
ABSTRACT 

ADAMS, KENNETH, RAYMOND The Impact of Perceptual, Economic, and Demographic 
Variables on Entrepreneurial Activity in Globally Diverse Ecosystems:  Evidence from GEM 
Data— (Under the direction of Dr. James Bartlett). 
 

Leveraging a sample of more than 198,000 adult entrepreneurs, both currently 

involved in the startup of a business or formerly involved in business creation, this study 

investigates the perceptual, societal impression, economic, and demographic variables that 

are predictive with an individual’s decision to engage in entrepreneurial activity.  Guided by 

existing literature on cognition and social capital, as well as economics, the research attempts 

to establish an association between this decision and a holistic set of characteristics.  The 

research considers whether perceptual and societal impression attributes, such as alertness to 

opportunities, aversion to risk, self-confidence, and whether entrepreneurship is a viable 

career choice, are significantly correlated with entrepreneurial engagement across countries 

in our sample. 

This study will be directed by the following research questions:  What is the 

likelihood of an individual making the decision to participate in entrepreneurial activity 

(nascent or established) given his or her perceptual, demographic, economic, and societal 

impression variables? Specifically,  

1. To what extent do perceptual variables predict different levels of entrepreneurial 

activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 

2. To what extent do demographic and economic variables predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 

3. To what extent do societal impression variables predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 



4. To what extent does an aggregate of factors predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 

This study is designed to measure the impact of perceptual, demographic, economic, and 

societal impression variables on entrepreneurial activity.  The study uses Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor data from 2012 with a sample representing an estimated 74% of 

the world’s population and 87% of the world’s total GDP. The method for this research is 

quantitative in nature.  In order to answer the four research questions, binomial logistic 

regression was conducted. A summary of the results, implications, and discussion are 

presented.    
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

There is no doubt our global society needs entrepreneurial thinkers. No matter 

political affiliation, a brief examination of our world news would convince any citizen that 

we have much room for improvement in many areas.  Our world faces poverty, lack of access 

to quality education, hunger, and conflict among races, to name a few problems.     

Entrepreneurship leads to job growth, innovation, and economic prosperity.  Entrepreneurs 

have been equated with “heffalumps”.  No one can describe them precisely or state exactly 

what they are, but their contributions have been great and important to the well-being of 

humankind (Kent, 1990).  Entrepreneurship is the dominant source of job creation in the 

world.  It is essential for market innovation and global economic growth.  In his 2006 Nobel 

Peace Prize lecture, Muhammad Yunus said the following:  

By defining ‘entrepreneur’ in a broader way we can change the character of 

capitalism radically, and solve many of the unresolved social and economic problems 

within the scope of the free market. Let us suppose an entrepreneur, instead of having 

a single source of motivation (such as, maximizing profit), now has two sources of 

motivation, which are mutually exclusive, but equally compelling - a) maximization 

of profit and b) doing good to people and the world.  (Yunus, 2006, para. 35).   

Professor Yunus’ redefinition of an entrepreneur, or social entrepreneur, has helped to usher 

in a new era of entrepreneurship that is focused on both making profits and serving those less 

fortunate. 

  In this chapter, a statement of the problem, research questions, purpose, theoretical 

frameworks, and a brief description of the potential impact (significance) of this research are 
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provided.  Also included are an overview of the method, relevant definitions of terms, and a 

summary of the organization of the study.  Following Chapter One, a review of the literature 

is presented and a description of the method is outlined.   

Statement of the Problem 

Of the different sources of change in a capitalist society, Schumpeter, (1934) isolated 

entrepreneurially driven innovation in products and processes as the crucial engine driving 

the change process. Nearly 75 years later, the financial collapse of 2008 and subsequent 

recession have refocused American attention on entrepreneurship as a source of job creation 

and economic growth.  There have been many initiatives in business, education, and policy, 

making resources available to entrepreneurs interested in starting new enterprises (Regele & 

Neck, 2012).  However, the problem is, how do investors, lenders, and administrators ensure 

these entrepreneurs have the traits and social capital or networking skills necessary for 

participation in entrepreneurial activity? What predicts the level of entrepreneurial activity?   

Economic textbooks say very little about or largely ignore the role of the 

entrepreneur.  Economists have contributed very little to the debate about how economy 

generates successful small businesses (Blanchflower & Oswald, 1998). Entrepreneurs are 

needed in society and, over the last several years, education programs and non-profit 

organizations have provided training and experience for these entrepreneurs. As a result, 

many young adults are choosing to become entrepreneurs (Oosterbeek, van Praag, & 

Ijsselstein, 2010).  More than fifty years ago, research was conducted at Harvard and 

Michigan State (Alpander, 1967; Collins & Moore, 1964; McClelland, 1965; Smith, 1967) 

related to the nature of the entrepreneur.  Prior to these studies, an entrepreneur was seen as 
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someone who is willing to take a risk, willing to make sacrifices, and has little interest in 

security.  Research on the topic of entrepreneurs has continued with economists taking little 

interest in the personality and characteristics of entrepreneurs, focusing instead on profit.  

Recent research considers the “whole” entrepreneur, not just characteristics and traits 

(Obshonka, Silbereisen, & Schmitt-Rodermund, 2010; Rauch & Frese, 2007).  Yet, many 

young men and women enter into an entrepreneurial project without the characteristics and 

skills necessary for success (“grit,” tenacity, etc.) or have little to no experience with this 

type of thinking.  It is very expensive for banks and others to invest in an entrepreneur who is 

prone to fail or lacks the characteristics and traits necessary for success. 

The problem of not knowing characteristics of entrepreneurs, exists in theory, 

practice, and society.  Further compounding the problem, half of the world’s population, or 

2.7 billion people, live in poverty, living on $2.50 or less per day (United Nations 

Development Program, 2014).  Entrepreneurship has the potential to impact the global 

economy and play a dynamic role in economic society today. When an entrepreneur fails or 

has a sense of failure, it can be costly and have psychological impacts on an entrepreneur and 

the business.  Developing an understanding of the entrepreneurial process and variables that 

may attract people to entrepreneurship and facilitate their success in the role is important, but 

these variables are difficult to determine (Baum, Frese, & Baron, 2014; Unger, Rauch, & 

Rosenbusch, 2011).  Intention, personality, and perceived performance are critical to the 

process of becoming an entrepreneur (Linan, Rodriguez-Cohard, & Cantuche, 2010).   

There is social value in entrepreneurship, including economic growth, jobs created, 

new education programs, and innovation.  While evidence that entrepreneurs have certain 
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skills and natural attributes has been reported for many years, the characteristics of successful 

entrepreneurs as compared to others and why some people are successful and others are not, 

is still relevant today (Unger et al., 2011).  What distinguishes successful entrepreneurs from 

other people has not been described.  Studies have revealed that some have more of these 

characteristics than others, but which characteristics distinguish successful entrepreneurs 

from unsuccessful ones have yet to be identified.  Studies have shown there are personality 

traits that influence a person’s choice to become an entrepreneur.  There are also social 

networks and other influential factors that can impact an entrepreneur’s perceived level of 

success (Dacin, Dacin, & Tracey, 2011).   

It would be nice to have a crystal ball and be able to determine who is likely to be an 

entrepreneur and to be able to predict success.  Muhammad Yunus, the founder of the 

Grameen Bank, believes that everyone can be an entrepreneur (Yunus, 2007).  But can 

everyone be successful?  Over the last 40-50 years, psychological tests have been used to 

measure the characteristics of entrepreneurs. Critics of this research have argued that the 

whole person is missing from the results (Rauch & Frese, 2007). Business programs are still 

looking to “create” entrepreneurs and predict who will be successful, but predicting success 

in entrepreneurs remains difficult.  

Further compounding the problem, there is no clear definition of entrepreneur. This 

leads to the entrepreneur being marginalized; corporate executives see the “entrepreneur” as 

a small business owner who could not manage a large-scale enterprise. Scholars, economists, 

human resources, and educators should care about this research because entrepreneurship is 

seen as one of the only solutions to global poverty and holds great potential for economic 
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growth.  If this topic is not studied, there are implications for human resources and workforce 

development.  Knowing the attributes to look for could save lenders and human resources 

time, resources, and efforts. If this topic is not studied further, the entrepreneur will be 

defined by psychological tests measuring achievement (McClelland, 1961) only.  These 

psychological tests did not look at the “whole entrepreneur”.  Studies such as this will help to 

further focus a common, respected definition of entrepreneur.  So, as stated earlier, 

entrepreneurship and innovation in products and processes are seen as the crucial engine 

driving the change process. Since the financial collapse and recession, Americans have 

focused attention on entrepreneurship as a source of job creation and economic growth, but it 

is difficult to ensure entrepreneurs have the cognition (Fiske & Taylor, 2013) and social 

capital (Burt, 1997) necessary for participation in entrepreneurial activity.   

Purpose of the Study 

This study will attempt to contribute to the body of research related to characteristics 

of entrepreneurs. Researchers recommend studying the “whole person” (Gartner, 1989; 

Obschonka et al., 2010).  There are attributes, attitudes, activity, and aspirations related to 

entrepreneurship (Reynolds, Hay, & Camp, 1999) that are relevant to this study.  These 

attributes include psychological, demographic, and motivational elements.  The purpose of 

this study is three-fold:   

1) This study will discuss the continued importance of achieving a better understanding 

of the nature of entrepreneurs.   

2) This study will link the decision to become an entrepreneur to demographic, 

perceptual, and economic characteristics and argue which are most important. 
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3) Specifically, this study will investigate what variables are correlated (predictive) with 

an individuals’ decision to become an entrepreneur. 

Entrepreneurs are human after all (Arenius & Minniti, 2005) and at the heart of 

entrepreneurship is an orientation toward seeing opportunities and acting on those 

opportunities. Perceptions of opportunity derive from cognition or “thinking like an 

entrepreneur”.  Understanding entrepreneurial cognition is imperative to understanding the 

essence of entrepreneurship (Krueger, 2003).  The rationale for this study or the answer to 

the question, “…So what, why bother?”, can be summarized with three themes, including the 

need for: a) empowerment of people b) people who innovate, and c) theory-driven research 

on personality traits of people.  The entrepreneur is at the heart of any study of 

entrepreneurship.  Research related to this topic must include the study of the human 

qualities of the entrepreneur.  

 Historically, the study of entrepreneurship has been housed in colleges of business in 

economics departments, where the study of capitalism, marketing, and money are the focus.  

But understanding entrepreneurial cognition (Krueger, 2003; Brockhaus, 1980; Chen, Green, 

& Crick, 1998) is necessary for understanding the spirit of entrepreneurship, how it develops, 

and progresses. Theory-driven research related to entrepreneurship is needed and crucial if 

we do not know what variables predict entrepreneurship. In Chapter Two, a discussion of 

literature to support the rationale for this project will be presented; including literature 

supporting empowerment of entrepreneurs (Yunus, 2007; 1999; City-Start-Up Labs, n.d.) 

innovation (Schumpeter, 1934), and finally, theory-driven research related to personality of 

the entrepreneur (McClelland, 1961; Krueger, 2003).   
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Research Questions 

This study will be guided by the following research questions:  What is the likelihood 

of an individual making the decision to participate in entrepreneurial activity (nascent or 

established) given his or her perceptual, demographic, economic, and societal impression 

variables? Specifically:  

1).  To what extent do perceptual variables (mentorship, self-efficacy, fear of 

failure, and awareness of opportunities) predict different levels of entrepreneurial 

activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 

2).  To what extent do demographic and economic variables (age, gender, income, 

education, and work status) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in 

globally diverse ecosystems? 

3).  To what extent do societal impression variables (social status, media 

attention, and entrepreneurship as a career choice) predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 

4).  To what extent do these factors in aggregate (perceptual, demographic, and 

societal impression) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally 

diverse ecosystems? 

Theoretical Framework 

 This study makes use of the theories of cognition (Fiske & Taylor, 1984; 2013; 

Krueger, 2003; and Shapero, 1975) and social capital (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Burt, 1997).  
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Some studies have focused on the psychological variables and personality traits, along with 

demographic factors that may distinguish entrepreneurial activity (Carland, Carland, & Hoy, 

2002; Baron, 1998; McClelland, 1961).  Other studies look to the importance of social capital 

and network ties (Dacin et al., 2011; Unger et al., 2011).  Yet, there are few studies that look 

at how both influence entrepreneurial activity.  

Using these theories of cognition and social capital, this study investigates how 

personality traits, (DeCarolis & Saparito, 2006) influence participation in entrepreneurial 

activity (see Figure1). Conceptually, this study relates to the “drivers of change” and how 

they impact entrepreneurial education, non-profit organizations related to entrepreneurship, 

and finally entrepreneurs who are mentors and successful (Muhammad Yunus, Chef Cassie 

Parsons, etc.).  Leadership is at the heart of this project, along with comparison of 

entrepreneurship in US with China. This study also makes use of the theories of career choice 

(Holland, 1997), person-environment-fit (Kristof, 1996) and work performance (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991) in order to describe and explain the relationship between personality and 

perceived entrepreneurial choices, intentions, and performance. Finally, drawing on theories 

of cognition and social capital, this study will investigate how perceptual traits (DeCarolis & 

Saparito, 2006) and demographic influences contribute to nascent entrepreneurship from the 

GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) Project or the level of entrepreneurial activity.  

Figure 1 is a graphic representation of the theories supporting this research.  Figure 2 is a 

graphic representation of the relationship between variables and entrepreneurial activity.   
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Figure 1.  Theoretical framework. 

 

Figure 2. Conceptual framework: Relationship between variables and activity.  

First, this study is concerned with personality traits and the theory of cognition. The 

researcher proposes that both individual cognition and social capital are important in 

understanding entrepreneurial behavior.  Both external factors (social capital) and internal 

factors (cognition) affect why some people and not others participate in entrepreneurial 

activity (Reynolds, et al., 1999). This model lays the groundwork for further theory 
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development.  This study is grounded in the social capital and cognition theory along with 

the conceptual framework adapted from GEM (see Figure 3).     

 

Figure 3.  Conceptual framework  

Social scientists have described two forms of social capital, “bonding” and “bridging” (Burt, 

1997).  Social capital theory is the ability to extract benefits from social structures, networks, 

memberships, (Portes, 2000).  Social capital is inclusive of the resources that emanate from 

an individual’s network of social relationships, including the information and influence from 

others.  The cognitive dimension of social capital focuses on the exploitation of 

entrepreneurial activity, which is the essence of entrepreneurship.  This framework does not 

address the ultimate success or failure of a new venture.  These frameworks will inform the 

statement of the problem, rationale, research questions, and methods used (see Figure 3).  

Ultimately, the findings of this study will be discussed in terms of how they relate to the line 

of inquiry that undergirds this study or these frameworks, related to factors influencing 
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entrepreneurship.  Table 1 provides a simple classification of several representative works on 

factors influencing entrepreneurial choices.   

Table 1  

Conceptual Framework:  Representative Works Grouped By Variables Used 
Demographic Variables  Perceptual Variables Economic Variables 
Blanchflower & Oswald 
(2001) 
Taylor (1996) 

Busenitz & Barney (1997) 
Delmar & Davidsson 
(2000) 

Davidsson & Honig (2003) 
Acs &Audretsch (1993) 

 

This study includes demographic, economic, and perceptual variables related to societal 

impressions.  The literature review will represent a synthesis, analysis, and interpretation of 

literature related to entrepreneurship, relevant leadership in entrepreneurship, the GEM 

Project, and relevant factors. 

Overview of the Method 

The study uses existing (archival) data from the GEM 2012 Adult Population Survey 

(APS).  The participants are nascent entrepreneurs, expert entrepreneurs, investors, and 

established business owners ages 16-99 years old (with more than 96% between ages 18-64), 

from 69 countries, yielding a cross-country total of 198,391.  The design of the study is a 

non-experimental, quantitative survey, research design, using existing GEM data from the 

APS. All surveys were administered by phone except in Russia, South Africa, Hungary, 

Mexico, and Thailand, where they were conducted face-to-face.  National teams are 

responsible for translating the APS Survey into their national language, the language of the 

APS is English.   
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Binomial logistical regression will be used to assess the predictability of 

demographic/economic, perceptual, and societal impression variables to determine the 

likelihood that an individual will engage in entrepreneurial activity, specifically, nascent or 

established entrepreneurship (Wilson & Lorenz, 2015).  Pearson Correlation matrix, Wald 

Test, and Chi-square will give a preview of possible results from the logistic regression. 

First, the data will be segmented for nascent and established business owners.  Next 

the data will be checked for responses from optional data.  Then, any missing values from the 

for the demographic, economic, and perceptual variables will be addressed.  The type of 

logistic regression needed will be determined once the data are reviewed. 

Significance 

 This study has levels of importance in society, economics, and education.  This study 

has implications for aspects of leadership, micro-lending, and global implications (Reynolds 

et al., 1999).  This study may influence current and future entrepreneurial education 

programs in that they will be able to determine the level of perceived success of their 

students, make changes in the curriculum, and influence mentoring programs (Oosterbeek et 

al., 2010).  Identifying and measuring characteristics and personality traits of the 

entrepreneur may be of value to lending organizations, banks, franchising organizations, and 

restaurant chains, as well as the federal government and international aid organization.  In 

addition, colleges of business would be interested to further understand the nature of the 

successful entrepreneur and how this information could inform workable programs and 

curriculum (Oosterbeek et al., 2010).   
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Definition of Terms 

 The following is a list of terms and definitions relevant to this study, used throughout 

the research.   

Entrepreneurship- Any attempt at new business or new venture creation, such as self-

employment, a new business, organization, or the expansion of an existing business, by an 

individual, a team, or business (Reynolds et al., 1999).   

Entrepreneurial activity- People who have done “anything to help start a new business, such 

as looking for equipment or a location, organizing a start-up team, working on a business 

plan, beginning to save money, or any other activity that would help launch a business’’ 

(GEM Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, n.d.).  For the purpose of this study, activity is 

defined as nascent or established entrepreneurs. 

Nascent entrepreneurs- Entrepreneurs who are actively involved in setting up a business 

they will own or co-own; this business has not paid salaries, wages or any other payments to 

the owners for more than three months.  This does not mean they are necessarily novices 

(GEM Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, n.d.).   

Established entrepreneurs-For the purposes of this study, established entrepreneurs are 

defined as individuals who have started a business, owned and managed the business, and 

paid salaries and wages for more than 42 months (GEM Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 

n.d.). 

