience, resources, etc. With the continual release of enormous development dividends
and entrepreneurial chances in the CBEC business, the central question of this paper is
how the Internet platform may assist grassroots entrepreneurs in acquiring more equitable
opportunities and capacities to compete.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Empowerment Theory

The original concept of empowerment stressed that managers could improve em-
ployees’ autonomy, enthusiasm, and creativity in work through delegation of authority,
self-directed decision-making, information sharing, etc. [4]. The reason managers and
academics are so interested in empowerment is that the concept of human resource manage-
ment reflected in empowerment theory has become an essential element for organizations
to build core competitiveness [5]. In an environment of severe market competitiveness,
there is a continual emergence of new consumer demand and hot spots, and frontline
workers are in a prime position to make sound decisions on the organization’s behalf based
on their professional expertise and experience [6].

In recent years, the concept of platform empowerment has been more focused on the
exercise of platform functions. The majority of current research centers on platforms as a
typical bilateral market, highlighting its empowering impacts in terms of traffic aggregation
and resource sharing [7,8]; a few articles have begun to emphasize the platform’s role in
fostering innovation and nurturing new businesses [9,10]. Fu et al. proposed that Internet
platforms have involved more marginalized people in value-creation activities by building
more inclusive and innovative business models [11]. Innovation and entrepreneurship
from the bottom of the pyramid (BOP) have emerged with the help of the Internet platform.
The notion of platform empowerment has attracted considerable interest, and a variety of
derived notions, including data empowerment, technological empowerment, and digital
empowerment, began to emerge. However, few pieces of literature consider platform
empowerment from a more comprehensive perspective that encompasses both the exertion
of platform functions and the perception of the empowered.

2.2. Grassroots Entrepreneurship Theory and Resource Bricolage Theory

In recent decades, grassroots innovation and entrepreneurship have become increas-
ingly prevalent in both practice and scholarly discourse [12]. In contrast to the inventive
ideas generated in prestigious university laboratories and corporate R&D departments,
grassroots innovation and entrepreneurship represent a type of resource-constrained en-
trepreneurial behavior [13,14]. In the spirit of “making do with what’s at hand”, grassroots
entrepreneurs often make do with improvised tools and resources, utilizing their conven-
tional knowledge, prior experience, and local relation networks to provide a workable but
(in most cases) imperfect solution. Grassroots entrepreneurship offers enormous research
value: not only did these bottom-up strategies generate substantial economic profit, but they
also provided a frugal, inexpensive, and sustainable alternative for social development [15].

The resource bricolage activity of the grassroots might be viewed as a “reaction”
to a shortage of resources [16]. Baker and Nelson pioneered the notion of “Bricolage”
in the field of entrepreneurial management, describing how businesses utilize “already
available resources” to overcome challenges and seize opportunities [17]. Ever since
the advent of the digital economy, scholarly interest in intangible resource bricolage has
grown. Duymedjian and Rüling suggest that the worldview is of great importance in an
entrepreneur’s bricolage practices [18], and grassroots entrepreneurs have to frequently
adjust their cognitive resources to meet prospective difficulties and possibilities. In a
specific entrepreneurial context, entrepreneurs usually make up for the defects in the
formal institutional environment through some informal mechanisms, which can be seen
as typical institutional behavior [19]. The knowledge networks, value chain networks, and
innovation networks have further facilitated the circulation and reorganization of network
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resources. In cross-boundary and cross-network activities, enterprises usually create value
using resources that they do not entirely own or control [20].

3. Theory and Hypotheses
3.1. Platform Empowerment and Resource Bricolage

In the era of the digital economy, grassroots entrepreneurs that are relatively dis-
advantaged in cost, resources, and capabilities benefit much from the Internet platform
empowerment due to its accessibility, interactivity, and connectivity. Based on the concept
of empowerment in the field of human resource management, this paper deconstructs
platform empowerment into psychological empowerment and structural empowerment,
investigating the impact of both on grassroots entrepreneurship.