Perceptual variables- Variables that are non-demographic in nature, such as alertness to 

opportunities, fear of failure, mentorship, and confidence about one’s own skills (GEM 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, n.d.).  These are biased and self-reported.  
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Demographic and economic variables- Gender, age, household income, employment status, 

and education level.  

Societal impressions- Whether or not society has a positive or negative perception of 

entrepreneurship, in general.  The level that a society fosters entrepreneurial environment, 

generates culture of entrepreneurship, and supports enterprising activities.  The extent to 

which the society will encourage or facilitate potential and existing entrepreneurs.   

Cognition- The mental action or process of acquiring knowledge and understanding through 

thought, experience, and sense of self. 

Social capital – A form of economic and cultural capital.  The networks of relationships 

among people who live and work in a particular society, enabling that society to function 

effectively.  Social forces that support an entrepreneur with the development of their business 

idea.  Evidence of personal business networks, relationships, family, friends, or involvement 

with business networks (associations, cambers, clubs, etc.) as a solo or start-up team 

(Davidsson & Honig, 2003). 

Innovation-driven economy-   Provides new and unique products, sustains higher wages, and 

a higher standard of living.  This is stage three of the Global Competitive Index (GCI) 

(Porter, 2004). 

Efficiency-driven economy- At this stage, the economy/country must develop production 

and efficient processes, must increase product quality, and emphasize education more.   This 

is stage two of the Global Competitive Index, or GCI (Porter, 2004). 

Factor Driven Economy- This is stage one of the GCI.  (Porter, 2004). 
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Entrepreneurial Ecosystems-  An ecosystem is the interaction of people, roles, 

infrastructure, organizations, and events that create an environment for heightened levels of 

entrepreneurial activity.  The term is used by academicians, politicians, and practitioners.   

Entrepreneurial personality- the psychodynamic forces influencing entrepreneurship (De 

Vries, 1977).  

Entrepreneurial intentions- the conscious state of mind that directs personal attention, 

experience, and behavior toward planned entrepreneurial actions (Obschonka et al., 2010). 

Organization of Study 

 The study will be organized starting with a review of the literature related to the 

theoretical framework, entrepreneurship defined, microlending, conceptual literature, and 

empirical studies with GEM data.  Next, a description of the method will be included in 

Chapter 3, with findings and discussion in Chapter 4.  Implications for further research, 

theory, and practice related to entrepreneurship will be described in Chapter 5, along with 

implications for how this study adds to research related to cognition and social capital in 

entrepreneurship. 
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CHAPTER 2:  REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 

 
In this chapter, a synthesis of literature is provided. The organization of this review of 

literature is depicted in Figure 4.  The review begins with a theoretical introduction, a review 

of literature related to defining entrepreneurship, including a working definition, 

entrepreneurial leadership, and a description of entrepreneurial ecosystems. Next, a summary 

of literature related to microlending, including the history and the relevance of the Grameen 

Bank, is presented.  A synthesis of conceptual literature related to Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor is included along with a summary of empirical research related to GEM. Finally, the 

review will continue with the method or steps used to review the literature, from start to 

finish, are presented.  A table including 27 pieces of relevant literature is provided as a result 

of the literature search. Key seminal work in the field is described, and three individuals who 

have had greatest impact on entrepreneurship are identified.  

 

Figure 4. Organization of literature review. 
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Theoretical Introduction 

Half of the world’s population lives in poverty or 2.7 billion people, living on $2.50 

or less per day (United Nations Development Program, 2014).  Entrepreneurship has the 

potential to impact the global economy and play a dynamic role in economic society today. 

When an entrepreneur fails or has a sense of failure, it can be costly and have psychological 

impacts on an entrepreneur and the business.  Developing an understanding of the 

entrepreneurial process and variables that may attract people to entrepreneurship and 

facilitate the success in the role is important (Baum et al., 2014; Unger et al., 2011).  

Intention, personality, and perceived performance, are critical to the process of becoming an 

entrepreneur (Linan, Rodriguez-Cohard, & Cantuche, 2010).   

Why do some take advantage of entrepreneurial opportunities and others do not?  

This is difficult to capture.  Research on social cognition (Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Krueger, 

2003; Shapero, 1975) may shed new light on challenging issues related to this question.  

Social cognition can provide a useful framework to differentiate entrepreneurs from others 

while predicting difference in personality traits such as risk-taking behavior and fear of 

failure.  Risk-takers and achievers are common themes in definitions of entrepreneurs, but 

the researchers postulate that based on tenets of cognitive theory, the entrepreneur may have 

no greater propensity to bear risk than non-entrepreneurs.  They may just categorize or frame 

situations differently.   

 Our knowledge about individuals who navigate obstacles at the very earliest stages of 

entrepreneurial activity remains limited.  Many people who begin new businesses fail to 
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achieve their goal, while others are quite successful.  Do individuals who attempt to start 

businesses begin with different levels of social capital or cognition?  (Davidsson & Honig, 

2003).  There is no agreed-upon definition of social capital.  The concept of “social 

entrepreneurship” emerged in the 1980s.  David Gergen, former advisor to four U.S. 

Presidents, has described social entrepreneurs as the “new engineers of reform (Dees, 2007). 

Jeffrey Skoll, the founder of E-Bay, has devoted his foundation to investing, connecting, and 

celebrating social entrepreneurs.  But does social entrepreneurship have the potential to 

create sustainable impact where government efforts are ineffective?   

There is value in networks, social networks.  Social capital is linked to the growth of 

entrepreneurial firms and improved performance of diverse groups (Choo, Lee, Dilkina, Zha, 

& Park, 2014).  According to Merriam, Coffarella, and Baumgartner (2012), "learning in 

adulthood takes place in social groups engaged in common practice" (p. 1562).  Could this be 

the bridge between theory and practice? According to Grimes, McMullen, Vogus, and Miller 

(2013), social entrepreneurship is the process of employing market-based methods to solve 

social problems.  For example, City Startup Labs is an organization where social 

entrepreneurship is the focus. Perhaps if entrepreneurship programs in higher education 

provided hours interning with places like City Startup Labs, the students could see 

application in the theories learned in the college classroom.   

Entrepreneurship Defined 

According to Reynolds, Hay, and Camp (1999), the definition of entrepreneurship, in 

the context of understanding its role in economic growth, is summarized as:  Any attempt at 

new business or new venture creation, such as self-employment, a new business, 
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organization, or the expansion of an existing business, by an individual, a team, or business.  

For many years, traits and characteristics of those who enter into an entrepreneurial venture 

have been studied. For example, McClelland (1961) found that achievement and motivation 

to achieve is the most important factor for entrepreneurs to consider in relationship to 

success.  It was suggested that entrepreneurs’ experiences as children can predict the 

development of adults' entrepreneurial mind-sets. 

 Over the years, the economists’ view of the entrepreneur has been related to the role 

and function of the person in the business.  The term entrepreneur has often been associated 

with “capitalist”. Essentially, economists have not been concerned with the personalities of 

entrepreneurs.  Their only concern is making money and the bottom line of a business (Rauch 

& Frese, 2007).  Only recently has more attention been paid to using psychological tests and 

multiple tests to measure personality traits as well as the “whole person” who may be 

considering entrepreneurship (Boccardelli & Magnusson, 2006).  So we know about similar 

traits that most entrepreneurs have, unfortunately, we do not know if these traits can predict 

success or entrepreneurial activity.    

Entrepreneurship is difficult under normal circumstances, and even more so for 

fledgling small business owners who are trying to overcome yet another set of tremendous 

odds in order to be successful.  Young Black men who have been involved with the criminal 

justice system are facing relentless obstacles.  As a result, those that succeed are indeed the 

most resilient. Local, non-profit organizations, such as City Startup Labs in Charlotte, North 

Carolina, are based on cultivation, preparation, education, and demonstration.  This 

organization trains and supports young entrepreneurs with the help of volunteers and 
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sponsoring local businesses and organizations (City Startup Labs, n.d.). Humans do not 

engage in entrepreneurial activities by accident, they do it intentionally, by choice (Obshonka 

et al., 2010).  Even though business schools, non-profit organizations, and other 

entrepreneurs emphasize mentoring, skills, and experience, many entrepreneurs fail 

(Oosterbeek et al., 2010).  This research will look at the global picture of entrepreneurship, 

through an examination of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) project.   

The recipient of the 2006 Nobel Peace Prize, Professor of Economics, and founder of 

Grameen Bank, Muhammad Yunus was a social entrepreneur. He believed the following to 

his core: “All human beings are born entrepreneurs” (Yunus, 1999, p. 149).  As entrepreneur 

programs like Grameen Charlotte, a branch of Grameen Bank of Bangladesh, arrive into our 

communities, and programs like North Carolina State University’s Entrepreneurship Village 

become a force on college campuses, we are faced with the question: Are entrepreneurs born 

or created?  

Entrepreneurship is empowering, especially to the poor, underserved, and 

historically overlooked (Blanchflower & Oswald, 1990).  There are currently programs that 

teach formerly incarcerated people to become entrepreneurs (Lockwood, Teasley, Carland, & 

Carland, 2006). It is widespread knowledge that entrepreneurship benefits communities 

everywhere.  The problem is the development and training for entrepreneurs varies along 

with the characteristics of effective entrepreneurs. There is also variance of characteristics of 

entrepreneurs who were not formally trained.  Universities have training programs, but are 

they connected to entrepreneurs in practice?  What are the characteristics of effective 

entrepreneurs? In what ways can those characteristics be taught? It has been suggested that 
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research and theory do not inform practice; that adult education and learning scholars do not 

“speak to” practitioners and that theory fails to address the big, important problems facing 

the practice of adult education and learning. It is possible this is also happening in 

entrepreneurship education.  Rabbior (1990) describes entrepreneurs as “change agents” and 

discusses how this mindset may run counter to corporate culture.  This desire to challenge the 

status quo might be embraced and nurtured in academia, but may not be the case once the 

entrepreneur leaves the college campus for work.   

An entrepreneur is a person who organizes and manages any enterprise, especially a 

business, usually with considerable initiative and risk (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). Blanchflower 

and Oswald (1990) state, the entrepreneur is a unique “bird” in economics and is perhaps 

“one of the most elusive and misunderstood forms of economic behavior.” Using data on a 

British birth cohort, the authors found that the probability of successful self-employment is 

dependent upon whether the person was the recipient of a monetary gift or inheritance.  For 

example, aspiring entrepreneurs who were given or inherited £5,000 (around $8,000) were 

approximately twice as likely to have a successful startup business.  This study is consistent 

with a recent study in the United States which places an emphasis on capital and liquidity 

constraints.   

Characteristics of Effective Entrepreneurs  

 Entrepreneurs have zeal and passion for an idea; other characteristics include passion, 

grit, and drive.  As Kuratko (2005) points out, educators in college programs must possess 

the same zeal and passion with teaching entrepreneurship that they demand from their 

entrepreneurial-minded students.  He encourages college instructors in entrepreneur 
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programs to embrace the entrepreneurial spirit by going against the status quo of merely 

seeking tenure and security and choosing to lead this new world society that is striving to 

take shape. 

Hornaday and Aboud (1971) place an emphasis on the importance of understanding 

which characteristics distinguish successful entrepreneurs from non-successful ones.  

Through a research program, they attempt to acquire this information which they feel would 

be very beneficial to lending organizations such as banks, to franchising organizations such 

as oil companies and restaurant chains, as well as government and international 

organizations.  They measured two groups of men regarding their characteristics of 

achievement, support, independence, and leadership.  Earlier research they conducted led to 

the development of a structured interview guide sheet and a set of standardized tests used to 

extract the distinguishing attributes of successful entrepreneurs from a sample of men. 

Hornaday and Aboud (1971) did find significant difference regarding characteristics between 

entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs.  But, what traits distinguish a successful entrepreneur 

from one who is unsuccessful or decides not to continue entrepreneurial endeavors?  

According to Farmer, Yao, and Kung‐Mcintyre (2011), an important characteristic may lie in 

a sense of self— a preference or desired identity from within to be an entrepreneur— as a 

contributing factor on entrepreneurial drive, particularly at the start-up or gestational phase of 

the process.  In essence, how we view ourselves is profoundly relative to how we act and 

may potentially override competence and motivation when it comes to being successful in 

the entrepreneurial process.   



23 
 

 

 

Entrepreneurial leadership is becoming a global necessity. The more we understand 

the elements that comprise this concept, the more we can advance the concept itself.  If a 

company is to be more entrepreneurial, it must first consider its human capital as a source of 

opportunity and acceptance of new ideas.  One social entrepreneur, Muhammad Yunus, who 

successfully addressed the demand for economic independence in Bangladesh by establishing 

a vast system of microfinance credit, predominantly to impoverished women, can be 

considered a lead entrepreneur. 

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems:  Country Effects or Aggregate Factors 

An entrepreneurial ecosystem is the interaction of people, roles, infrastructure, 

organizations, and events that create an environment for heightened levels of entrepreneurial 

activity.  The term is used by academicians, politicians, and practitioners.  Entrepreneurial 

decisions differ depending on the environment of which they are made (Arrenius and 

Minniti, 2005).  New firm creation is embedded in a specific environment.  The demand for 

entrepreneurship and creation of new firms, is influenced by many factors.  These factors 

include technology, level of economic development, culture, and institutions. All of these 

factors or country effects influence the demand for entrepreneurship by creating 

opportunities for creating start up businesses; while significant differences exist in the levels 

of new firm creation across countries and over time (Reynolds, et. al., 2003; Blanchflower, 

2004).  Country effects might be quite important for entrepreneurial decisions (Acs & 

Audretsch, 1993).  In addition to economic, demographic, and perceptual factors, the 

researchers considered the importance of the macroeconomic environment on entrepreneurial 

decisions by introducing the possibility of country effects.   
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The Global Competitive Index an annual report published by the world economic 

forum (Porter, 2004) separates countries into regions which represent growing degrees in the 

economy.  Stage one is defined as a Factor Driven Economy, where countries compete based 

on factor endowments and the labor force is predominantly unskilled, natural resources are 

used.  Examples of factor driven countries include:  Egypt, Pakistan, and Guana.  Stage two 

is described as the efficiency-driven economy.  At this stage, the economy/country must 

develop production and efficient processes, must increase product quality, and emphasize 

education more (Porter, 2004). Examples of efficiency driven countries are:  China, Mexico, 

South Africa, and Russia.  Ultimately, the innovation-driven economy provides new and 

unique products, sustains higher wages, and a higher standard of living.  The United States, 

Israel, Japan, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and Germany are all innovation-driven 

economies and are considered stage three of the Global Competitive Index (GCI) (Porter, 

2004). 

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems:  Higher Education and Entrepreneurship 

Many have argued that understanding the role of entrepreneurship is vital to 

comprehending the dynamics of an economic society and vital to ensuring its prosperity. 

Kent (1990) introduces an interesting perspective by stating that teaching entrepreneurship 

can actually change the model of the classroom from one in which, historically, the analytical 

mind has been embraced to a more contemporary one where the innovative and the practical 

mind is nurtured and challenged.  This, of course, presents the question whether 

entrepreneurs are born or made (Farouk, 2011).  
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Entrepreneurship has appeared onto the global stage over the past couple of decades 

with quite a potent economic force, perhaps the greatest that the world has ever experienced.  

Not surprisingly, the field of entrepreneurship education has increased in parallel with its 

expansion.  What has been even more remarkable is the recent growth and development of 

entrepreneurship programs both in and outside of academia.  The growth of schools offering 

entrepreneurship-related courses on college and university campuses has increased from a 

select few in the 1970s to over 1,600 in 2005.  There are currently over 2,200 courses being 

offered.  However, in spite of this profound expansion, entrepreneurship still struggles for 

legitimacy in academia.  This section addresses the trends and challenges that lie ahead for 

entrepreneurship education in the 21st century. 

Charney and Libecap (2000) found that on average, graduates of an entrepreneurship 

program of higher education were three times more likely to be involved in the creation of a 

new business venture than were their non- entrepreneurship business school cohorts.  

Entrepreneurship education increased the probability of an individual being instrumentally 

involved in a new business venture by 25% over non-entrepreneurship graduates.  More 

specifically, entrepreneurship students were 11% more likely than non- entrepreneurship 

students to own their own businesses after graduation. 

According to Aaltio and Wang (2015), conventional pedagogy has transformed from 

a process where knowledge is transferred from teacher to pupil to a problem-solving format, 

where real-world application is the emphasis.  This perhaps best exemplified through 

entrepreneurial education, where the entrepreneurial intellectual property of the student, 

including the business model, is the focal point of the learning sessions.  In addition, students 
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are not graded or judged using typical academic protocol.  Instead, learning goals are 

achieved via knowledge sharing from teachers or instructors as well as the hands-on 

experience exchange by themselves as practitioners (Aaltio & Wang, 2015).   John Dewey 

(1938) encouraged experience in all aspects of education and for entrepreneurship education 

to work, quality experience should be at the heart. Numerous institutions of higher education, 

including Harvard, Stanford, Columbia, New York University, Oxford, Duke, and North 

Carolina State University have launched centers for entrepreneurship.  Perhaps institutions of 

higher education can encourage social entrepreneurship (Dees, 2007).  

Entrepreneurship Ecosystem:  Global Workforce Development Example  

Who will be the next members of the global work force - entrepreneurs? Who will 

design, develop, and innovate? What is China doing to develop their workforce and how does 

it compare with other countries on the global stage?  Having become the largest and fastest-

growing transition economy in the world, China has emerged into the global forum at a rapid 

and efficient pace (Phan, Zhou, & Abrahamson, 2010).  However, during its rise to become 

the behemoth of capitalism as it is recognized currently, China has also gained a reputation as 

the pirate of the world known for stealing the entrepreneurial ideas and intellectual property 

of other nations, specifically, the United States.  In addition to lagging in innovation, China 

has also severely lacked in research &development capability, unlike western nations and 

other Asian nations such as India.  However, things are rapidly changing in China as its 

citizens become entrepreneurial and, for the first time in its history as a Communist nation, 

increasingly innovative (Wadhwa, 2010).  Much of the literature that discusses the drivers of 
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successful members of China’s entrepreneurial workforce focuses on personal attributes, 

institutions, and social networks. 

Entrepreneurship has historically been viewed as the determinant of job creation and 

a driving force of economic growth and prosperity.  For example, in Japan, its six million 

small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) were responsible for employing 75 percent of 

the Japanese working population (Dana, 2001).  In Taiwan, of the 935,000 established 

businesses, 96 percent of SMEs provided jobs to 78 percent of its workforce (Lin, 1998).  

The entrepreneurial workforce in China has exploded over the past decade.  Faced with the 

challenge of having to address a significantly increasing demand for jobs for 50 million 

people entering the workforce annually, combined with an estimated three million workers 

laid off by the state run sector (Liao & Sohmen, 2001), China must sustain the current level 

of economic growth while discovering new, creative ways to continue the private enterprise 

development.  Due to the fact that entrepreneurs and small businesses are viable contributors 

to economic growth and job creation for the global forum, development of small businesses 

and promoting the success of entrepreneurs are important. 

According to Wadhwa (2010), 95% of Chinese do not receive “quality” education 

and those that do are deficient in the development of entrepreneurial attributes such as 

independence and social skills that Western counterparts acquire, giving them a large 

advantage when they enter the workforce.  The development of independence and social 

skills educates students in western countries to experiment, challenge norms, and take risks.  

Essentially, they learn to be innovators from the outset.  This deficiency with Chinese 

students and workers, however, is rapidly changing as the Chinese become much more 
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entrepreneurial.  Wadhwa (2010) noticed, during a recent visit to Beijing where he taught 50 

students, that the students were intelligent, open-minded, innovative, and anxious to bring 

change to the world.  In addition, he also met with dozens of tech entrepreneurs who 

exhibited many traits that he has witnessed in Silicon Valley entrepreneurs.  The Chinese 

were ambitious, fearless, and determined to create highly successful companies.  One 

significant difference since his previous visit five years prior was their ability to accept 

failure, indicating that they are more willing to experiment as innovators and leverage their 

experience to create new products for the Chinese market.  The aforementioned are common 

traits of Chinese people entering the workforce.   

Possessing business acumen has, especially, been a mark of a successful entrepreneur 

in China (Liao & Sohmen, 2001).  When considering the moderately low education levels of 

most entrepreneurs in China, their progress has been impressive.  It is difficult to ascertain if 

they have more organic “business instinct”, however.  The work ethic of Chinese 

entrepreneurs compared to other countries is as great or even greater.  Of course, a strong 

work ethic is not always sufficient, as luck and fate have also been stated as keys to success.  

Luck is viewed differently in China than in the West.  The Chinese hold a greater belief in 

fate than many Westerners.  The reliance on opportunism by the Chinese people may be 

attributed to their traditional belief in fate, perhaps a stronger belief than Westerners 

generally possess.   

According to Yu (2011), the role of gender plays a fairly insignificant role in regard 

to entrepreneurial attributes.  Yu’s results revealed that the level of education is no different 

in regard to the gender of Chinese entrepreneurs.  However, entrepreneurial firms owned by 
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females are profoundly smaller, with lower revenue and profit compared to that of firms 

owned by male entrepreneurs, indicating that the females possess less economic equity than 

their male counterparts.  Chu, Kara, Zu, and Gok (2011) surveyed a total of 196 randomly 

selected entrepreneurs in Beijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou. They focused on analysis to 

discern motivations, success factors, problems, and business-related stress by gender.  The 

results revealed that of the 196 entrepreneurs surveyed, 68 percent were male and 32 percent 

were female.   The mean age of the entrepreneurs was approximately 32 years of age and the 

number of hours dedicated to their business was nearly 45 per week.  Of those who 

responded, 56 percent were married and 44 percent were single.  Those surveyed were asked 

to state their motives for becoming entrepreneurs and the results revealed that increasing 

income, managing themselves, and proving they can succeed were the most important 

reasons.  Traits necessary for business success included reputation for honesty, providing 

good customer service, and possessing good management skills.  Friendliness to customers 

and strong work ethic were also listed as critical attributes for highly successful businesses.  

Among the issues experienced by entrepreneurs, unreliable and incompetent employees were 

the most common.  In addition, fierce competition and lack of management training 

presented significant challenges for Chinese entrepreneurs. 

For thousands of years, entrepreneurship was handed down from generation to 

generation.  Guilds guarded entrances to different sectors of the economy and requisite 

periods of training was the only way to gain entrance into one (Dana, 2001).  Essentially, an 

apprenticeship was expected by anyone interested and a trade was taught.  This type of 

training was founded on commercial and personal relationships rather than educational 
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institutions.  In China, ethnic networks became important channels through which 

entrepreneurial expertise was shared from successful entrepreneurs to aspiring ones (Dana, 

2001).  These gave way to a more informal vocational education system providing hands-on 

training through mentorship. The ethnic networks have created a strong bond of 

entrepreneurs across many generations.  

Entrepreneurship education was introduced by the United States in the 1940s (Zhou 

& Xu, 2012).  Since then, the model has evolved and been integrated into formal education 

programs in many countries as a catalyst for fostering job creation and promoting new 

economic strategies.  Since entrepreneurship education was introduced by the United States 

in 1947, over 1,600 American colleges and universities offer courses and degrees in 

entrepreneurship education.  It is viewed as such an important component of education that in 

1998, UNESCO World Conference gave it recognition and proposed making it an integral 

part of higher education.  Following the international trend, China took notice of 

entrepreneurship education’s emergence on individual college campuses in the form of 

student competitions.  Since 2002, China has taken a leading role in advocating 

entrepreneurship education to combat employment stagnation among graduates.  

 In China, ‘‘entrepreneurship’’ is associated with business start-up, leading the 

Ministry of Education to create four goals for entrepreneurship education in China (Zhou, 

2012).  The first goal is that entrepreneurship education should introduce students to the 

challenging prospect for employment and elevate their entrepreneurship awareness.  

Secondly, it should build an entrepreneurial foundation of knowledge.  Thirdly, it should 
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enhance entrepreneurial skills and competence both in the classroom and with real-world 

experience.  Finally, it should mitigate entrepreneurial risks among college students. 

Today, China values formal educators, and sees school systems as the only way to 

create, sustain, and be competitive in the global workforce.  In China, teachers are becoming 

seen as the most important human capital.  At Beijing University, entrepreneurship education 

is devoted to developing students’ knowledge, skills, and ideas on the management of 

emerging and growing enterprises (Zhou, 2012).  Consisting of ten modules, the curriculum 

includes opportunities and entrepreneurship, strategic management of enterprises, human 

resources management, marketing, financial management, taxation planning, legal support, 

accounting, risk management, and innovative thinking and entrepreneurship management.  

The goal of these modules is to apply the knowledge gained by the student to real-world 

situations in order to acquire the necessary skills, knowledge, and ideas related to successful 

entrepreneurial endeavors.    

In today’s global forum, more formal entrepreneurial universities are common which 

has served as a source for Chinese universities.  According to Farsi, Imanipour, & 

Salamzadeh (2012), there are three elements for a contemporary entrepreneurial university, 

which are: adopting an entrepreneurial management style, entrepreneur members, and 

entrepreneurial interaction with the environment.  It appears that universities in many 

developing countries are merely attempting to adopt and implement some of these elements 

even if only in a satisfactory manner.  Though China has made great progress in 

entrepreneurship education, it still pales in comparison to the United States and other 

countries (Zhou, 2012).   
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Social Capital and Entrepreneurship  

While entrepreneurship is supported in China and there is currently an explosion of 

entrepreneurial spirit, innovation has been shackled in the past and today.  Though China has 

emerged as a bastion of capitalism in the world, the Communist Party’s state enterprises - 

which dominate industry – still maintain their bureaucratic practices, corruption, and 

autocratic rule.  As a result, Chinese industry lags in workforce-development practices and 

R&D outsourcing and innovation (Wadhwa, 2010).  While entrepreneurship has exploded in 

China, doing business in China is often met with bureaucratic hurdles. 

According to Ahlstrom and Ding (2014), entrepreneurship and initiating self-

employment are important economic drivers, particularly for an economy such as China.  

China’s slow-but-sure reforms are related to a high degree of market wrinkles where many 

sectors are still controlled by the Communist state and private economic activity is met with 

a great deal of uncertainty and risk.  It should be noted that China is a developing country 

where there are numerous information-related obstacles leading to difficulty obtaining credit 

and other obstacles. 

According to Yueh (2009), self-employment is a daunting journey in a developing 

economy characterized by imperfect credit markets, supply chains, and product markets (as 

cited in Banerjee and Newman, 1993). The literature on entrepreneurship deals primarily 

with institutional factors, such as credit constraints (Blanchflower & Oswald, 1998), and 

individual attributes as determinants of those who choose to become entrepreneurs or begin 

small and medium sized enterprises (Rees & Shah, 1986).  Each set of approaches would be 
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compatible with social networking as a method of nurturing entrepreneurship, as well as 

aiding in mitigating risk. 

According to Batjargal and Liu (2004), the concept of social capital in China 

encompasses the cultural phenomenon called guanxi or “connections”.  Guanxi is the 

essentially the Chinese version of social networks and networking (King, 1991).  Scholars 

defined guanxi as a web of extended family relationships (Kipnis, 1997), a group of 

merchant-customer exchange relationships.  Empirical research has found that guanxi capital 

(Bian, Breiger, Galaskiewicz, & Davis, 2005) encourages interpersonal trust (Farh et al., 

1998), expedites job mobility and enhances performance (Luo, Zhou, & Liu, 2005). Guanxi 

plays a vital role in venture capital opportunities (Bruton & Ahlstrom, 2003).  For instance, 

having a guanxi relationship with government officials could be a defining factor in 

obtaining government investments in venture capital funds.   

According to Ahlstrom and Ding (2014), entrepreneurs in China are inclined to have 

larger social networks, or guanxi, and there is a profound link between starting a business 

and having the network to do so.  Determining exactly where social networks are most useful 

in China proved to be difficult mostly due to the fact that social networks have multiple 

purposes, personally and professionally, depending on the type of business and the individual 

entrepreneur.  The empirical data reveal that business and personal relationships are vital to 

starting a business in China during a time of great economic growth clouded by uncertainty 

with the legal and financial contexts. 

 Li and Matlay (2006) have written that Chinese culture, based on the notion of 

guanxi (or personal network relationships) is a vital key to successful entrepreneurship (Gibb 
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& Li, 2003).  The guanxi, in this context, can be used as a proxy for an anemic legal system, 

thus revealing a complex embedded institutional framework for economic transactions in 

China.  It allows decisions to be conducted along lines of personal preference, in the absence 

of fair and explicit property rights, as opposed to having the government interpret the rights.  

According to Carlisle and Flynn (2005), the guanxi is a cultural monument of sorts that 

enables firms and their owners to construct social capital for business development and 

continuity that also presents legitimacy and a certain socio-economic status.  Peng (2004) 

researches socially networked entrepreneurship with an emphasis on family networks.  Using 

data acquired from 366 villages, he observed that blood solidarity and trust were vital in 

protecting the property rights of private entrepreneurs and in the reduction of transaction fees 

during the initial stages of market reform when there was much instability within the legal 

system.   

Based on six case studies of high-technology entrepreneurial firms, Bruton, Ahlstrom, 

and Singh (2002) explored the role that culture plays as well as the efficiency and precision 

with which transactions can be conducted. They concluded that the predominant institutional 

environment in modern China consists of a complex interaction of individuals and factors, far 

beyond the role for guanxi.  According to Kirby and Fan (1995), a comparison was made 

between a list of 60 well-known traditional Chinese cultural values and a set of routinely 

agreed upon entrepreneurial traits in order to discern whether Chinese culture is aligned with 

entrepreneurship and small business development.  There were several “common 

denominators” between the two sets of characteristics, however, it was discovered that the 

most important entrepreneurial values – creativity, innovation, and flexibility--were lacking 
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in the set of Chinese cultural values.  In addition, certain attributes – a positive response to 

change, initiative and profit orientation – appeared to be incongruent with traditional Chinese 

values.  The researchers concluded that Chinese culture and entrepreneurial principles were 

only partially aligned.  The results should be considered carefully, however, given the 

explosion of entrepreneurship in China, and more research is needed to draw any empirical 

inferences.  

There are at least three challenges for researchers studying entrepreneurial 

innovation. First, entrepreneurial innovation may be considered innovative because it is 

perceived as a new arrival to the market or industry or because it differs from the latest-and-

greatest. Therefore, it is essential for researchers to clearly define the term innovation. 

Without a standard, studies focused on entrepreneurial innovation in China may not be 

compared correctly or at all which would the creation of theory and accumulation of 

knowledge.   

Second, entrepreneurial innovation may or may not be efficient or effective. Defining 

and measuring the appropriate dependent variable is therefore important. We know that not 

all innovations are efficient (the increase in the ratio of inputs to outputs) or effective 

(improvement in some characteristic of the innovation). Yet, the literature on entrepreneurial 

innovation and innovation diffusion in China has not contemplated the possibility that not all 

innovations lead to efficiency or effectiveness. Therefore, we need research on ineffective 

innovations and their diffusion; research that might highlight the externalities of certain 

Chinese innovations or the consumer and reputational harm created by innovative toys and 

food products.  
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Third, the innovation (process, organizational form, technology, market domain 

focus, products, services, and so on) that forms the basis for new firm creation may differ by 

context. This has not been well-explored in China. Entrepreneurial innovation research can 

focus on managerial (e.g., processes and organizational forms) and non-managerial (e.g., 

products and services) outcomes. The literature on entrepreneurial innovation in China seems 

to ignore managerial innovations, as they pertain to entrepreneurial firms. Entrepreneurship 

in China is exploding and an innovative spirit is beginning to be established as well 

(Djankov, Qian, Roland, & Zhuravskaya, 2005). While China’s entrepreneurship education 

programs are progressing, they are still lagging significantly behind the United States and 

other Western Countries.     

Muhammad Yunus.  The recipient of the 2006 Nobel Peace Prize, Professor of 

Economics, and founder of Grameen Bank, Muhammad Yunus was a social entrepreneur. He 

believed the following to his core: “All human beings are born entrepreneurs.” (Yunus, 1999, 

p. 149).  He is a perfect example of a social lead entrepreneur and is the 2006 Nobel Peace 

Prize winner.  He saw the problem of poverty and offered a solution by providing credit to 

people, allowing them the opportunity to get out of poverty.  In the early and mid-1970s, 

Bangladesh was emerging from the ashes of a devastating war for independence from 

Pakistan when it experienced intense flooding (Armendariz & Morduch, 2010).  The residual 

effect was essentially an astounding 80% poverty rate for the citizens of Bangladesh. While 

an economics professor at Chittagong University in Bangladesh, Muhammad Yunus decided 

to take a step that would impact the country forever. He made a $27 loan to a group of 

poverty-stricken women from the village of Jobra.  The loan, albeit modest, enabled the 
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group members to start a stool making business. Yunus was astonished by the magnitude of 

impact that the loan made on the lives of the women. Not only did the loan help to transform 

the women into successful business owners, but the women paid back the loan and continued 

to sustain the business.  They were loaned additional money and continued to make better 

choices for themselves and their families which had a positive impact on their lifestyles.   

After seeing the success with the first group, Professor Yunus decided to provide 

additional small loans for business start-ups offering services such as bamboo weaving and 

rice husking. To his amazement, similar results occurred with this new set of businesses. 

Encouraged by the positive results, Yunus discussed his model of lending small amounts of 

money to poor and extremely poor people with banks and other lending institutions 

throughout the following year. Unfortunately, his concept was not received well by the banks 

and other financial institutions.  The banks were only interested in making collateral-based 

loans and were very risk averse when it came to the impoverished people of Bangladesh.  

Eventually, however, Yunus garnered the support of the Central Bank of Bangladesh to assist 

him with setting up a special branch in Jobra utilizing his new lending concept with funds he 

secured from multiple governments and private donations (Grunewald & Baron, 2011; 

Yunus, 1999   

The Grameen concept consists of lending small amounts of money, sans collateral, 

with relatively reasonable interest rates, to groups of low-income people who hold each other 

accountable for the loan. The members of the group essentially act as mutual guarantors. 

With his new business model, Yunus travelled from village to village seeking 

entrepreneurial-minded individuals to raise awareness and interest. Professor Yunus 
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informed interested individuals to form groups of about five and then followed with training 

in addition to a group loan to get them started. They named his new village banking model 

“The Grameen Bank” (Yunus, 1999).   

This model, the nonprofit Grameen Bank, is considered to be the cornerstone of the 

institutional microcredit industry.  The Grameen Bank of Bangladesh is a fine example of 

globalization, a major driver of change, positively influencing humans individually as well as 

globally (Hatcher, 2002).  The Grameen Bank model eliminated the requirement of collateral 

in order to obtain a loan and reduced the risk via reduced loan amount, group lending, a 

short-term repayment schedule, encouraging self-selection of local group members, and 

offering training. Due to its higher transition costs, training sessions, and risk, the model 

offers higher interest rates than traditional banks (typically by 20-60%), but much lower rates 

than the unreasonable rates of local lenders (Gruenwald & Baron, 2011).   

The Grameen Bank and fellow microcredit institutions targeted villagers instead of 

agricultural-related businesses. This approach of lending to enterprises such as craftsmen, 

local service providers, or small shop owners enabled the lenders to isolate themselves from 

the variability and dynamic nature that occurs with the weather.  Non-agricultural income 

also provided more consistent, frequent, and shorter-term return on investment (Shaffer, 

2012).  Farmers, for example, were required to invest their crops throughout the season while 

being unable to provide an income as well as being at risk to losses due to undesirable 

weather or price variability.  A stool maker, on the other hand, could manufacture and sell 

their product on a daily or weekly basis. (Cull, Demirguc-Kunt & Morduch, 2000).  With the 

foundation of microcredit firmly established, the market drove the model to evolve further. 
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Microlending/Microfinance 

How to best bridge entrepreneurship and microfinance to maximize social capital will 

be examined next, but first, an historical perspective of microfinance and microcredit will be 

presented.  Microfinance institutions lend credit to entrepreneurs who have no credit 

available or are in impoverished countries. Microfinance provision can translate into new 

venture creation as long as microfinance providers can design microfinance initiatives that 

enhance the well-being of clients and maximize the entrepreneurial outcomes.  Countered by 

the enormous success that the Grameen Bank model was experiencing, many of the large 

government-owned banks experienced a lack of success and even termination of business.  A 

substantial amount of interest migrated toward the new market-driven microcredit model 

(Armendariz & Morduch, 2010).  Mann (2006) reported that finance initiatives using the 

Grameen model and those of its ilk have experienced much success, with many programs 

reporting a 90% repayment rate.  Cull, Demirguc-Kunt and Morduch (2009) reported that 

repayment rates of up to 98% and higher are mainly obtained in micro-lending programs in 

Latin American, Asian, and African villages and cities.  In South Africa, 73 percent of the 

overall population earns less than the equivalent of $460 per month. According to a study 

conducted by the World Bank (Prahalad & Hart, 2002), retain-banking services for the poor 

became one of the most competitive and rapidly growing mass markets. Most importantly, 

these micro-lending programs are providing hundreds of millions of low-income people with 

access to credit. The low-income segment serviced by microfinance is referred to by Prahalad 

and Hart (2002) as the “Tier 4” of the Four Consumer Tiers, with Grameen Bank being 
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considered as a Tier 4 pioneer.  This is significant because it gives further credence to 

Yunus’ mission toward a creating poverty-free world. 