3.1.1. Psychological Empowerment of Internet Platform and Resource Bricolage

Individual psychological capital is malleable [21]. Frese et al. indicate that when
individuals perceive their tasks as having greater “meaning,” they demonstrate greater
enthusiasm and initiative [22]. Psychological efficacy may influence how individuals per-
form in the face of obstacles [23]. Relevant research in the field of entrepreneurial cognition
suggests that the psychological capital of individual entrepreneurs influences the formation
of their cognitive style and mode of thought [24,25]. With a deeper integration of institu-
tional theory and entrepreneurship research, researchers discovered that entrepreneurs
exhibit a variety of behaviors to circumvent institutional limitations during entrepreneurial
activities [26]. In addition, individual psychological state, psychological characteristics, and
other factors will affect their performance and behavior in the social network. According
to Johnson et al., employees with psychological withdrawal effect are more likely to have
tense relationships with others (such as family, colleagues, etc.) in the social network [27],
whereas employees with a positive core self-evaluation will more actively explore the
potential resources and opportunities in the networks. Accordingly, we propose several
hypotheses as follows:

Hypothesis 1a: The psychological empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
grassroots entrepreneurs’ cognitive bricolage.

Hypothesis 1b: The psychological empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
grassroots entrepreneurs’ institutional bricolage.

Hypothesis 1c: The psychological empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
grassroots entrepreneurs’ network bricolage.

3.1.2. Structural Empowerment of Internet Platform and Resource Bricolage

Platform architecture consists of relatively stable infrastructure and a set of mod-
ules that facilitate the reorganization of various resources [28]. The resource-constrained
participants can benefit a lot from the separation of ownership and use of the resources
in the platform ecosystem [29]. The cognitive school of entrepreneurship studies holds
that entrepreneurs’ thought processes and cognitive styles are strongly influenced by the
specific contexts in which they operate [30,31]. Yong et al. believe that the enhancement
of the stability of the entrepreneurial support system can drive grassroots to bridge the
institutional gap between markets and achieve entrepreneurial leap [32]. Moreover, the
culture and climate of the entrepreneurial ecosystem will influence the behavior of individ-
ual entrepreneurs in official and informal social networks [33]. Accordingly, we propose
hypotheses as follows:

Hypothesis 2a: The structural empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
grassroots entrepreneurs’ cognitive bricolage.
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Hypothesis 2b: The structural empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
grassroots entrepreneurs’ institutional bricolage.

Hypothesis 2c: The structural empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
grassroots entrepreneurs’ network bricolage.

3.2. Resource Bricolage and Entrepreneurship Performance

In order to thrive in today’s competitive business climate, startups need to be able to
rapidly and agilely reallocate resources in response to shifting market demands. Hmieleski
and Baron argue that cognitive fit, which represents the flexibility generated by the mix of
an entrepreneur’s own cognitive resources and the real world, is vital to the identification
and production of entrepreneurial chances [34]. The influence of institutional environment
elements on the performance of startups in emerging economies has long been the subject
of academic research. Landau et al. argued that the local institutional environment could
be a source of advantage for foreign companies, and the institutional advantages can be
firm-specific in nature, which further depends on firms’ capacity to configure and integrate
resources in the institutional environment [35]. In varied circumstances, entrepreneurs
build and utilize network resources in a variety of ways. Adler and Kwon proposed that
by joining dispersed clusters in the social network, startups can acquire more complicated
information and explicit knowledge and thereby improve entrepreneurial performance [36].
Accordingly, we propose hypotheses as follows:

Hypothesis 3a: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ cognitive bricolage has a positive impact on entrepreneur-
ship performance.

Hypothesis 3b: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ institutional bricolage has a positive impact on en-
trepreneurship performance.

Hypothesis 3c: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ network bricolage has a positive impact on entrepreneur-
ship performance.

3.3. Platform Empowerment and Entrepreneurship Performance
3.3.1. Psychological Empowerment of Internet Platform and
Entrepreneurship Performance

In a volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous (VUCA) environment, psychological
capital may be more important than other forms of “hard” capital (i.e., money, building,
etc.) [37]. Luthans et al. noted that leaders or managers might increase their own psy-
chological capital and that of their staff through a series of activities, thus enhancing the
enterprise’s overall performance and competitive advantage [38]. Zhou et al. conducted rel-
evant research on the empowerment mechanism of Haier’s open entrepreneurial platform,
concluding that Haier’s open entrepreneurial platform has psychologically empowered
ThundeRobot’s entrepreneurial team through three dimensions of control, influence, and
sense of efficacy, thereby enhancing the entrepreneurial team’s competitiveness and prof-
itability [39]. The following hypothesis is thus formulated:

Hypothesis 4a: The psychological empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
entrepreneurship performance.