 As additional microfinance institutions (MFIs) were established and more borrowers 

continued to succeed in micro business ventures, it became evident that more financial 

services would become mandatory. As the entrepreneurs started to accumulate significant 

amounts of cash, they required a safe place to keep it.  Being vulnerable to potential losses 

due to weather, damage, and theft, they were experiencing a level of risk that was unfamiliar 

to them. Borrowers began to require a deeper level of business knowledge, so microcredit 

institutions offered additional business services (Shaffer, 2012). The improved financial and 

business operation and leadership skills received allowed borrowers to evolve their 

businesses. Microfinance includes microcredit (microloans), microsavings, microinsurance, 

money transfers, and enhanced services above and beyond basic business training.  Through 

the offering of enhanced business services, entrepreneurs are able to protect, nurture, and 

evolve their businesses (Piechowski, 2010).  With access to the advanced level of tools and 

protections, the entrepreneurs are able to accumulate wealth and manage the economic 

fluctuations that affect income, prioritize spending, and prepare for other types of 

emergencies that inevitably come over time.   

 Women receive the vast majority of microfinance loans. By the year 2000, the 

Grameen Bank was awarding 95% of its loans to women (Armendariz & Morduch, 2010; 

Mann, 2006; Cull, Demirguc-Kunt & Morduch, 2009). According to Anthony and Horne 

(2003), women and men are equally as cooperative in a naturally occurring dilemma setting 

within micro-credit borrowing groups.  Individuals who are less likely to default on their loan 
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payments are from within groups composed of a higher proportion of women. This behavior 

is a consequence of, according to Anthony and Horne (2003), different expectations founded 

upon gender composition within the group.   

Yunus and the evolution of microfinance.  As the Grameen Bank grew and 

experienced expansion into additional villages and cities, it became evident that Professor 

Yunus was on to something. He was disproving the theory perpetuated by traditional banking 

that there is no market in poor areas. The Grameen bank revealed to the world that market-

driven banking in poverty-stricken areas was profitable, sustainable, and had a positive 

economic impact on local communities.   

 Since the founding and establishment of Grameen Bank, thousands of MFIs have 

been introduced to the market.  Microfinance arms have been spawned from the traditional 

businesses of many organizations forming new successful microfinance companies. These 

companies have embraced and adopted business models used by others, modified existing 

business models, and established many new business models. All of their differences taken 

into account, the one common denominator of all microfinance organizations is that they 

implement market-driven strategies that offer credit to poor people in an effort to eliminate 

poverty (Armendariz & Morduch, 2010). 

The World Bank and the United Nations, organizations that have dedicated 

themselves to helping the impoverished around the globe, share the vision that microfinance 

is a viable tool with assisting the poor and have committed a substantial amount of resources 

to aid its development. The World Bank is especially committed to supporting and nurturing 

strong microfinance institutions in developing countries. To help eliminate poverty, it has 
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created five World Bank Microfinance Institutions that play a different role in developing 

microfinance as a viable solution. 

 According to Mann (2006), the United Nations identified microfinance as one of the 

primary drivers in meeting the UN Millennium Development Goals’ mission to reduce 

extreme poverty by fifty percent by 2015. The United Nations, in an effort to raise awareness 

of microfinance, declared 2005 as the International Year of Microcredit.  The following year, 

in 2006, Muhammed Yunus was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for creating the micro-

lending model. Through their efforts, these organizations have helped the concept of 

microfinance spread and become more powerful as the availability of microfinance services 

grows throughout the developing world. 

 The rapid impact and growth of microfinance is validated and confirmed by the 

numbers. From 1997-2007, the number of MFIs increased by 500%, while the number of 

clients increased by 900%. Defined as those earning $1 or less per person per day in their 

households, the number of poorest clients (Tier 4) increased by an amazing 1,100%. The Tier 

4 segment continues to assert itself as more than “the bottom of the pyramid” (Prahalad, 

2002).  And, the Tier 4 market is a potential hotbed for technological innovation, especially 

with regard to the environment.  Multinational corporations (MNCs) can use this time to 

correct the environmental mistakes that were made in developing countries over the last 50 

years. According to Prahalad (2002), in 20 years, we may view this period as the time in 

which Tier 4 proved to be the catalyst in pulling the market for disruptive technologies that 

replaced unsustainable technologies in developed countries and advanced the fortunes of 

MNC’s with foresight.  In addition, MNC’s can also play a vital role in distributing the Tier 4 
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enterprise products in Tier 1 markets granting bottom-of-the-pyramid enterprises their first 

links to international markets.   

Social microfinance.  Kiely (2005) argues that the poor haven’t necessarily been 

victims of exploitation, but marginalization mainly due to existing globalization and the 

nature of the “world market”. Perhaps by viewing microfinance differently from 

conventional banking, significant social change may then occur. If society accepts 

microfinance as a tool for enhancing the lives of the poor, who have limited access to market 

resources, then the result could lead to societal change with regard to special purpose 

lending.  

 According to Reifner (2000), in the European Union, there is such an effort to 

distinguish how microfinance is viewed.  Social microfinance, is defined and assessed 

properly in an industrialized area with a highly developed conventional banking system, is at 

its core a social policy activity that uses credit for specific purposes.  Social microfinance, as 

a social policy, would be exempt from banking law and regulation. This exemption 

encourages social microfinance to assist local communities without restrictions or 

regulations.  

 Reifner (2000) discusses social microfinance as having several different aspects.  

There is a financial aspect, a labor market aspect, a community development aspect, and a 

social welfare aspect. The idea of social welfare is that if the cost to donors is reduced, funds 

are used more productively, and effects are more likely to endure.  It has come to the 

researcher’s attention that a common language and definitions are needed, and perhaps 
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additional policies.   In the future, it would be helpful to identify and distinguish between 

social welfare, social policy, social lending, social microfinance, and social entrepreneurship.    

 Piechowski (2010) conducted a survey of 230 nonprofit organizations, regarding 

social entrepreneurship and its use in Texas.  The results were that organizations place value 

on a diverse mix of funding, hiring staff with business experience, and ultimately, paying 

attention to the triple bottom line: people, planet, and profit.  This study has implications for 

the future of soft regulations related to microfinance, with a simple question:  Will your 

nonprofit organization pay attention to people, planet, and profit?     

 When looking to the future it is important to analyze how other countries are 

constructing and managing their microfinance landscape.  European bank directives offer 

some policy structure to microfinance, including rules of how credit is given.  European 

countries use caution with microfinance, as they look to historical financial disasters 

(Reifner, 2000).  According to Reifner (2000), in the European Union, there is such an effort 

to distinguish how microfinance is viewed.  Social microfinance, defined and assessed 

properly in an industrialized area with a highly developed conventional banking system, is at 

its core a social policy activity that uses credit for specific purposes.  Social microfinance, as 

a social policy, would be exempt from banking law and regulation. This exemption 

encourages social microfinance to assist local communities without restrictions or 

regulations.  There are gaps in the literature regarding the concept of social policy and social 

welfare, possibly for good reason.  Even critics of microfinance might find it difficult to 

regulate something that has potential to benefit the poor.  Proponents do not want to be seen 

as “charities” where they are giving money without regard of return on investment.   
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The GEM project.  In 1997, the GEM project was initiated as an annual assessment 

of the entrepreneurial activity, aspirations, and attitudes of individuals across a wide range of 

countries.  GEM is a partnership between London Business School and Babson College, 

including more than 69 countries as participants. GEM is the largest ongoing study of 

entrepreneurial dynamics in the world (GEM Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, n.d.).  This 

approach provides a more detailed picture of entrepreneurial activity than is found in official 

national registry data sets.  Using existing data from GEM 2012, derived from interviews 

with nascent entrepreneurs, expert entrepreneurs, investors, and established business owners, 

this study examines the perceptions and characteristics of entrepreneurs who are at different 

stages of entrepreneurship in 69 countries.  

 GEM was originally initiated to determine what makes a country entrepreneurial.  In 

the initial study from 1999, Michael Hay and Bill Bygrave examined the G7 Economies: 

Canada, Japan, United States, France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom.  The 

collected data related to what made these seven economies entrepreneurial.  Today, the data 

used for this study, from GEM, covers an estimated 74% of the world’s population and 87% 

of the world’s total Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  Most GEM studies reference 

Schumpeter-type innovative, growth-oriented start-up activities (Bergmann, Mueller & 

Schrettle, 2013).  So far, only a few studies with GEM data have looked at what determined 

positive entrepreneurial attitudes and perceptions (Bosma & Schtjens, 2011; Kwon & 

Arenius, 2010).   

 There is no other data set or source for comparable data on entrepreneurship from so 

many countries. GEM has had major impact on policy-making and public opinion, when the 
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report is published each year (Bergmann, Mueller & Schrettle, 2013). GEM has become a 

major basis for internationally comparative entrepreneurial research.  From reviewing GEM 

data, it can be concluded there are counties that have low and high levels of entrepreneurial 

“spirit”.  For example, Poland, Portugal, and the United States have the highest level of 

“spirit”, while Norway, Denmark, and Russia has the lowest (Morales-Gualdron & Roig, 

2005).  There are entrepreneurial people in these low spirit countries. They have the ability, 

disposition, and perceive themselves to be entrepreneurial, so why might this spirit lie 

dormant in some places? Is it the lack of funds? Is it the ecosystem?  

Muhammad Yunus found a way to bridge the gap between economic theory and 

human reality (Yunus, 1999).   His $27 loan changed the lives of many, which became the 

Grameen Bank model. Economics, politics, and globalization were the drivers of change in 

relationship to microfinance.  The future of microfinance is certain to include more change 

related to policy, entrepreneurship, and welfare.  Microfinance is sure to drive social policy 

and societal change.  There is no doubt the leadership of Yunus has made Grameen Bank a 

pioneer in micro-credits, and its success has spread the micro-credit business to more than 40 

countries.  In the development of other branches of empowering the world’s poor to end 

poverty, the Grameen Family of Enterprises is a leader (Ketola, 2010). 

Entrepreneurs are generalists who put together teams of people and assemble 

resources and capital (Lazear, 2004).  The entrepreneur must have many skills as a generalist 

and as a leader.  The characteristics and skills of effective lead entrepreneurs are many and 

varied, including skills related to obtaining funding, hiring quality employees, managing 

finances and resources, and purchasing location or real estate. Institutions of higher education 
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and other organizations offer programs to attract and train young entrepreneurs.  It is shown 

that formal schooling can be used to supplement the skills of an entrepreneur (Lazear, 2004).  

Is social capital or social entrepreneurship the answer to our societal problems?  If so, what is 

the best way to bridge entrepreneurship, micro-lending, and social capital to maximize 

needed change?  Social entrepreneurship should be taken seriously.  If there is going to be 

reform, social entrepreneurs can attempt to find effective solutions to social problems.  

Entrepreneurs who lead are needed at all ages and sectors, no matter the leadership traits or 

skills- lead entrepreneurs are needed in our society.   

Method Used to Review Literature  

The initial search for literature included, a set of keywords related to microlending, 

microcredit, Yunus, Grameen, drivers of change, social change, micro-finance.  Search 

keywords became more focused as the search progressed.  The keywords became related to 

non-profit entrepreneurship organizations, education in entrepreneurship, and leadership in 

entrepreneurship.  This keyword search revealed the GEM Project.  Several strategies to find 

relevant studies were used in this review of literature.  First, databases such as EconLit and 

ERIC were used and search engines such as Google Scholar were utilized.  In the beginning, 

search terms used were entrepreneur, success, achievement, and the most recent search terms 

are entrepreneurship, nascent, GEM data, demographic, economic, and perceptual factors.   

Next, journals were searched, including the following titles: Personnel Psychology, 

Small Business Economics, International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 

Journal of Business Venturing, International Journal of Entrepreneurial Venturing and 

Journal of Economic Psychology.  Third, reference lists of journal articles were found. Upon 
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reading abstracts, those articles not related to entrepreneurs or factors impacting decisions to 

become entrepreneurs, or GEM data, were removed from the search.  

 Throughout the review of literature, each article was read with purpose and an 

annotated bibliography was created for each set of literature related to micro-lending, 

leadership, and entrepreneurship in general.  Each source was evaluated for credibility of 

authorship, argument, evidence, and conclusions.  Gaps or omissions in the literature were 

noted and each resource was summarized.  From there, the researcher kept narrowing focus, 

until finally narrowing literature to journals from the last fifteen years, related to GEM data 

and nascent entrepreneurs.  This yielded a literature review of over 50 articles published 

between 2000 and 2016 and over 20 articles based on the theoretical and conceptual 

framework.   

 Next, classic studies to provide the framework for the study were identified and read.  

These studies were all conducted with the GEM Project data sets. This study adds to the 

literature related to psychological factors or personality traits of entrepreneurs. From this 

point, strengths and weaknesses of each source were identified, including major trends in 

those articles. The following table (Table 2) contains the most relevant articles from the 

initial search and ongoing.  Table 2 displays the author, title, year, journal, and topic or 

theme of articles related to this study. The pertinent literature ranges from the years 1965 to 

2016. The common themes include perceptual factors (including achievement, success, and 

cognition), institutional factors, demographic, economic, and psychological.  Several studies 

from Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) were reviewed between 1999 to 2016.  The 

majority of the articles were found in economics journals.     
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Table 2   

Classification of Representative Works on Factors Influencing Entrepreneurial Choices.  

  Authors Title Year Journal Topic or Theme 

1 McClelland, 
D. 

N achievement 
and 
entrepreneurship: 
A longitudinal 
study. 

1965 

Journal of 
personality and 
Social 
Psychology, 1(4), 
389. 

Achievement  

2 

Hornaday, 
J. A., & 
Bunker, C. 
S.  

The nature of the 
entrepreneur. 1970 

Personnel 
Psychology, 
23(1), 47-54. 

Perceptual, 
demographic, economic 
factors related to 
success 

3 
Hornaday, 
J. A., & 
Aboud, J.  

Characteristics of 
Successful 
Entrepreneurs 

1971 
Personnel 
psychology, 
24(2), 141-153. 

Perceptual, 
demographic, economic 
factors related to 
success 

4 Brockhaus, 
R. H.  

Psychological 
and 
Environmental 
Factors Which 
Distinguish the 
Successful from 
the Unsuccessful 
Entrepreneur: 

1980 

A Longitudinal 
Study. In 
Academy of 
Management 
Proceedings 
(Vol. 1980, No. 
1, pp. 368-372). 
Academy of 
Management. 

Perceptual, 
demographic, economic 
factors 

5 

Chen, C. C., 
Greene, P. 
G., & Crick, 
A.  

Does 
entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy 
distinguish 
entrepreneurs 
from managers?. 

1998 

Journal of 
business 
venturing, 13(4), 
295-316. 

Perceptual factors 

 
 
 
 
 



50 
 

 

 

Table 2 (Continued) 

6 
Reynolds, 
P.  Hay, M., 
& Camp, S.  

Global 
entrepreneurship 
monitor (p. 3). 
Kansas City, Mo. 

1999 

Kauffman Center 
for 
Entrepreneurial 
Leadership. 

GEM 

7 

Reynolds, 
P., Hay, M., 
Bygrave, 
W. D., 
Camp, S. 
M., & 
Autio, E.  

Global 
entrepreneurship 
monitor. 

2000 Executive 
Report. GEM 

8 
Arenius, P., 
& De 
Clercq, D.  

A network-based 
approach on 
opportunity 
recognition 

2005 Small Business 
Economics, 

Psychological factors 
with GEM 

9 
Arenius, P., 
& Minniti, 
M. (2005).  

Perceptual 
variables and 
nascent 
entrepreneurship.  

2005 Small Business 
Economics, 

Psychological factors 
with GEM 

10 

Morales-
Gualdrón, 
S. T., & 
Roig, S.  

The new venture 
decision: An 
analysis based on 
the GEM project 
database. 

2005 

The International 
Entrepreneurship 
and Management 
Journal.   

Psychological factors 
with GEM 

11 
De Clercq, 
D., & 
Arenius, P.  

The role of 
knowledge in 
business start-up 
activity. 

2006 

International 
Small Business 
Journal, 24(4), 
339-358. 

Psychological factors 
with GEM 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

12 
Hindle, K., 
& Klyver, 
K.  

Exploring the 
relationship 
between media 
coverage and 
participation in 
entrepreneurship: 
Initial global 
evidence and 
research 
implications. 

2007 

International 
entrepreneurship 
and management 
journal, 3(2), 
217-242. 

Psychological factors 
with GEM 

13 

Koellinger, 
P., Minniti, 
M., & 
Schade, C.  

“I think I can, I 
think I can”: 
Overconfidence 
and 
entrepreneurial 
behavior. 

2007 

Journal of 
economic 
psychology, 
28(4), 502-527. 

Psychological factors 
with GEM 

14 
Vaillant, Y., 
& Lafuente, 
E.   

Do different 
institutional 
frameworks 
condition the 
influence of local 
fear of failure 
and 
entrepreneurial 
examples over 
entrepreneurial 
activity?. 

2007 

Entrepreneurship 
and Regional 
Development, 
19(4), 313-337. 

Psychological factors 
with GEM 

15 

Hessels, J., 
Van 
Gelderen, 
M., & 
Thurik, R.  

Entrepreneurial 
aspirations, 
motivations, and 
their drivers 

2008 
Small Business 
Economics, 
31(3), 323-339. 

Perceptual factors 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

16 

Serrano, J. 
F., Liñán, 
F., 
Cumplido,  

Cognitive aspects 
of potential 
entrepreneurs in 
Southern and 
Northern Europe: 
An analysis using 
GEM-data. 

2009 

Revista de 
economía 
mundial, (23), 
151-178. 

Perceptual factors 

17 
Kwon, S. 
W.,& 
Arenius, P.  

Nations of 
entrepreneurs: A 
social capital 
perspective. 

2010 

Journal of 
Business 
Venturing, 25(3), 
315-330. 

Perceptual/demographic 
factors. Social capital 

18 

Giacomin, 
O., Janssen, 
F., Guyot, J. 
L., & 
Lohest, O.   

Opportunity 
and/or necessity 
entrepreneurship? 
The impact of the 
socio-economic 
characteristics of 
entrepreneurs.  

2011 MPRA Paper, 
29506, 1-42. Economic factors  

19 

Gartner, W. 
B., & 
Shaver, K. 
G.  

Nascent 
entrepreneurship 
panel studies: 
progress and 
challenges. 

2012 
Small Business 
Economics, 
39(3), 659-665. 

GEM 

20 
Bergmann, 
H., & 
Stephan, U.  

Moving on from 
nascent 
entrepreneurship: 
Measuring cross-
national 
differences in the 
transition to new 
business 
ownership. 

2013 
Small business 
economics, 
41(4), 945-959. 

GEM 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

21 

Koellinger, 
P., Minniti, 
M., & 
Schade, C.  

Gender 
Differences in 
Entrepreneurial 
Propensity 

2013 

Oxford bulletin 
of economics and 
statistics, 75(2), 
213-234. 

Demographic factors 

22 

Álvarez, C., 
Urbano, D., 
& Amorós, 
J. E. (2014).  

GEM research: 
achievements and 
challenges. 

2014 
Small Business 
Economics, 
42(3), 445-465. 

GEM 

23 Xie, C.  

Why do some 
people choose to 
become 
entrepreneurs? 
An integrative 
approach. 

2014 

Journal of 
Management 
Policy and 
Practice, 15(1), 
25. 

Perceptual and 
demographic and 
economic 

24 

Bergmann, 
H., Mueller, 
S., & 
Schrettle, T.  

The use of global 
entrepreneurship 
monitor data in 
academic 
research: A 
critical inventory 
and future 
potentials. 

2014 

International 
Journal of 
Entrepreneurial 
Venturing, 6(3), 
242-276. 

GEM 

25 

Contín‐
Pilart, I., & 
Larraza‐
Kintana, M.  

Do 
entrepreneurial 
role models 
influence the 
nascent 
entrepreneurial 
activity of 
immigrants?. 

2015 

Journal of Small 
Business 
Management, 
53(4), 1146-
1163. 

Nascent 

26 

Aparicio, 
S., Urbano, 
D., & 
Audretsch, 
D.  

Institutional 
factors, 
opportunity 
entrepreneurship 
and economic 
growth: Panel 
data evidence. 

2016 

Technological 
Forecasting and 
Social Change, 
102, 45-61. 

Institutional Factors 
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Table 2 (Continued) 

27 

Tsai, K. H., 
Chang, H. 
C., & Peng, 
C. Y.  

Refining the 
linkage between 
perceived 
capability and 
entrepreneurial 
intention: roles of 
perceived 
opportunity, fear 
of failure, and 
gender. 

2016 

International 
Entrepreneurship 
and Management 
Journal, 1-19. 

Perceptual factors 

 

This study includes demographic, economic, and perceptual factors.  The literature review 

represents a synthesis, analysis, and interpretation of literature related to entrepreneurship, 

relevant leadership in entrepreneurship, the GEM Project, and relevant factors. Works by 

McClelland (1961), Hornaday and Aboud (1971), and Yunus (1999) are considered seminal 

texts in the area of characteristics and factors impacting the decision to become an 

entrepreneur.  McClelland (1961) and the GEM project have had the greatest impact on 

entrepreneurship and factors influencing entrepreneurship.  

Summary 

The review of the literature started with a theoretical introduction and definition of 

entrepreneurship and continued with a discussion of relevant leaders in entrepreneurship, 

characteristics of entrepreneurs, education in entrepreneurship, and social capital. The review 

also included a description of personality traits and factors influencing entrepreneurship. The 

review introduced the GEM Project and also microfinance/microlending, which is the 

process holding it all together. Without microfinance, entrepreneurship does not work, so a 
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summary and description of research in this area is presented. Since GEM is a global project, 

the literature review includes a summary of research related to entrepreneurship in China for 

introduction to the global perspective.   In the next chapter, a summary of the method will be 

presented.   
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CHAPTER 3:  METHOD 

Introduction 

In this chapter, a description of the method is presented.  The section includes a 

description of the design, population, setting, sample, instrument, procedures, analysis, 

assertions, delimitations, and limitations are included.  The use of logistic regression based 

upon the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor’s Adult Population Survey (APS) is explained.  

The method is discussed, consisting of a brief description, including uses, critiques, and 

benefits.   

Design 

This study will be guided by the following research questions: 1) To what extent do 

perceptual variables (mentorship, self-efficacy, fear of failure, and awareness of 

opportunities) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse 

ecosystems? 2)  To what extent do demographic and economic variables (age, gender, 

income, education, and work status) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in 

globally diverse ecosystems? 3)  To what extent do societal impression variables (social 

status, media attention, and entrepreneurship as a career choice) predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 4) To what extent does an aggregate 

of factors/variables predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse 

ecosystems?  See Table 3 for a graphic representation of the variables.   

This study uses existing (archival) data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor’s 

2012 APS.  The participants are nascent entrepreneurs, expert entrepreneurs, investors, and 

established business owners ages 16-99 years old, from 69 countries, yielding a cross-country 
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total of 198, 391.  The design of the study is a non-experimental, quantitative survey research 

design, using an existing GEM data set. All surveys were administered by phone except in 

Russia, South Africa, Hungary, Mexico, and Thailand where they were conducted face-to-

face. Using population samples, the GEM project estimates the prevalence rates of new 

(nascent) entrepreneurs and new businesses across several countries.  

Population/Setting/Sample 

The participants are nascent entrepreneurs, expert entrepreneurs, investors, and 

established business owners ages 16-99 years old (with more than 96% between ages 18-64) 

from 69 economies, yielding a cross-country total of 198,391.  Collectively, these countries 

represent all regions of the world.  The data used for this study, from GEM, are 

representative of an estimated 74% of the world’s population and 87% of the world’s total 

Gross Domestic Products (GDP).   

Instrument 

The APS is the primary research tool of GEM. In this research, all national teams 

must survey at least 2,000 adults in their country. For example, in Iran, this means the 

national Adult Population Survey of 2011 included 6,627 individuals varying in age from 16 

to 99. Continuing with using Iran as an example, for this survey, questionnaires were 

completed on a face-to-face basis in 42 cities. The survey measures attitudes towards 

entrepreneurship and whether or not people are engaged in a start-up activity or already own 

or run a business.  The APS Survey consists of five sections.  Section one includes questions 

for determining who is considered nascent or established.  All items in this section are yes/no 

to avoid translation errors, cultural biases, and to limit the cost of the survey.  Section two 



58 
 

 

 

includes questions for nascent entrepreneurs.  Section three of the APS addresses existing 

business owners, while section four includes a few questions related to informal investment 

activity.  Finally, section five includes questions for those who gave up or quit an 

entrepreneurial endeavor.    

To identify nascent entrepreneurs, or individuals in the process of starting a new 

business, the survey respondents were asked: “You are alone, or with others, currently trying 

to start a new business, including any self-employment or selling any goods or services to 

others?”  If the respondent answered “yes”, then two additional questions were posed to 

them.  The two questions were posed in order to distinguish those individuals who were 

sincerely committed to starting a new business as opposed to those who were considering a 

new business venture, but not yet committed to it.  The questions posed were (1) “Over the 

past twelve months, have you done anything to help start a new business, such as looking for 

equipment or a location, organizing a start-up team, working on a business plan, beginning to 

save money, or any other activity that would help launch a business?” and (2) “Will you 

personally own all, part, or none of this business?”  If a respondent answered “yes” to the 

initial question and “all” or “part” to the second question, then they were coded as nascent 

entrepreneurs (Arenius & Minniti, 2005).  A total of 7,687 nascent entrepreneurs were 

classified in the sample.      

Procedures 

 For this study, statistical analyses were done, including preliminary analysis using 

Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient (correlation matrix), and logistic regression (Hair, Black, 

Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). A correlation matrix is used to show positive and 
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negative correlation and measures linear correlation; this was chosen because it is an initial 

indicator of whether the variables are good predictors or not. Logistic regression is a 

binomial model or equation that predicts behavior or outcomes (Wilson & Lorenz, 2015).  

This was chosen mainly because of the nature of the variables.  Since the dependent variable 

was categorical and binary in nature (nascent entrepreneur status), logistic regression was 

chosen. This study examines the perceptions and characteristics of entrepreneurs who are at 

different stages of entrepreneurship in different countries or economies. These economies 

collectively represent all regions of the world in a broad range of economic development 

levels.  Looking closer at the large GEM data set, indices of entrepreneurial attitude, activity, 

and attributes of entrepreneurs at all levels can be measured.  Differences in the level of 

entrepreneurial activity between countries can also be compared.   

Analysis 

As mentioned previously, this study will be guided by the following research 

questions: 1) To what extent do perceptual variables predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 2)  To what extent do demographic 

and economic variables predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse 

ecosystems? 3)  To what extent do societal impression variables predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 4) To what extent does an aggregate 

of factors/variables predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse 

ecosystems?  

Correlation analysis and logistic regression, as well as other descriptive statistics, 

were selected for this study in order to glean what variables predict entrepreneurial activity.  
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A correlation matrix was used to reveal the strength of correlation (based upon the calculated 

p value) with the nascent entrepreneur measure.  For example, the correlation analysis gives 

an indication of how the likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increases or decreases 

with age or how gender plays a role in whether someone chooses to enter into 

entrepreneurship.   

Due to the dependent variables in this study (nascent and established) being binary 

variables (1=yes and 0=no), binomial logistic regression is employed.  This variant of logistic 

regression provides a viable estimate regarding the probability of an event occurring (Arenius 

& Minniti, 2005).  In this case, specifically, the aforementioned event is either being a 

nascent entrepreneur or an established entrepreneur.  Maximum Likelihood Estimation 

(MLE) is a statistical method used for estimating the coefficients of a model.  MLE is 

typically an alternate method to non-linear least squares for nonlinear equations.  For the 

logistic regression models conducted in this study, Maximum Likelihood Estimation will be 

used to compute the coefficients of the regression models.  The coefficients stand for changes 

in the log odds of the dependent variable.  The goodness of fit of the logistic regression 

models will be assessed using the Pearson chi-square test as well as the rate of correct 

classifications and the pseudo R2.  The Nagelkerke R2 method will be used to select the most 

predictive models in the set.  See Table 3 for a graphic representation of the proposed 

method.  Six models will be created for each dependent variable, nascent and established.  

The first three are perceptual, demo-economic, and societal impression variables, 

exclusively.  The second three models are aggregates consisting of demo-economic and 

societal impression, perceptual and societal impression, and perceptual and demographic.   
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Table 3 

Binomial Logistic Regression Comparison of Independent (I) and Dependent (D) Variables 

  

Peceptual 
(D) 
(mentorship, 
self-efficacy, 
fear of 
failure, 
awareness of 
opportunities 

Demographic/Economic 
(D) (age, gender, 
income, education, 
work status) 

Societal 
Impressions 
(D) (social 
status, 
media 
attention, 
career 
choice) 

Aggregate (D) 
(combination 
of select 
variables)  

Nascent (I) Model 1A Model 2A Model 3A 
Series of 
Models 

Established 
(I) Model 1B Model 2B Model 3B 

Series of 
Models 

 

Finally, the Wald method will be used to evaluate the significance of the individual 

independent variables (Age, Gender, Education, Work status, Household income, 

Opportunity perception, Knowing other entrepreneurs, Confidence in one’s skills, Fear of 

failure). For each of the four perceptual variables (Opportunity perception, Knowing other 

entrepreneurs, Confidence in one’s skills, and Fear of failure), responses will be coded as 

binary variables (2 = yes, 1= no).  For each of the societal impression variables (Starting 

business good career choice, Opinion about status of entrepreneurship, Awareness of 

positive media related to entrepreneurship) responses will be coded as binary variables (2 = 

yes, 1 = no).   

Critiques and Benefits of Methodology 

 This proposed study uses archival research along with quantitative methodologies 

such as correlation and logistic regression.  The primary advantage of archival research, or 

the utilization of existing data, is that no further data gathering is required.  Another 
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advantage is that working with archival data enables the researcher to augment the 

connection between the question posed by the research and the data being leveraged (Elder, 

Pavalko, & Clipp, 2003).  A bit of a conflict arises in that archival data from a different time 

period will have some limitations when compared with contemporary data and 

measurements.  However, contemporary data will not permit an examination of issues that 

extend back in time from a historical perspective (Elder et al., 2003).  Finally, archival data 

present the challenge of getting to know the data intimately and discerning accurately how 

responses were derived and interview questions were constructed.  Not having created the 

instrument and performed the survey, interview, or other gathering method can make 

interpreting the data a much more complex task (Tomlinson-Keasey, 1993). 

 The quantitative methods to be used in the study consist primarily of correlation 

analyses and binomial logistic regression.  Logistic regression models will be developed 

using the sample of nascent entrepreneurs.  An advantage of using logistic regression for 

developing the models is to offer various predictive perspectives on the sample.  For 

example, comparing the connection between standard demographic and economic factors 

with the four perceptual attributes will be examined.  Also, the role that gender plays in 

determining the likelihood of an individual being a nascent entrepreneur will be investigated.  

For this purpose, logistic regression and the associated statistical methods, such as correlation 

analysis, are very effective (Arenius & Minniti, 2005).  However, the issue with comparing 

coefficients across models for the same sample, but with differing combinations of 

independent variables, is that it can be less predictive than dividing the coefficients with 

estimated standard deviations of the latent variables for each model (Mood, 2010). 
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Assertions 

 Regele and Neck (2012) suggest that research on the cognitive elements of 

entrepreneurs has implications for human resource development, higher education, 

community college, K-12, and vocational education.  Based upon the literature, the 

demographic and economic variables are viable predictors of entrepreneurial activity.  Recent 

studies suggest (Arenius, & Minniti, 2005) that perceptual variables complement predictive 

modeling of entrepreneurial behavior.  The literature suggests that social capital 

(environment) impacts entrepreneurial behavior.  It can be assumed, following a review of 

the literature, that starting a new business is a young person’s game, typically ages 25-34 

years (Arenius, & Minniti, 2005). The likelihood of someone older than 34 years starting a 

new business is low.  It can also be assumed, the younger you are, the less risk-averse an 

entrepreneur you may be; the older you are, the more risk-averse you may be. 

Delimitations 

The purpose of this study is not to analyze the differences of entrepreneurs’ race or 

gender.  Performing analyses with gender being a focal point, internationally, using cluster 

analyses would be an interesting study in itself.  Future research could longitudinally 

investigate the relationship and follow entrepreneurs from their start in a new venture over a 

longer period of time. This is not a study that will predict success of an entrepreneur.  But, a 

research study on a larger scale, with these tests, in addition to a predictive statistical model, 

would hold considerable promise regarding predicting and selecting successful entrepreneurs.  

This study makes no assumptions that these characteristics will lead to successful ventures, 

but it does remain focused on the essence of entrepreneurship and what personality traits and 
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perception of success entrepreneurs may require for starting or maintaining an 

entrepreneurial venture.   

Limitations  

 Past studies suggest that entrepreneurs tend to rely more on subjective perceptions 

than on objective expectations (Arenius & Minniti, 2005).  Thus, one potential limitation for 

this study is that the data do not conclusively establish or allow the researcher to clearly 

identify the exact cause of why subjective perceptions are relied upon more than objective 

expectations or to establish a causal relationship.  Also, the researcher cannot establish if 

confidence in one’s own skill is the driver of entrepreneurial behavior/activity or if, instead, 

the start-up process increases the confidence.  Perceptual variables used are likely to be 

biased.  The survey data are self-reported.  Another limitation is that people not involved in 

starting a business may not be as likely to respond affirmatively to questions about perceptual 

variables, compared to those who are involved in starting a business enterprise.       

Summary 

 This study is designed to measure the impact of perceptual, demographic, economic, 

and societal impression variables on entrepreneurial activity.  The study uses GEM data from 

2012 with a sample representing an estimated 74% of the world’s population and 87% of the 

world’s total GDP. The method for this research is quantitative in nature.  In order to answer 

the four research questions, binomial logistic regression will be conducted.   In the next 

chapter, a summary of the results will be presented.   
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS  

Introduction 

This non-experimental, quantitative survey, research design study, using existing 

GEM data from the Adult Population Survey (APS) was designed to investigate what 

variables are predictive of an individual’s decision to become an entrepreneur.  There were 

16,720 established business owners and 13,383 nascent entrepreneurs identified in the full 

data set. Purposely, binomial logistic regression was conducted using a sample (n) of nascent 

and established entrepreneurs.  This sample was taken from a population (N) of nascent, 

expert, investors, and established business owners ages 16-99 years, from 69 countries, for a 

total of 198,391.  The measures used were the APS from 2012. Binomial logistical regression 

was used to assess the predictive value of demographic/economic, perceptual, and societal 

impression variables to determine the likelihood that an individual will engage in 

entrepreneurial activity, specifically, nascent or established entrepreneurship.  The Pearson 

Correlation matrix, Wald Test, and Chi-square give a preview of possible results from the 

logistic regression.   

Analyses were conducted with the following perceptual attributes as independent 

variables:  Awareness about good opportunities for starting a business in one’s area 

(OPPORT), Beliefs in one’s skills and experience to start a business (SUSKILL), Attitudes 

towards failure (FEARFAIL), Personally know someone who started a business during the 

past two years (KNOWENT).  In addition, the following demo-economic attributes were 

incorporate as independent variables:  Age (AGE9C), gender, income, work status, and level 

of education attained. As stated previously, this study was guided by the following research 
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questions:  What is the likelihood of an individual making the decision to participate in 

entrepreneurial activity (nascent or established) given his or her perceptual, demographic, 

economic, and societal impression variables? Specifically:  

1).  To what extent do perceptual variables (mentorship, self-efficacy, fear of 

failure, and awareness of opportunities) predict different levels of entrepreneurial 

activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 

2).  To what extent do demographic and economic variables (age, gender, income, 

education, and work status) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in 

globally diverse ecosystems? 

3).  To what extent do societal impression variables (social status, media 

attention, and entrepreneurship as a career choice) predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? 

4).  To what extent do these factors in aggregate (perceptual, demographic, and 

societal impression) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally 

diverse ecosystems?   