3.3.2. Structural Empowerment of Internet Platform and Entrepreneurship Performance

Structural empowerment emphasizes that individuals can get more knowledge, sup-
port, and opportunities by participating in an environment that can fully empower them [40].
Isaksen et al. believe that organizational values, beliefs, history, and traditions have a sig-
nificant impact on employees’ innovation behavior, and the creativity of employees can be
improved by cultivating an environment that supports risk-taking and embraces uncer-
tainty. In addition, enterprises can also activate the potential of individuals by establishing
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a more flexible employee assessment index system, establishing a flatter communication
and management mechanism, and constructing an open ecosystem, thereby enhancing
enterprise performance [41]. In the context of the digital economy, the “empowerment”
enterprise structure and a brand-new type of collaboration beyond traditional employment
relationship have been formed, therefore strengthening the autonomy, independence, cre-
ativity, and enthusiasm of organizational members [42] and the following hypothesis is
subsequently developed:

Hypothesis 4b: The structural empowerment of the Internet platform has a positive impact on
entrepreneurship performance.

3.3.3. Mediation Effect of Resource Bricolage

Based on cutting-edge digital technologies such as artificial intelligence, big data,
blockchain, and cloud computing, the Internet platform provides a wealth of opportunities
for entrepreneurs by fully activating bilateral or multilateral network effects [9]. With the
Internet platform’s empowerment, the entrepreneurial processes and outcomes become
less bounded, which further encourages the resource bricolage activities of grassroots
entrepreneurs [10]. On the one hand, the Internet platform itself is a huge pool of resources;
creating links, enhancing exchanges, and promoting resource recombination are important
ways for the Internet platform to create value. Therefore, the Internet platform encourages
grassroots entrepreneurs to actively start businesses and bricolage resources. On the
other hand, the openness of the Internet platform has broadened the cognitive boundaries,
information sources, social networks, and entrepreneurial scope of grassroots entrepreneurs,
allowing them to receive extensive environmental feedback from the open system and to
make rapid adjustments.

Taking grassroots entrepreneurs that rely on the short video platform for content
creation as an example, an increasing number of grassroots entrepreneurs share their lives
through the short video platform. The platform will give more exposure to popular works
and further generate positive feedback for the grassroots content producer [43]. After re-
ceiving the platform’s tool support, traffic support, and psychological incentives, grassroots
content creators actively seek relevant skills training on the platform and opportunities
for communication and cooperation with others in order to create higher-quality content.
Therefore, the platform may, to some extent, encourage grassroots entrepreneurs to brico-
lage resources, assist them in establishing a virtuous circle to strengthen their own skills,
and further enhance their performance.

The Internet platform’s empowerment mechanism for startups and grassroots en-
trepreneurs, whether from a psychological or structural perspective, is ultimately realized
in the actions of the resource-constrained groups. In the innovation ecosystem with the
platform at its center, the boundaries between the innovation entities become more blurred,
and the interaction between the entities and their environment becomes more active. As a
collection of intangible resources (i.e., knowledge, connections, etc.), the Internet platform
encourages the recombination of resources and stimulates new ventures’ innovativeness.
Grassroots entrepreneurs can further improve entrepreneurial performance by integrating
intangible resources into the innovation ecosystem. Therefore, the following hypotheses are
put forward about the mediating role of resource bricolage in the empowerment mechanism
of the Internet platform:

Hypothesis 5a: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ cognitive bricolage plays a mediating role in the relationship
between the psychological empowerment of the Internet platform and entrepreneurship performance.

Hypothesis 5b: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ cognitive bricolage plays a mediating role in the relation-
ship between the structural empowerment of the Internet platform and entrepreneurship performance.

Hypothesis 5c: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ institutional bricolage plays a mediating role in the relation-
ship between the psychological empowerment of the Internet platform and entrepreneurship performance.
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Hypothesis 5d: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ institutional bricolage plays a mediating role in the relation-
ship between the structural empowerment of the Internet platform and entrepreneurship performance.

Hypothesis 5e: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ network bricolage plays a mediating role in the relationship
between the psychological empowerment of the Internet platform and entrepreneurship performance.

Hypothesis 5f: Grassroots entrepreneurs’ network bricolage plays a mediating role in the relation-
ship between the structural empowerment of the Internet platform and entrepreneurship performance.