This chapter presents the results of this analysis and the answers to these research questions.  

Figure 5 provides an overview of the organization of this chapter. 
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Figure 5.  Organization of chapter four. 

Review of the Problem, Purpose, Sample 

 Before analyzing the data in this study, it is important to review the problem from 

Chapter 1.  There is no clear definition of entrepreneur, which leads to the entrepreneur being 

marginalized; corporate executives see the “entrepreneur” as a small business owner who 

could not manage a large-scale enterprise. Scholars, economists, human resource 

professionals, and educators should care about this research because entrepreneurship is seen 

as one of the only solutions to global poverty and holds great potential for economic growth.  

If this topic is not studied, there are implications for human resources and workforce 

development.  Knowing the attributes to look for could save lenders and human resource 

professionals’ time, resources, and efforts. If this topic is not studied further, the entrepreneur 

will continue to only be defined by psychological tests measuring achievement (McClelland, 
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1961). These psychological tests did not look at the “whole entrepreneur.”  Studies such as 

this will help to further focus a common, respected definition of entrepreneur.  So, as stated 

earlier, entrepreneurship and innovation in products and processes are seen as the crucial 

engine driving the change process. Since the financial collapse and recession, Americans 

have focused attention on entrepreneurship as a source of job creation and economic growth, 

but it is difficult to ensure entrepreneurs have the cognition (Fiske & Taylor, 2013) and social 

capital (Burt, 1997) necessary for participation in entrepreneurial activity.  So, the main 

purpose of this study was to investigate what variables are predictive with an individuals’ 

decision to become an entrepreneur. 

Also, before an in-depth review of the data analysis, a brief description of the sample 

is presented from Chapters 1 and 3.  The study used existing (archival) data from the GEM 

2012 Adult Population Survey.  The participants were nascent entrepreneurs, expert 

entrepreneurs, investors, and established business owners ages 16-99 years old (with more 

than 96% between ages 18-64), from 69 countries, yielding a cross-country total of 198,391. 

To identify individuals in the process of starting a business, respondents were asked: “You 

are, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business, including any self-

employment or selling any goods or services to others?”  Respondents who answered “yes” 

were asked two additional questions.  These questions were used to separate those who were 

truly committed to a new venture from those thinking about but not yet committed to it. 

These questions inquired (1) “Over the past twelve months, have you done anything to help 

start a new business, such as looking for equipment or a location, organizing a start-up team, 

working on a business plan, beginning to save money, or any other activity that would help 
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launch a business?” and (2) “Will you personally own all, part or none of this business?” 

Only those respondents who answered “yes” to the first question, and “all” or “part” to the 

second question, were coded as nascent entrepreneurs. A total of 13,383 nascent 

entrepreneurs and 16,720 established business owners were identified in the sample.  The 

design of the study is a non-experimental, quantitative survey, research design, using existing 

GEM data from the APS. All surveys were administered by phone except in Russia, South 

Africa, Hungary, Mexico, and Thailand, where they were conducted face-to-face.   

Binomial logistical regression was used to assess the predictive value of 

demographic/economic, perceptual, and societal impression variables to determine the 

likelihood that an individual will engage in entrepreneurial activity, specifically, nascent or 

established entrepreneurship (Wilson & Lorenz, 2015).  The Pearson Correlation matrix, 

Wald Test, and Chi-square gave a preview of possible results from the logistic regression.  

First, the data were segmented for nascent and established business owners.  Next the data 

were checked for responses from optional data.  Then, any missing values for the 

demographic, economic, and perceptual variables were addressed.  The type of logistic 

regression needed was determined once the data were reviewed. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 The next section is a collection of tables describing means and modes for the 

dependent and independent variables from the study. Standard deviation was also done but is 

not relevant to this study. Table 4 contains descriptive statistics for variables included in this 

study.  The initial frequency distribution was performed on the full data set (2012 GEM APS) 

from the GEM web site.   
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 Some variables were coded with binary values (1 or 0) and other variables were 

assigned a numeric value based upon a response.  For instance, gender was assigned a value 

of 1 for female and 0 for male.  Household Income is assigned a value of 1 for “income 

lowest 33%”, 2 for “income middle 33%” and 3 for “income upper 33%”.   

Table 4  
 
Simple Statistics 

 

 

Exploratory data analysis of the four research questions was performed using 

descriptive statistics including frequency distributions, means, modes, and standard 

deviations. The mean provided the central tendency for each area studied, while the standard 

deviations reflect the variability for each distribution. As stated in the diagram, a detailed 

description of the sample is presented.  This section includes the method used to address 

Variable N Mode Mean    SD 
Dependent Variables 

   
 

Nascent  198,391  0 .07 .25 
Established Business Owner  198,391  0 .08 .28 

Independent Variables 
   

 
Gender  198,384  1.00 .51 .50 
Age (AGE9C)  198,244  3.00 4.02 1.43 
Age (Age) 198,344 40.00 39.46 15.11 
Household Income  158,495  3.00 2.08 .81 
Work Status  195,405  1.00 2.31 1.74 
Education Level  196,622  2.00 1.91 1.11 
Mentorship  196,154  0 .37 .48 
Opportunities  173,876  0 .41 .49 
Self-efficacy  192,806  1.00 .51 .50 
Fear of Failure  191,742  0 .40 .49 
Good career choice  161,005  1.00 .68 .47 
High Status  161,987  1.00 .72 .45 
Media attention  156,540  1.00 .61 .49 
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missing values, tests of assumptions, and descriptive statistics for the sample.  Following the 

description of the sample, logistic regression results are provided which address each of the 

four research questions. This study consisted of presenting models showing the likelihood of 

an individual becoming an entrepreneur, given the aforementioned demographic, economic, 

perceptual, and societal impression variables. Table 5 through 19 represent frequency 

distributions for each variable. 

Dependent Variables 

Table 5 

Actively involved in start-up effort, owner, no wages for more than three months 
Nascent F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
No  185,008  93.25  185,008  93.25 
Yes  13,383  6.75  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 6 
 
Manages and owns a business that is older than 42 months 
Established F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
No  181,671  91.57  181,671  91.57 
Yes  16,720  8.43  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Independent Variables 
 
Table 7 
 
Age range for all respondents recoded from AGE and AGE7C 

Age Range F % Cumulative 
F 

Cumulative 
% 

Missing 147 0.07 147 0.07 
0-17 16 0.01 163 0.08 
18-24 33,960 17.12 34,123 17.2 
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Table 7 (Continued) 
25-34 46,419 23.4 80,542 40.6 
35-44 43,879 22.12 124,421 62.72 
45-54 37,344 18.82 161,765 81.54 
55-64 29,255 14.75 191,020 96.29 
65-99 7,371 3.72 198,391 100 
Note. N=198,391 

    
 
Table 8 
 
What is your gender? 
Gender F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  7  0.00  7  0.00 
Male  96,975  48.79  96,802  48.79 
Female  101,589  51.21  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 9 
 
GEM income recoded into thirds 
Household Income F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  39,896  20.11  39,896  20.11 
Income Lowest 
33%  46,481  23.43  86,377  43.54 

Income Middle 33%  53,640  27.04  140,017  70.58 
Income Upper 33%  58,374  29.42  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 10 
 
GEM harmonized work status 

Work Status F % Cumulative 
F 

Cumulative 
% 

Missing 2,986 1.51 2,986 1.51 
Full or Part-
time (includes 
self-
employment) 

108,844 54.86 111,830 56.37 
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Table 10 (Continued) 
Part-time only 17,138 8.64 128,968 65.01 
Retired, 
disabled 17,878 9.01 146,846 74.02 

Homemaker 20,583 10.37 167,429 84.39 
Student 13,233 6.67 180,662 91.06 
Not working 17,729 8.94 198,391 100 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 11 
 
 Level of education attained  
Education F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  1,769  0.89  1,769  0.89 
None  27,222  13.72  28,991  14.61 
Some Secondary  36,963  18.63  65,954  33.24 
Secondary Degree  68,926  34.74  134,880  67.99 
Post-Secondary  52,549  26.49  187,429  94.47 
Grad Experience  10,962  5.53  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 12 
 
Do you know someone who personally started a business in the past 2 years? 
Mentorship F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  2,237  1.13  2,237  1.13 
No  123,919  62.46  126,156  63.59 
Yes  72,235  36.41  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 13 
 
In the next six months, will there be good opportunities for starting a business in the area 
where you live? 
Local Opport F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  24,515  12.36  24,515  12.36 
No  103,175  52.01  127,690  64.36 
Yes  70,701  35.64  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
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Table 14 
 
Do you have the knowledge, skill, and experience required to start a new business? 
Self-efficacy F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  5,585  2.82  5,585  2.82 
No  95,269  48.02  100,854  50.84 
Yes  97,537  49.16  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 15 
 
Would fear of failure prevent you from starting a business? 
Fear of Failure F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  6,649  3.35  6,649  3.35 
No  115,218  58.08  121,867  61.43 
Yes  76,524  38.57  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 16 
 
In my country, most people consider starting a new business a desirable career choice. 
Good Career 
Choice F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 

Missing  37,386  18.84  37,386  18.84 
No  51,532  25.97  88,918  44.82 
Yes  109,473  55.18  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 17 
 
In my country, those successful at starting a business have a high level of status and respect. 
Social Status F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  36,604  18.35  36,404  18.35 
No  44,756  22.56  81,160  40.91 
Yes  117,231  59.09  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
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Table 18 
 
In my country, you will often see stories in the public media about successful new businesses. 
Media Attention F % Cumulative F Cumulative % 
Missing  6,649  3.35  6,649  3.35 
No  115,218  58.08  121,867  61.43 
Yes  76,524  38.57  198,391  100.00 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
Table 19 

Country F % Cumulative 
F 

Cumulative 
% 

United States 5,542 2.79 5,542 2.79 
Russia 3,541 1.78 9,083 4.58 
Egypt 2,501 1.26 11,584 5.84 
South Africa 2,928 1.48 14,512 7.31 
Greece 2,000 1.01 16,512 8.32 
Netherlands 3,501 1.76 20,013 10.09 
Belgium 2,010 1.01 22,023 11.1 
France 4,003 2.02 26,026 13.12 
Spain 21,900 11.04 47,926 24.16 
Hungary 2,000 1.01 49,926 25.17 
Italy 2,000 1.01 51,926 26.17 
Romania 2,004 1.01 53,930 27.18 
Switzerland 2,003 1.01 55,933 28.19 
Austria 4,583 2.31 60,516 30.5 
United Kingdom 2,000 1.01 62,516 31.51 
Denmark 2,217 1.12 64,733 32.63 
Sweden 2,500 1.26 67,233 33.89 
Norway 2,000 1.01 69,233 34.9 
Poland 2,003 1.01 71,236 35.91 
Germany 4,300 2.17 75,536 38.07 
Peru 2,071 1.04 77,607 39.12 
Mexico 2,516 1.27 80,123 40.39 
Argentina 2,018 1.02 82,141 41.4 
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Table 19 (continued) 
Brazil 10,000 5.04 92,141 46.44 
Chile 2,420 1.22 94,561 47.66 
Colombia 6,471 3.26 101,032 50.93 
Malaysia 2,006 1.01 103,038 51.94 
Singapore 2,001 1.01 105,039 52.95 
Thailand 3,000 1.51 108,039 54.46 
Japan 2,010 1.01 110,049 55.47 
South Korea 2,000 1.01 112,049 56.48 
China 3,684 1.86 115,733 58.34 
Turkey 2,401 1.21 118,134 59.55 
India 2,700 1.36 120,834 60.91 
Pakistan 2,000 1.01 122,834 61.92 
Iran 3,178 1.6 126,012 63.52 
Algeria 4,995 2.52 131,007 66.03 
Tunisia 2,000 1.01 133,007 67.04 
Ghana 2,222 1.12 135,229 68.16 
Nigeria 2,651 1.34 137,880 69.5 
Angola 2,636 1.33 140,516 70.83 
Barbados 2,055 1.04 142,571 71.86 
Ethiopia 3,005 1.51 145,576 73.38 
Uganda 2,343 1.18 147,919 74.56 
Zambia 2,157 1.09 150,076 75.65 
Anguilla 1,959 0.99 152,035 76.63 
Malawi 2,006 1.01 154,041 77.65 
Botswana 2,003 1.01 156,044 78.65 
Portugal 2,001 1.01 158,045 79.66 
Ireland 2,000 1.01 160,045 80.67 
Finland 2,038 1.03 162,083 81.7 
Lithuania 2,003 1.01 164,086 82.71 
Latvia 2,000 1.01 166,086 83.72 
Estonia 2,004 1.01 168,090 84.73 
Croatia 2,000 1.01 170,090 85.73 
Slovenia 2,010 1.01 172,100 86.75 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2,001 1.01 174,101 87.76 
Macedonia 2,003 1.01 176,104 88.77 
Slovakia 2,000 1.01 178,104 89.77 
El Salvador 2,180 1.11 180,284 90.87 
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Table 19 (continued)     

Costa Rica 2,041 1.03 182,325 91.9 
Panama 1,998 1.01 184,323 92.91 
Ecuador 2,004 1.01 186,327 93.92 
Uruguay 2,016 1.02 188,343 94.94 
Trinidad and Tobago 2,029 1.02 190,372 95.96 
Jamaica 2,003 1.01 192,375 96.97 
Taiwan 2,009 1.01 194,384 97.98 
Gaza Strip and West 
Bank 2,000 1.01 196,384 98.99 

Israel 2,007 1.01 198,391 100 
Note. N=198,391 
 
 
 
Next, any missing values for the demographic, economic, and perceptual variables were 

addressed.   

Missing Data 

The 2012 APS data set was formatted in SPSS (.sav format) from the GEM web site.  

However, SAS Enterprise Guide Version 12.1 (for SAS Version 9.3) was used for analyses, 

therefore, the 2012 GEM APS data set was imported into SAS and converted to the .sas7bdat 

format.  Upon initial examination of the data set, it was discovered that missing values for the 

independent variables (all type numeric) were coded as -1 and -2.  Missing numeric values in 

SAS are recognized as ‘.’, so all values equal to -1 or -2 were recoded as SAS missing 

values.  The dependent variables contained no missing values, so no recoding was needed.   

Several steps were taken to address missing data in the existing data set from GEM.  

First, Chris Ayrett and Francis Carmona, Data Team Supervisors from GEM, were contacted.  

It was recommended to use and analyze the non-missing data.  Next, the APS items were 
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considered individually.  The APS has items requesting demographic information, in addition 

to other information related to perceptual, societal, and economic information.  While most 

participants (80%) provided answers, a few respondents did not want to give demographic 

and economic information such as household income or age.  Sometimes people with higher 

incomes do not want to share the information; others might be reluctant to share their age. In 

response, GEM created categories for age in ranges, such as “9c.”  Because the societal 

impression variables are optional, many responses in this area are missing.  

The next step involved conducting the Little’s Missing Completely at Random Test to 

assess whether missing data was Missing at Random (MAR), Missing Completely at 

Random (MCAR), or Missing Not at Random (MNAR) (Little & Rubin, 2014). It was 

determined that all variables were significant, thus the missing data are Missing Not at 

Random (MNAR).  According to Tabachnick, Fidell, & Osterlind (2001), if there is less then 

5% missing data, any method will do.  If there is greater than 5% missing data, alternative 

methods for handling missing data are proposed; however, most methods function with 

MAR, MCAR, and NOT if the data is Missing at Random (MAR). See Table 20. For certain 

variables, there was greater than 5% of missing data.  For certain independent variables, 

GEMHHINC, OPPORT, NBGOODC, NBSTATUS it was greater than 5%.  

    

Table 20   

Little’s MCAR Test Results 
 Work Status 2.27 

Household Income 2.08 
Education 1.91 
Gender 1.51 



79 
 

 

 

Table 20 (continued) 
Age Range 41.65 
Mentorship 0.33 
Local Opportunities 0.38 
Self-efficacy 0.45 
Fear of Failure 0.36 
Good Career Choice 0.62 
Social Status 0.72 
Media Attention 0.57 
Note. Chi-square=8208.012, DF=2259, Sig.=.000 

 

A review of literature related to working with MNAR data, reveal there are not many 

options (Carpenter & Kenward, 2012; Rubin, 1996).  For example, Arrenius and Minniti 

(2005) used list-wise deletion, or removed the missing data. GEM reports additional studies 

where list-wise deletion is also utilized.  Another option is completing multiple-imputation 

(pattern-mixture approach), which is usually reserved for MCAR or MAR (Carpenter & 

Kenward, 2012).  Sensitivity Analysis is the study of how the uncertainty technique used to 

determine how different values of an independent variable will impact a particular dependent 

variable under a given set of assumptions (Allison, 2001; Allison, 2013). The following 

tables display a comparison of different approaches for handling missing data.  This is 

derived from UCLA’s Institute for Digital Research and Education (Institute for Digital 

Research and Education, 2016). The researcher ran the analysis using both the full data 

method and the complete case method.   For the complete case method, observations 

containing a missing value for any independent variable in the data set is removed.  The full 

data method consists of running analyses using the full data set (198, 391 records). The 

software (SPSS or SAS) will remove any observations that contain missing data for each 
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logistic regression model and more of the data is retained, than in the complete case method. 

The analysis revealed that both methods produce similar results with the coefficients in the 

full data set method producing, generally, slightly higher values.  The researcher chose to use 

the full data set method for missing data in order to retain as much of the data as possible. 

The following tables include the comparison of the full data method and complete case 

method.   