4. Methodology
4.1. Variable Measurement

This study’s questionnaire consists of two sections. The first section is about back-
ground and basic information, including the respondent’s highest level of education, busi-
ness model, number of team members, time of entrepreneurship, and the amount of CBEC
transactions from the previous year. The second section measures the three core variables
of “platform empowerment”, “resource bricolage”, and “entrepreneurial performance”.
Likert 7-level scale was used to measure the core variables in this study.

This study uses the classic scale of psychological empowerment developed by Spre-
itze [44] and combines it with the specific circumstance of CBEC to evaluate the platform’s
psychological empowerment for entrepreneurs from four perspectives: meaning, compe-
tence, self-determination, and impact. Based on Kanter’s [45] deconstruction of structural
empowerment, Lashinger et al. [40] constructed a structural empowerment scale with six
dimensions: opportunity, information, support, resources, formal power, and informal
power. While drawing on this classic scale, this study measures the platform’s structural
empowerment for entrepreneurs based on Zhou’s [39] deconstruction of the entrepreneurial
platform’s structural empowerment along the three dimensions of information acquisition,
extensive and stable connectivity, and potential opportunities.

This study utilizes the classic scale of Senyard et al. [46] and Ronkko et al. [47] to
measure entrepreneurs’ resource bricolage behavior along three dimensions: cognitive
bricolage, institutional bricolage, and network bricolage, along with the new characteristics
of entrepreneurs in the process of resource bricolage in the context of digital entrepreneur-
ship. This study uses financial and non-financial indicators to assess the entrepreneurial
performance of grassroots entrepreneurs that use the Internet platform to undertake CBEC.

4.2. Sample and Data Collection

The questionnaire was distributed to CBEC entrepreneurs that are relatively vulnera-
ble in terms of resources, capabilities, costs, etc. Considering the specificity of the study
object, the availability of samples, research expenditures, and other variables thoroughly,
this study adopts the snowball sampling method to collect relevant data. In order to ensure
the authenticity and validity of the data, the questionnaires were collected through three
channels. First, 140 copies of questionnaires were distributed to grassroots entrepreneurs
who are in the earliest stage of entrepreneurship and have difficulties acquiring informa-
tion and resources at the scene of four CBEC forums jointly held by local government,
Industry association, and Cifnews (a well-known CBEC Internet platform in China). A
total of 92 questionnaires were effectively collected; the efficiency rate was 66.7%. Second,
60 copies of questionnaires were distributed to grassroots entrepreneurs who benefit from
the local government and university assistance initiatives at CBEC Industrial Park, Univer-
sities Students’ Entrepreneurship Park, and Entrepreneurial Incubation Park in Zhejiang
Province. Of those distributed, 44 effective copies were collected; the efficiency rate was
73.3%. Third, 300 copies of the questionnaires were indirectly distributed through CBEC
Industry Association and other CBEC industry organizations. Of those distributed, 266
copies were effectively collected; the efficiency rate was 88.7%. In total, 500 copies of
questionnaires were distributed, and 336 effective copies were collected; the efficiency rate
was 67.2%. Moreover, the comparative analysis of the variance of questionnaire data col-
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lected through different channels reveals no statistically significant differences, suggesting
a degree of representativeness.

4.3. Data Analysis
4.3.1. Common Method Variance

In this study, the Harman single-factor method was first used to test possible common
method variance. The results showed that the combination of the first six factors could
account for 75.25% of the overall variation, with the variance of the principal factor being
46.87%, which was less than 50%. Second, this study examined the possibility of common
method variance by comparing the confirmatory factor analysis results of the single-factor
model with that of the multi-factor model. The results demonstrated that the single-factor
model (CMIN/DF = 7.672, RMSEA = 0.141, CFI = 0.678, GFI = 0.589, TLI = 0.650) was much
less suitable than the multi-factor model (CMIN/DF = 1.591, RMSEA = 0.042, CFI = 0.973,
GFI = 0.904, TLI = 0.969). Therefore, it can be concluded that there is no significant common
method variance in this study.

4.3.2. Reliability and Validity

First, this study utilized exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to examine the construct
validity of sample data. The results, as summarized in Table 1, showed that KMO = 0.948
(greater than 0.7), the approximate chi-squared of Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 6335.448,
the degrees of freedom was 325, and the significance was 0.000 (very significant). The
results indicated that the sample data had good construct validity. Principal component
analysis was used to extract the factor, and six factors were obtained. The cumulative
variance interpretation amount was 75.25% (greater than 50%), indicating that the extracted
six factors were well represented. Additionally, the results of the confirmatory factor
analysis showed that the standard factor loading of each item was greater than 0.7; The
AVE was greater than 0.5, and the CR was greater than 0.7. Considering the above three
indicators, it can be considered that the convergence validity of this model is good. At the
same time, this study compared the absolute value of the correlation coefficient of each
dimension with the square root of its AVE, and the results demonstrated that the absolute
value of the correlation coefficient of each dimension is significantly less than the square
root of its AVE, which can be considered that the model has good discrimination validity
between each measurement dimension. Additionally, Cronbach’s α of all items and the CR
value of each construct were larger than 0.8, which indicated that the measurement had
good reliability.