 

Table 21 

Missing Data, Model 1a 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -4.10 .03 <.001 
Mentorship .71 .02 <.001 
Local Opportunities .64 .02 <.001 
Self-efficacy 1.39 .03 <.001 
Fear of Failure -.34 .02 <.001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 

Intercept -3.95 .04 <.001 

Mentorship .65 .03 <.001 
Local Opportunities .63 .03 <.001 

Self-efficacy 1.31 .03 <.001 
Fear of Failure -.35 .03 <.001 

 

 

Table 22 

Missing Data, Model 2a 
Full Data Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.24 0.05 <.001 
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Table 22 (Continued) 
Gender -0.28 0.02 <.001 
Age Range -0.25 0.01 <.001 
Household Income 0.15 0.01 <.001 
Work Status -0.25 0.01 <.001 
Education -0.05 0.01 <.001 
Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.37 0.06 <.001 
Gender -0.27 0.02 <.001 
Age Range -0.23 0.01 <.001 
Household Income 0.15 0.02 <.001 
Work Status -0.26 0.01 <.001 
Education -0.03 0.01 <.05 
 

 

Table 23 

Missing Data, Model 3a 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 

Intercept -2.92 .03 <.001 
Good Career Choice .19 .02 <.001 

Social Status .01 .02 .81 
Media Attention .30 .02 <.001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -2.85 .03 <.001 
Good Career Choice .21 .03 <.001 
Social Status .03 .03 .31 
Media Attention .25 .03 <.001 
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Table 24 

Missing Data, Model 4a 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.71 .06 <.001 
Age Range -.24 .01 <.001 
Gender -.28 .02 <.001 
Household Income .15 .02 <.001 
Work Status -.25 .01 <.001 
Education -.01 .01 .70 
Good Career Choice .22 .03 <.001 
Social Status .01 .03 .95 
Media Attention .25 .03 <.001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.70 .07 <.001 
Age Range -.23 .01 <.001 
Gender -.28 .02 <.001 
Household Income .14 .02 <.001 
Work Status -.25 .01 <.001 
Education .002 .01 .85 
Good Career Choice .22 .03 <.001 
Social Status .02 .03 .39 
Media Attention .24 .03 <.001 

 

 

Table 25 

Missing Data, Model 5a 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -4.04 .04 <.001 
Mentorship .64 .02 <.001 
Local Opportunities .63 .02 <.001 
Self-efficacy 1.36 .03 <.001 
Fear of Failure -.36 .03 <.001 
Good Career Choice .03 .03 .26 
Social Status -.06 .03 <.05 
Media Attention .09 .02 <.05 
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Table 25 (continued)    
Complete Case Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -3.98 .04 <.001 
Mentorship .65 .03 <.001 
Local Opportunities .62 .03 <.001 
Self-efficacy 1.31 .03 <.001 
Fear of Failure -.35 .03 <.001 
Good Career Choice .06 .03 <.05 
Social Status -.05 .03 .09 
Media Attention .05 .03 .05 

 

 

Table 26 

Missing Data, Model 6a 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -2.96 .06 <.001 
Age Range -.17 .01 <.001 
Gender -.12 .02 <.001 
Household Income .04 .01 <.05 
Work Status -.18 .01 <.001 
Education .02 .01 .06 
Mentorship .63 .02 <.001 
Local Opportunities .57 .02 <.001 
Self-efficacy 1.26 .03 <.001 
Fear of Failure -.30 .02 <.001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -2.89 .07 <.001 
Age Range -.17 .01 <.001 
Gender -.13 .03 <.001 
Household Income .03 .02 <.05 
Work Status -.18 .01 <.001 
Education .02 .01 .08 
Mentorship .57 .03 <.001 
Local Opportunities .58 .03 <.001 
Self-efficacy 1.24 .03 <.001 
Fear of Failure -.33 .03 <.001 
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Table 27 

Missing Data, Model 1b 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -3.27 .02 <.0001 
Mentorship .24 .02 <.0001 
Local Opportunities .04 .02 <.05 
Self-efficacy 1.37 .02 <.0001 
Fear of Failure -.25 .02 <.0001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -3.11 .03 <.0001 
Mentorship .21 .02 <.0001 
Local Opportunities .04 .02 .08 
Self-efficacy 1.24 .03 <.0001 
Fear of Failure -.24 .02 <.0001 

 

Table 28 

Missing Data, Model 2b 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.39 .05 <.0001 
Gender -.16 .02 <.0001 
Age Range .34 .01 <.0001 
Household Income .16 .01 <.0001 
Work Status -1.53 .03 <.0001 
Education -.32 .01 <.0001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.38 .06 <.0001 
Gender -.14 .02 <.0001 
Age Range .36 .01 <.0001 
Household Income .15 .02 <.0001 
Work Status -1.58 .03 <.0001 
Education -.29 .01 <.0001 
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Table 29 

Missing Data, Model 3b 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -2.59 0.02 <.0001 
Good Career Choice 0.11 0.02 <.0001 
Social Status 0.02 0.02 0.38 
Media Attention 0.25 0.02 <.0001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -2.60 .03 <.0001 
Good Career Choice .14 .02 <.0001 
Social Status .05 .03 .06 
Media Attention .28 .02 <.0001 

 

Table 30 

Missing Data, Model 4b 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.76 .07 <.0001 
Age Range .36 .01 <.0001 
Gender -.16 .02 <.0001 
Household Income .16 .01 <.0001 
Work Status -1.57 .03 <.0001 
Education -.27 .01 <.0001 
Good Career Choice .17 .02 <.0001 
Social Status .03 .03 .20 
Media Attention .26 .02 <.0001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -1.75 .07 <.0001 
Age Range .36 .01 <.0001 
Gender -.14 .02 <.0001 
Household Income .16 .02 <.0001 
Work Status -1.58 .03 <.0001 
Education -.26 .01 <.0001 
Good Career Choice .17 .03 <.0001 
Social Status .03 .03 .23 
Media Attention .25 .03 <.0001 
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Table 31 

Missing Data, Model 5b 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -3.30 .03 <.0001 
Mentorship .20 .02 <.0001 
Local Opportunities -.03 .02 .18 
Self-efficacy 1.30 .03 <.0001 
Fear of Failure -.22 .02 <.0001 
Good Career Choice .04 .02 .05 
Social Status -2.36E-03 .02 .92 
Media Attention .16 .02 <.0001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -3.29 .04 <.0001 
Mentorship .21 .02 <.0001 
Local Opportunities 3.19E-04 .02 .99 
Self-efficacy 1.23 .03 <.0001 
Fear of Failure -.24 .02 <.0001 
Good Career Choice .07 .03 <.01 
Social Status .03 .03 .31 
Media Attention .20 .02 <.0001 

 

Table 32 

Missing Data, Model 6b 
Full Data Analysis 

Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -2.38 .06 <.0001 
Age Range .39 .01 <.0001 
Gender -.04 .02 .08 
Household Income .09 .01 <.0001 
Work Status -1.44 .03 <.0001 
Education -.29 .01 <.0001 
Mentorship .21 .02 <.0001 
Local Opportunities .04 .02 0.15 
Self-efficacy 1.14 .03 <.0001 
Fear of Failure -.23 .02 <.0001 

Complete Case Analysis 
Parameter Β SE  P-value 
Intercept -2.29 .07 <.0001 
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Table 32 (continued) 
Age Range .40 .01 <.0001 
Gender -.04 .02 .08 
Household Income .08 .02 <.0001 
Work Status -1.50 .03 <.0001 
Education -.27 .01 <.0001 
Mentorship .17 .02 <.0001 
Local Opportunities -.01 .02 .90 
Self-efficacy 1.08 .03 <.0001 
Fear of Failure -.21 .02 <.0001 

 

 

GEM took measures to try and avoid missing data but there are always going to be 

problems. All submitted data sets were examined by the GEM Data Team for data quality, 

including out-of-range values, patterns of missing data and skip logic errors, higher-than- 

usual incomplete or refusal rates, representativeness of the sampled population, and several 

tests for the correct calculation of the weights. The data was also harmonized, where all data 

from all countries was combined into a single file, using common variable coding schemes 

(GEM, n.d.).  GEM requires a minimum of 2000 respondents per country. This study ranges 

from 2,000—21,000 respondents from each country with Spain having the most respondents 

(21,900) for over 11.04% of the total population.  

 

 

Pre-Statistical Method Snapshot (Descriptive Statistics) 

 The following section is an exploratory data analysis to give an indication of what to 

expect.  Pearson Correlation with Chi Square Wald Statistics are included. Pre-data analysis 

consisting of all of the variables, independent and dependent, used in the study is included in 
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the following table. The Pearson Correlation matrix, Wald Test, and Chi-square gave a 

preview of possible results from the logistic regression. The data were segmented for nascent 

and established business owners. Then the data were checked for responses from optional 

data.    

The dependent variables (nascent or established) were binary dichotomous variables, 

with values of 0 or 1.  The dependent values were mutually exclusive (either nascent or 

established). The analyses were focused on nascent and established entrepreneurs 

(SUBOANW= 1 or ESTBBUSO=1).   The goal of this analysis was to predict the effect of a 

series of variables (independent variables) on a binary response variable (dependent 

variable).  One way to examine this relationship is to measure correlation. The correlation 

table displays coefficient values ranging from -1 to +1 that show positive and negative 

relationships measuring the strength and direction of value relationships as well as 

significance (whether null hypothesis is accepted or rejected).  For example, Fear of Failure 

might have a coefficient value of -0.059 meaning that it presents a negative relationship, or 

fear of failure could inhibit someone from starting a new business.  

A correlation matrix for the variables was computed and is presented in TABLE 33. 

First, nascent is presented. Overall, eleven of the twelve predictor variables have a 

statistically significant correlation (p < 0.001) with our nascent entrepreneur measure. Table 

33 shows that the likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur decreases with age (r = -.07). 

Also, male respondents are shown to be less likely to be nascent entrepreneurs than female 

respondents (r =-.06). In addition, working respondents are more likely to qualify as nascent 

entrepreneurs than their non-working, student, or retired counterparts (r = -.09). As expected, 
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opportunity perception (r = .14), confidence in one’s skills (r = .19), and knowing other 

entrepreneurs (r = .15) are positively related to being an entrepreneur, whereas fear of failure 

(r = -.08) is negatively correlated with the nascent entrepreneur measure.  Good career choice 

(r=.03), high status (r=.01), and media attention (r= .04) are all positively correlated.  Table 

33 also alerts us to the presence of collinearity among the independent variables.  

Second, for established, a correlation matrix for the variables was computed and is 

presented in Table 34.  Overall, all twelve predictor variables have a significant correlation (p 

< 0.001) with our established entrepreneur measure.  Table 34 shows that the likelihood of 

being an established entrepreneur increases with age (r = .10).  Also, male respondents were 

shown to be slightly less likely to be established entrepreneurs than female respondents (r =-

.08).  In addition, working respondents were more likely to qualify as established 

entrepreneurs than their non-working, student, or retired counterparts (r = -.22).  As 

expected, opportunity perception (r = .06), confidence in one’s skills (r = .18), and knowing 

other entrepreneurs (r = .08) were positively related to being an entrepreneur, whereas fear of 

failure (r = -.06) was negatively correlated with the established entrepreneur measure.  Good 

career choice (r=.02), high status (r=.01), and media attention (r= .04) were all positively 

correlated.   
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Table 33 
 
Correlation Matrix for Established Entrepreneurs and 
Predictor Variables 

         

  
Es

ta
bl

is
he

d 

G
en

de
r 

A
ge

 

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 

In
co

m
e 

W
or

k 
St

at
us

 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 

K
no

w
in

g 
ot

he
r 

en
tre

pr
en

eu
rs

 

O
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

Se
lf-

ef
fic

ac
y 

Fe
ar

 o
f F

ai
lu

re
 

G
oo

d 
C

ar
ee

r 
C

ho
ic

e 

H
ig

h 
so

ci
al

 
st

at
us

 

  N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Established  198,391  
            Gender  198,384  -.08** 

           Age   198,244  .10** .03** 
          Household 

income  158,495  .06** -.09** -.04** 
         Work Status  195,405  -.22** .17 ** -.13** -.21 ** 

        Education  196,622  -.05** -.02** -.08** .29 ** -.12 ** 
       Knowing 

other 
entrepreneurs  196,154  .08 ** -.09** -.12** .11 ** -.11 ** .05 ** 

      Opportunity 
perception  173,876  .06 ** -.05** -.09 ** .06 ** -.08 ** -.04 ** .23 ** 

     Self-efficacy  192,806  .18 ** -.14** -.06 ** .11 ** -.14 ** .02 ** .26 ** .24 ** 
    

Fear of failure  191,742  -.06 * .07** .02 ** -.03 ** .03 ** .02 ** -.06 ** -.12 ** -.16 ** 
   Good Career 

Choice  161,005  .02 ** .01 * -.04 ** -.06 ** .03 ** -.14 ** .02 ** .14 ** .06 ** -.03 ** 
  High status  161,987  .01 ** .001 -.03 ** -.03 ** .01* -.06 ** .02 ** .11 ** .03 ** .02 ** .21** 

 Media 
attention  156,540  .04 ** .002 -.02 ** -.04 ** -.02 ** -.08 ** .06 ** .16** .07 ** -.03 ** .18 ** .19 ** 

Note. * Correlation is significant at the at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).   ** Correlation is significant at the at the  0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 34 
 
Correlation Matrix for Nascent Entrepreneurs and Predictor 
Variables 
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  N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Nascent  198,391  
            Gender  198,384  -.06** 

           Age   198,244  -.07 ** .03** 
          Household 

income  158,495  .05** -.09** -.04** 
         Work Status  195,405  -.09 ** .17 ** -.13** -.21 ** 

        Education  196,622  .01 -.02** -.08** .29 ** -.12 ** 
       Knowing 

other 
entrepreneurs  196,154  .15 ** -.09** -.12** .11 ** -.11 ** .05 ** 

      Opportunity 
perception  173,876  .14 ** -.05** -.09 ** .06 ** -.08 ** -.04 ** .23 ** 

     Self-efficacy  192,806  .19 ** -.14** -.06 ** .11 ** -.14 ** .02 ** .26 ** .24 ** 
    Fear of failure  191,742  -.08 ** .07** .02 ** -.03 ** .03 ** .02 ** -.06 ** -.12 ** -.16 ** 

   Good Career 
Choice  161,005  .03 ** .01 * -.04 ** -.06 ** .03 ** -.14 ** .02 ** .14 ** .06 ** -.03 ** 

  High status  161,987  .01 ** .001 -.03 ** -.03 ** .01* -.06 ** .02 ** .11 ** .03 ** .02 ** .21** 
 Media 

attention  156,540  .04 ** .002 -.02 ** -.04 ** -.02 ** -.08 ** .06 ** .16** .07 ** -.03 ** .18 ** .19 ** 

Note. * Correlation is significant at the at the  0.05 level   ** Correlation is significant at the at the  0.01 level  
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Binomial Logistic Regression Results:  Inferential Statistics 

Since the dependent variable was a binary variable, the researcher analyzed the data 

by employing binomial logistic regression models.  The binomial logistic regression 

estimates the probability of an event happening.  In this study, the event was being an 

entrepreneur.  Maximum likelihood estimations were used to calculate the logit coefficients, 

which denote changes in the log odds of the dependent variable.  The goodness of fit was 

assessed of the models using the Pearson Chi-square test, the rate of correct classifications 

and the pseudo R squared.  The significance of individual independent variables was tested 

using the Wald statistic.   

As mentioned, binomial logistic regression was used to assess the predictive value of 

demographic/economic, perceptual, and societal impression variables to determine the 

likelihood that an individual will engage in entrepreneurial activity, specifically, nascent or 

established entrepreneurship (Wilson & Lorenz, 2015).  The following section provides 

Tables 35 and 36 with binomial logistic regression results for each research question.  Six 

logistic regression models for each type of entrepreneur were estimated, for a total of 12 

models. 
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Table 35 (continued) 
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(Table 35 continued) 
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(Table 36 continued) 
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(Table 36 continued) 
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	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	The chapter proceeds with the binomial logistic regression analyses answering the 

following research questions:  RQ1 To what extent do perceptual variables (mentorship, self-

efficacy, fear of failure, and awareness of opportunities) predict different levels of 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems?  

RQ2 To what extent do demographic and economic variables (age, gender, income, 

education, and work status) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally 

diverse ecosystems?  

 RQ3 To what extent do societal impression variables (social status, media attention, and 

entrepreneurship as a career choice) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in 

globally diverse ecosystems?  

RQ4 To what extent do these factors in aggregate (perceptual, demographic, and societal 

impression) predict different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse 

ecosystems?   

 The following analyses consisted of six logistic regression models for both nascent 

(a) and established (b) entrepreneurs, producing twelve models total.   

Model 1a 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of nascent 

entrepreneurship.  There were four perceptual predictors:  knowledge of other entrepreneurs 

(mentorship), awareness of local opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs, self-efficacy, and 

fear of failure.  Both the dependent and the independent variables are binary in nature.  The 
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decision to become a nascent entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and 

“no”).      

All of the perceptual predictors used in Model 1a were positively and significantly 

related with being a nascent entrepreneur with the exception of fear of failure, which was 

significantly and negatively related (-.34).  There was a significant prediction of being a 

nascent entrepreneur by all of the predictors, X2(4, N=165,131) = 9374.176, p < .001, 

Nagelkerke R2=.136, meaning roughly 14 percent of the variance can be explained which is 

somewhat common when attempting to predict human behavior.  The likelihood of being a 

nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 2.04 for each unit increase in knowledge of 

other entrepreneurs (mentorship), B=.714, X2(1) = 1183.389, p = .001, exp(B) = 2.042. 

Awareness of local opportunities was also a significant predictor of nascent entrepreneurship, 

as the likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.898 for each unit 

increase in the awareness of local opportunities, B = .641, X2(1) = 933.315, p = .001, exp(B) 

= 1.898.  The likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 4.007 for 

each unit increase in self-efficacy, B = 1.388, X2(1) = 2595.349, p = .001, exp(B) = 4.007.  

The likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur decreased by a factor of .714 for each unit 

increase in fear of failure, B = -.337, X2(1) = 230.694, p = .001, exp(B) = .714.  The 

calculation exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 

Respondents who have knowledge of other entrepreneurs (mentorship) are 2.04 times 

more likely to be a nascent entrepreneur with a 95% confidence interval [1.961, 2.127] than 

those who do not.  Those who possess a perception of opportunities are 1.90 times more 

likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.822, 1.978].  Respondents who believe that 
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they possess the requisite skills are 4.01 times more likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% 

CI [3.799, 4.227], than those who do not believe that they have the necessary skills.  Thus, 

self-efficacy emerged from the set of perceptual variables as the single most predictive 

component in the decision to enter into entrepreneurship.  Finally, respondents who answered 

“yes” to fear of failure being a factor produced an odds ratio of .714, 95% CI [.683, .746].  

This suggests that individuals who fear failure are .714 times more likely to be nascent 

entrepreneurs than those who do not fear failure.  This reinforces the idea that the probability 

of not succeeding in business mitigates the incentives to engage in entrepreneurial activity 

through perceived the perceived risks involved. 

For Model 1a, X2(8) = 127.151, p = .001.  The overall classification rate is good. 

About 92.76% of the participants were correctly classified.  See Table 37 and the CI and 

odds ratio boxplot below in Figure 6.   