Table 1. CITC, factor loading, Cronbach’s alpha, AVE, and CR.

Constructs Items CITC Standard Factor Loading Cronbach’s α AVE CR

Psychological
Empowerment

PE1 0.784 0.831

0.905 0.701 0.904
PE2 0.789 0.831
PE3 0.794 0.857
PE4 0.779 0.829

Structural Empowerment

SE1 0.715 0.773

0.882 0.648 0.880
SE2 0.768 0.834
SE3 0.733 0.783
SE4 0.755 0.828

Cognitive Bricolage

CB1 0.802 0.859

0.904 0.701 0.904
CB2 0.808 0.877
CB3 0.768 0.810
CB4 0.760 0.801

Institutional Bricolage

IB1 0.732 0.809

0.879 0.646 0.879
IB2 0.759 0.814
IB3 0.772 0.850
IB4 0.689 0.738
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Table 1. Cont.

Constructs Items CITC Standard Factor Loading Cronbach’s α AVE CR

Network Bricolage

NB1 0.793 0.863

0.903 0.700 0.903
NB2 0.754 0.792
NB3 0.767 0.809
NB4 0.816 0.879

Entrepreneurship
Performance

EP1 0.753 0.783

0.911 0.625 0.909

EP2 0.730 0.762
EP3 0.692 0.721
EP4 0.748 0.782
EP5 0.792 0.845
EP6 0.804 0.846

5. Results
5.1. Correlation Analysis

The Pearson correlation is used to analyze the correlation between the variables.
According to the statistic results in Table 2, the correlation coefficient of variables is between
0.414 and 0.676, showing a medium to low degree of correlation. The correlation coefficient
analysis results among the variables meet the requirements for further data analysis.

Table 2. Correlation analysis.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Age of
Entrepreneurs 1

2. Entrepreneurial
Time 0.630 ** 1

3. Team Size 0.633 ** 0.371 ** 1

4. Psychological
Empowerment 0.051 0.07 −0.042 1

5. Structural
Empowerment −0.002 −0.009 −0.046 0.425 ** 1

6. Cognitive
Bricolage −0.044 −0.034 −0.113 * 0.496 ** 0.414 ** 1

7. Institutional
Bricolage 0.01 0.029 −0.079 0.619 ** 0.597 ** 0.525 ** 1

8. Network
Bricolage 0.022 −0.002 −0.052 0.475 ** 0.448 ** 0.514 ** 0.526 ** 1

9. Entrepreneurship
Performance 0.036 −0.001 −0.018 0.585 ** 0.564 ** 0.600 ** 0.676 ** 0.634 ** 1

Note: N = 336, ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; two-tailed test.

5.2. Structural Model

The research hypothesis proposed in this study was tested by AMOS 24.0. The results
of path analysis (refer to Table 3) showed that the coefficients of 11 paths were all greater
than 0, among which 9 paths were significant at the level of p-value less than 0.001, 1 path
was significant at the level of p-value less than 0.05, and 1 path was not significant. The
p-value of the path of psychological empowerment and entrepreneurial performance is
greater than 0.05, and the absolute value of C.R. is less than 1.96, indicating that the
hypothesis of “psychological empowerment significantly positively affects entrepreneurial
performance” is not supported by sample data.
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Table 3. Results of path analysis.

Hypotheses Path Standard Path
Coefficients S.E. C.R. p

H1a Psychological Empowerment —> cognitive Bricolage 0.440 0.061 7.234 ***
H1b Psychological Empowerment —> Institutional Bricolage 0.494 0.048 9.047 ***
H1c Psychological Empowerment —> Network Bricolage 0.388 0.063 6.479 ***
H2a Structural Empowerment —> Cognitive Bricolage 0.292 0.066 4.91 ***
H2b Structural Empowerment —> Institutional Bricolage 0.457 0.053 8.414 ***
H2c Structural Empowerment —> Network Bricolage 0.347 0.07 5.783 ***
H3a Cognitive Bricolage —> Entrepreneurship Performance 0.203 0.043 3.981 ***
H3b Institutional Bricolage —> Entrepreneurship Performance 0.316 0.073 4.076 ***
H3c Network Bricolage —> Entrepreneurship Performance 0.295 0.041 5.68 ***
H4a Psychological Empowerment—> Entrepreneurship Performance 0.110 0.056 1.63 0.103
H4b Structural Empowerment —> Entrepreneurship Performance 0.128 0.058 2.007 *

Note: N = 336, *** p < 0.001; * p < 0.05.

5.3. Mediating Effect

This study adopts the Bootstrap method (repeated sampling 5000 times, 95% confi-
dence interval) to test the intermediary effect of the three dimensions of resource bricolage
(cognitive bricolage, institutional bricolage, and network bricolage) in the model. The
results in the Table 4 show that in the path of “psychological empowerment–resource
bricolage–entrepreneurship performance”, the indirect effect is [0.392, 0.663] at the 95%
confidence interval, and the confidence interval does not include 0, indicating that resource
bricolage has a significant intermediary effect in the impact of psychological empowerment
on entrepreneurial performance. At the same time, the direct effect of this path is [−0.071,
0.207] at the 95% confidence interval, including 0, indicating that the direct effect is not
significant and this intermediary effect is a complete intermediary effect.

Table 4. Results of mediating effect test.

Point
Estimate

Product of
Coefficients

Bootstrap 5000 Times 95%CI
Bias-Corrected

SE Z Lower Upper

Indirect Effect1
(PE-CB-EP) 0.111 0.038 2.921 0.045 0.197

Indirect Effect2
(PE-IB-EP) 0.241 0.053 4.547 0.146 0.357

Indirect Effect3
(PE-NB-EP) 0.156 0.041 3.805 0.084 0.246

Indirect Effect 0.509 0.068 7.485 0.392 0.663
Direct Effect 0.070 0.071 0.986 −0.071 0.207
Total Effect 0.579 0.054 10.722 0.479 0.692

The results in the Table 5 indicate that in the path of “structural empowerment–
resource bricolage–entrepreneurship performance”, the indirect effect is [0.418, 0.683] at the
95% confidence interval, which does not include 0, indicating that resource bricolage has a
significant intermediary effect in the impact of structural empowerment on entrepreneurial
performance. At the same time, the direct effect of this path is [−0.044, 0.239] at the 95%
confidence interval, including 0, indicating that the direct effect is not significant and this
intermediary effect is a complete intermediary effect.
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Table 5. Results of mediating effect test (continued).

Point
Estimate

Product of
Coefficients

Bootstrap 5000 Times 95%CI
Bias-Corrected

SE Z Lower Upper

Indirect Effect1
(SE-CB-EP) 0.118 0.035 3.371 0.058 0.198

Indirect Effect2
(SE-IB-EP) 0.256 0.062 4.129 0.143 0.387

Indirect Effect3
(SE-NB-EP) 0.167 0.044 3.795 0.087 0.262

Indirect Effect 0.540 0.068 7.941 0.418 0.683
Direct Effect 0.096 0.072 1.333 −0.044 0.239
Total Effect 0.636 0.065 9.785 0.519 0.773

6. Discussion and Conclusions
6.1. Conclusions

Based on the observation of the rise of grassroots entrepreneurship in the CBEC
business, this study formulates scientific research questions by combining the platform
empowerment theory, grassroots entrepreneurship theory, resource bricolage theory, and
other theories. After sorting out the relevant theories, the research hypothesis and theo-
retical model are proposed. Relevant data were collected through questionnaires, and the
research hypothesis was tested. The following two main research conclusions are derived
through analysis.

First, although the Internet platform can empower grassroots entrepreneurs from
both psychological and structural aspects, the role of structural empowerment is more
direct and significant. Specifically, the Internet platform serves to strengthen grassroots
entrepreneurship performance by facilitating networking, dialogue, and collaboration. The
psychological empowerment of the platform has no significant impact on the improvement
of grassroots entrepreneurial performance, but the grassroots that are encouraged and
guided by the platform at the psychological level show greater enthusiasm in activities such
as resource bricolage. Due to the low cost of platform migration and rapid changes in the
competitive environment, grassroots entrepreneurs in the CBEC market always start a busi-
ness on multiple platforms. It is challenging for Internet platforms to enhance grassroots
entrepreneurial performance by building emotional ties and bolstering internal incentives.

Second, the three dimensions of resource bricolage (cognitive bricolage, institutional
bricolage, and network bricolage) play a completely intermediary role in the relationship
between platform empowerment and entrepreneurial performance. After being empowered
by the Internet platform, it is the more active behaviors in resource integration, industry
awareness building, and institutional environment adaptation that help improve grassroots
entrepreneurial performance.

6.2. Theoretical Contributions

At present, the current research on platform empowerment mainly focuses on the pro-
cess mechanism of platform empowerment based on the service dominant logic and value
co-creation perspective but pays less attention to the premise of value creation, which is
the process of overcoming resource constraints. Based on the existing theoretical views and
relevant literature, this study conducted an in-depth analysis of the mechanism of platform
empowerment and the resource bricolage of grassroots. The theoretical contribution of this
study lies in the following two aspects:

First, this study explores the platform empowerment mechanism from the perspec-
tives of subjective psychological perception and objective empowerment atmosphere. At
present, the role of the Internet platform has been characterized as a comprehensive service
provider [48], digital infrastructure builder [49], boundary resources tuner [50], etc. Various
perspectives help us better understand the essence of the Internet platform [51] and how it
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differs from the traditional multisided platform that mediates different actors (i.e., buyers
and sellers) [52]. However, the mechanism of platform empowerment still remains under-
searched and needs to be further studied. Based on classical empowerment theory, this
study deconstructs platform empowerment into psychological empowerment and struc-
tural empowerment and studies the impact of these two dimensions on the entrepreneurial
performance of grassroots entrepreneurs.

Second, this study introduces the resource bricolage of grassroots as a mediation
variable into the theoretical model, which further enriches the relevant research. Although
the essence of resource bricolage relies on the restructuring of various resources at hand,
the complex combination of heterogeneous resources is the key to generating innovative
solutions [53,54]. The Internet platforms provide grassroots entrepreneurs with various
heterogeneous resources, and it is the resources bricolage activities of the empowered
that eventually exert influence on their entrepreneurial performance. Combining the
perspectives of platform empowerment and resource bricolage, this study investigates
how and to what extent platforms assist grassroots entrepreneurs in breaking through
resource constraints and improving capabilities, as well as the performance improvement
mechanism of grassroots entrepreneurs.

6.3. Practical Implications

The convergence of the digital economy and international business has led to an
increase in the number of subjects, elements, and factors involved in CBEC. As essential
hubs in the business ecosystems, Internet platforms are receiving ever greater focus. Internet
platforms are constructing important nodes to connect merchants, buyers, service providers,
manufacturers, and other actors, therefore generating more opportunities for all participants
involved (including the platform itself). Platform empowerment, accordingly, becomes
an important way for the platform to connect with the largest number of novice sellers
constrained by resources. This study provides practical implications for Internet platforms
to better play their roles in empowering grassroots entrepreneurs.

This study demonstrates that, from a psychological and structural standpoint, the
Internet platform can empower other participants in the ecosystem. Comparatively, struc-
tural empowerment has a bigger impact on the performance improvement of grassroots
entrepreneurship than psychological empowerment. Therefore, for the Internet platform,
it is required to construct a more inclusive, coordinated, and open platform ecosystem in
order to facilitate the participation of other subjects. It is crucial to highlight, however, that
different types of Internet platforms should configure network resources and modify their
own structures based on their real conditions since this will affect the platform’s future
development route [55].

On the other hand, grassroots entrepreneurs must recognize that in the emerging
industry of CBEC, where policies and rules continue to change, new technologies and new
business models continue to emerge, and the scale of the network and ecosystem continues
to expand, they must rely more on the Internet platform to improve cognitive capability
and adapt to the changes in the institutional environment. However, even within the same
platform ecosystem, grassroots entrepreneurs will experience various degrees of platform
empowerment; grassroots entrepreneurs that rely on the Internet platform should learn to
maximize the potential presented by the resource bricolage process.

Despite its growing importance, CBEC is still confronted with a variety of impedi-
ments (such as transaction cost) [56]. To further reduce the friction and cost in the CBEC
industry, the government should better activate the platform’s empowerment function by
boosting the construction of essential infrastructure. At the same time, the government
should promote the healthy development of the Internet platform through more active and
powerful policies and make the platform-generated data play a larger role.
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