Table 37 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
 
Mentorship 2.04 1.96 2.13 
Opportunity perception 1.90 1.82 1.98 
Self-efficacy 4.01 3.80 4.23 
Fear of failure .71 .68 .75 
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Figure 6. Model 1a:   Perceptual Predictors for Nascent Entrepreneurial Activity.  

Model 2a 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of nascent 

entrepreneurship.  There were five demo-economic predictors:  Age, gender, work status, 

income, and education.  Age and income are (continuous) interval variables, gender is 

(categorical) dichotomous, and work status and education are ordinal.  The decision to 

become a nascent entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).     

All of the demo-economic predictors used in Model 2a were negatively and significantly 

related with being a nascent entrepreneur.  There was a significant prediction of being a 

nascent entrepreneur by the model, X2(5, N= 155,692) = 2891.377, p < .001, Nagelkerke 
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R2=.047.  The likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of .778 for 

each unit increase in age, B = -.251, X2(1) = 1003.91, p = .001, exp(B) = .778.  There was 

also a significant prediction of being a nascent entrepreneur by gender and work status, B = -

.281, X2(1) = 183.189, p = .001, exp(B) = .755, B = -.255, X2(1) = 1102.384, p = .001, exp(B) 

= .775.  The calculation exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 

The age of the respondents produced an odds ratio of .776, 95% CI [.764, .788] while 

the odds ratio of gender was .755, 95% CI [.725, 786].  The work status predictor had an 

odds ratio of .775 times, 95% CI [.764, .787].  

For Model 1a, X2(8) = 52.879, p = .001.  The overall classification was good. The 

overall classification rate of the model was 93.10%.  See Table 38 and Figure 7.   

Table 38 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Age .76 .73 .79 
Gender .78 .77 .79 
Income 1.16 1.13 1.19 
Work Status .78 .77 .79 
Education .95 .94 .97 
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Figure 7. Model 2a:  Demographic predictors for nascent entrepreneurial activity.  

 

 

 

Model 3a 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of nascent 

entrepreneurship.  There were three societal impression predictors:  Entrepreneurship as a 

desirable career choice, high social status and respect associated with entrepreneurship, and 
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media attention devoted to successful entrepreneurs.  Both the predictors and the decision to 

become a nascent entrepreneur were dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).   

Two of the societal impression predictors used in Model 3a were positively and 

significantly related with being a nascent entrepreneur – entrepreneurship as a desirable 

career choice and media attention, while the third predictor, high social status (.81), was not 

significant.  There was a significant prediction of being a nascent entrepreneur among the 

predictor variables, X2(3, N= 144,374) = 292.886, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2=.005.  The 

likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.207 for each unit 

increase in entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice, B = .188, X2(1) = 61.255, p = .001, 

exp(B) = 1.207 proving to be a positively related and significant predictor.  However, there 

was not a significant prediction of become a nascent entrepreneur by high social status, B = 

.006, X2(1) = .055, p = .814, exp(B) = 1.006.  Media attention was a positively related and 

significant predictor, B = .296, X2(1) = 170.181, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.345. 

Respondents who answered “yes” to entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice 

being a factor are 1.21 times more likely to enter into entrepreneurship, 95% CI [1.151, 

1.265] than those who answered “no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to media attention 

being a factor are 1.35 times more likely to enter into entrepreneurship, with a 95% CI 

[1.286, 1.406] than those who answered “no”.  

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was reported.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not accurate 
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due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 3, X2(6) = 40.879, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate of the model was 93.00%.  See Table 39 and Figure 8.   

Table 39 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Desirable Career Choice 1.21 1.15 1.27 
High Social Status 1.01 .96 1.06 
Media Attention 1.34 1.29 1.41 
 

 

Figure 8. Model 3a:  Societal Impression Predictors for Nascent Entrepreneurs 
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Model 4a 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of nascent 

entrepreneurship.  For this model, an aggregation of five demo-economic predictors and three 

societal impression predictors were used:  Age, gender, income, education, work status, 

entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice, high social status and respect associated with 

entrepreneurship, and media attention devoted to successful entrepreneurs.  The decision to 

become a nascent entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).   

Two of the societal impression predictors used in Model 4a were positively and 

significantly related with being a nascent entrepreneur – entrepreneurship as a desirable 

career choice and media attention and the third societal impression predictor, high social 

status (.81), was not significant.  All of the demo-economic predictors used in Model 2 were 

negatively and significantly related with being a nascent entrepreneur – age, gender, and 

work status, with the exception of income and education, which were not related or 

predictive.  There was a significant prediction of being a nascent entrepreneur among the two 

predictor variables, X2(8, N= 115,976) = 2271.446, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2=.048.  The 

likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.242 for each unit 

increase in entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice, B = .216, X2(1) = 64.823, p = .001, 

exp(B) = 1.242, proving to be a positively related and significant predictor.  However, there 

was not a significant prediction of become a nascent entrepreneur by high social status, B = 

.002, X2(1) = .003, p = .954, exp(B) = 1.002.  Media attention was a positively related and 

significant predictor, B = .247, X2(1) = 0, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.281.  The likelihood of being a 



108 
 

 

 

nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of .789 for each unit increase in age, B = -.237, 

X2(1) = 660.370, p = .001, exp(B) = .789.  There was also a significant prediction of being a 

nascent entrepreneur by gender and work status, B = -.279, X2(1) = 137.969, p = .001, exp(B) 

= .756, B = -.249, X2(1) = 829.811, p = .001, exp(B) = .780.  The calculation exp(B) is the 

odds ratio for each predictor. 

The age of the respondents produced an odds ratio of .789, 95% CI [.775, .803], 

while the odds ratio of gender was .756, 95% CI [.722, .792].  The work status predictor had 

an odds ratio of .780 times with a 95% confidence interval [.767, .793].   Respondents who 

answered “yes” to entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice being a factor are 1.24 

times more likely to enter into entrepreneurship with a 95% confidence interval [1.178, 

1.309] than those who answered “no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to media attention 

being a factor are 1.28 times more likely to enter into entrepreneurship, 95% CI [1.219, 

1.346], than those who answered “no”.  

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not accurate 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 4, X2(8) = 58.335, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate was good.  The overall classification rate of the model 

was 92.80%.  See Table 40 and Figure 9 below.   
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Table 40 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Age .79 .78 .80 
Gender .76 .72 .79 
Income 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Work Status .78 .77 .79 
Education 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Desirable Career Choice 1.21 1.15 1.27 
High Social Status 1.01 .96 1.06 
Media Attention 1.34 1.29 1.41 
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Figure 9. Model 4a:  Demographic and Societal Impression Predictors for Nascent 

Entrepreneurs  

Model 5a 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of nascent 

entrepreneurship.  There were four perceptual predictors:  knowledge of other entrepreneurs 

(mentorship), awareness of local opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs, self-efficacy, and 

fear of failure.  Also included were three societal impression predictors:  entrepreneurship as 

a desirable career choice, high social status and respect associated with entrepreneurship, 

and media attention devoted to successful entrepreneurs.  Both the dependent and the 

independent variables are dichotomous in nature.  The decision to become a nascent 

entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).      

All of the perceptual predictors used in Model 5 were positively and significantly 

related with being a nascent entrepreneur with the exception of entrepreneurship as a 

desirable career choice, which was not significant, and fear of failure, which was 

significantly and negatively related (-.36).  There was a significant prediction of being a 

nascent entrepreneur by all of the predictors, X2(7, N= 125,706) = 6894.79, p < .001, 

Nagelkerke R2=.130.  The likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 

1.90 for each unit increase in knowledge of other entrepreneurs (mentorship), B = .643, X2(1) 

= 758.447, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.902.    There was also a significant prediction of become a 

nascent entrepreneur by awareness of local opportunities as the likelihood of being a nascent 

entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.886 for each unit increase in the awareness of local 

opportunities.  The likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 3.916 
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for each unit increase in self-efficacy, B = 1.365, X2(1) = 1974.162, p = .001, exp(B) = 3.916.  

The likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur decreased by a factor of .696 for each unit 

increase in fear of failure, B = -.362, X2(1) = 209.830, p = .001, exp(B) = .696.  

Entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice was not significant.  However, there was a 

significant prediction of becoming a nascent entrepreneur by high social status, B = -.060, 

X2(1) = 5.142, p = .023, exp(B) = .942.  Media attention was a positively related and 

significant predictor, B = .092, X2(1) = 13.995, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.097. The calculation 

exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 

Respondents who answered “yes” to knowledge of other entrepreneurs are 1.90 times 

more likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.817, 1.991], than those who answered 

“no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to perception of opportunities are 1.89 times more 

likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.799, 1.978], than those who answered “no”.  

Respondents who answered “yes” to self-efficacy being a factor to be a nascent entrepreneur 

are 3.92 times more likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% CI [3.687, 4.159], than those 

who answered “no”.  This result suggests that individuals who perceive themselves as having 

the requisite skills are nearly four times more likely to be nascent entrepreneurs than those 

who do not believe they have the requisite skills.  Next, respondents who answered “yes” to 

fear of failure being a factor produced an odds ratio of .70, 95% CI [.663, .731].  This 

suggests that individuals who fear failure are .70 times more likely to be nascent 

entrepreneurs than those who do not fear failure reinforcing the negative relativity of fear of 

failure with being a nascent entrepreneur. Respondents who answered “yes” to high status 

being a factor are .94 times more likely to enter into entrepreneurship, 95% CI [.894, .992], 
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than those who answered “no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to media attention being a 

factor are 1.10 times more likely to enter into entrepreneurship, 95% CI [1.045 1.151], than 

those who answered “no”.  

 The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was reported.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not reliable 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 5a, X2(8) = 81.640, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate of the model was 92.60%.  See Table 41 and Figure 10.   

 

Table 41 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Mentorship 1.90 1.82 1.99 
Opportunity Perception 1.89 1.80 1.98 
Self-efficacy 3.92 3.69 4.16 
Fear of Failure .70 .66 .73 
Desirable Career Choice 1.03 .98 1.08 
High Social Status .94 .89 .99 
Media Attention 1.10 1.05 1.15 
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Figure 10. Model 5a Perceptual and societal impression predictors for nascent 

entrepreneurial activity  

 

Model 6a 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of nascent 

entrepreneurship.  There was an aggregate set of variables used including five demo-

economic predictors:  Age, gender, work status, income, and education. In addition, four 

perceptual predictors were used: Knowledge of other entrepreneurs (mentorship), awareness 

of local opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs, self-efficacy, and fear of failure.  Both the 
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dependent and the independent variables are binary in nature.  The decision to become a 

nascent entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).      

All of the perceptual predictors used in Model 6a were positively and significantly 

related with being a nascent entrepreneur with the exception of fear of failure, which was 

significantly and negatively related (-.30).  All of the demo-economic predictors used in 

Model 6a were negatively and significantly related with being a nascent entrepreneur with 

the exception of income and education, which were not related or predictive.  There was a 

significant prediction of being a nascent entrepreneur by all of the predictors, X2(9, N= 

131,809) = 8264.111, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2=.148.  The likelihood of being a nascent 

entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.89 for each unit increase in knowledge of other 

entrepreneurs (mentorship), B = .635, X2(1) = 744.386, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.887.   There was 

also a significant prediction of become a nascent entrepreneur by awareness of local 

opportunities as the likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.773 

for each unit increase in the awareness of local opportunities.  The likelihood of being a 

nascent entrepreneur increased by a factor of 3.511 for each unit increase in self-efficacy, B = 

1.256, X2(1) = 1765.569, p = .001, exp(B) = 3.511.  The likelihood of being a nascent 

entrepreneur decreased by a factor of .741 for each unit increase in fear of failure, B = -.300, 

X2(1) = 147.895, p = .001, exp(B) = .741.  The likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur 

decreased by a factor of .776 for each unit increase in age, B = -.175, X2(1) = 397.606, p = 

.001, exp(B) = .840.  There was also a significant prediction of being a nascent entrepreneur 

by gender and work status, B = -.124, X2(1) = 30.269, p = .001, exp(B) = .883, B = -.183, 
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X2(1) = 519.423, p = .001, exp(B) = .832.  The calculation exp(B) is the odds ratio for each 

predictor. 

Respondents who answered “yes” to knowledge of other entrepreneurs are 1.89 times 

more likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.803, 1.975], than those who answered 

“no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to perception of opportunities are 1.77 times more 

likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.694, 1.857], than those who answered “no”.  

Respondents who answered “yes” to self-efficacy being a factor to be a nascent entrepreneur 

are 3.51 times more likely to be a nascent entrepreneur, 95% CI [3.311, 3.723], than those 

who answered “no”.  This result suggests that individuals who perceive themselves as having 

the requisite skills are four times more likely to be nascent entrepreneurs than those who do 

not believe they have the requisite skills.  Next, respondents who answered “yes” to fear of 

failure being a factor produced an odds ratio of .741, 95% CI [.706, .778].  This suggests that 

individuals who fear failure are .741 times more likely to be nascent entrepreneurs than those 

who do not fear failure, reinforcing the negative relativity of fear of failure with being a 

nascent entrepreneur.  The age of the respondents produced an odds ratio of .840, 95% CI 

[.825, .854], while the odds ratio of gender was .883, 95% CI [.845, .923].  The work status 

predictor had an odds ratio of .780 times, 95% CI [.767, .793].    

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not reliable 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 1, X2(8) = 125.891, p = 
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.001.  The overall classification was good.  The overall classification rate of the model was 

92.60%.  See Table 42 and Figure 11. 

 

Table 42 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Age .84 .83 .85 
Gender .88 .85 .92 
Income 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Work Status .83 .82 .85 
Education 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Mentorship 1.89 1.80 1.98 
Opportunity Perception 1.77 1.69 1.86 
Self-efficacy 3.51 3.31 3.72 
Fear of Failure .74 .71 .78 
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Figure 11. Model 6a Demographic and perceptual predictors for nascent entrepreneurial 

activity.  

 

 

Established Business Owner Analysis 

Model 1b 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of established 

entrepreneurship.  There were four perceptual predictors:  knowledge of other entrepreneurs 

(mentorship), awareness of local opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs, self-efficacy, and 
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fear of failure.  Both the dependent and the independent variables are dichotomous in nature.  

The decision of becoming an established entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels 

(“yes” and “no”).      

 All of the perceptual predictors used in Model 1b were positively and significantly 

related with being an established entrepreneur with the exception of fear of failure, which 

was significantly and negatively related (-.25).  There was a significant prediction of being an 

established entrepreneur by all of the predictors, X2(4, N= 165,131) = 6115.020, p < .001, 

Nagelkerke R2=.081.  The likelihood of being an established entrepreneur increased by a 

factor of 1.27 for each unit increase in knowledge of other entrepreneurs (mentorship), B = 

.235, X2(1) = 163.960, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.265.    There was also a significant prediction of 

become an established entrepreneur by awareness of local opportunities as the likelihood of 

being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.04 for each unit increase in the 

awareness of local opportunities, B = .041, X2(1) = 4.98, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.042.  The 

likelihood of being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 3.92 for each unit 

increase in self-efficacy, B = 1.366, X2(1) = 3663.366, p = .001, exp(B) = 3.920.  The 

likelihood of being an established entrepreneur decreased by a factor of .246 for each unit 

increase in fear of failure, B = -.246, X2(1) = 161.557, p = .001, exp(B) = .782.  The 

calculation exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 

Respondents who answered “yes” to knowledge of other entrepreneurs are 1.27 times 

more likely to be an established entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.220, 1.312], than those who 

answered “no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to perception of opportunities are 1.04 

times more likely to be an established entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.005, 1.080], than those who 
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answered “no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to self-efficacy being a factor to be an 

established entrepreneur are 3.92 times more likely to be an established entrepreneur, 95% CI 

[3.750, 4.097], than those who answered “no”.  This result suggests that individuals who 

perceive themselves as having the requisite skills are four times more likely to be established 

entrepreneurs than those who do not believe they have the requisite skills.  Finally, 

respondents who answered “yes” to fear of failure being a factor produced an odds ratio of 

.782, 95% CI [.753, 812].  This suggests that individuals who fear failure are .782 times more 

likely to be established entrepreneurs than those who do not fear failure reinforcing the 

negative relativity of fear of failure with being an established entrepreneur. 

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not reliable 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 1, X2(8) = 92.536, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate of the model was 91.10%.  See Table 43 and Figure 12.   

 

Table 43 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Mentorship 1.27 1.22 1.31 
Opportunity Perception 1.04 1.01 1.08 
Self-efficacy 3.92 3.75 4.10 
Fear of Failure .78 .75 .81 
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Figure 12. Model 1a Perceptual predictors of established entrepreneurial activity  

 

Model 2b 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of established 

entrepreneurship.  There were five demo-economic predictors:  Age, gender, work status, 

income, and education.  Age and income are (continuous) interval variables, gender is 

(categorical) dichotomous, and work status and education are (categorical) ordinal.  The 

decision to become an established entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and 

“no”).     
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Two of the demo-economic predictors used in Model 2 were negatively and 

significantly related with being an established entrepreneur, gender (.16) and work status (-

1.53).  Age (.34) was positively and significantly related.  Income and education were not 

related or predictive.  There was a significant prediction of being an established entrepreneur 

by the model, X2(5, N= 155,692) = 14702.810, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2=.203.  The 

likelihood of being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.41 for each unit 

increase in age, B = .340, X2(1) = 1898.927, p = .001, exp(B) = .1.405.  There was also a 

significant prediction of being an established entrepreneur by gender and work status, B = -

.159, X2(1) = 66.112, p = .001, exp(B) = .853, B = -1.526, X2(1) = 3432.150, p = .001, exp(B) 

= .217.  The calculation exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 

The age of the respondents produced an odds ratio of 1.405 with a 95% confidence 

interval [1.384, 1.427] while the odds ratio of gender was .853 with a 95% confidence 

interval [.821, .887].  The work status predictor had an odds ratio of .217 times with a 95% 

confidence interval [.207, .229].  

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not accurate 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 1, X2(8) = 3479.242, p = 

.001.  The overall classification was good.  The overall classification rate of the model was 

91.40%.  See Table 44 and Figure 13.   
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Table 44 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Age 1.41 1.38 1.43 
Gender .85 .82 .89 
Income 1 1 1 
Work Status .22 .21 .23 
Education Level 1 1 1 
 

 

Figure 13. Model 2a Demographic predictors for established entrepreneurial activity.  
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Model 3b 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of established 

entrepreneurship.  There were three societal impression predictors:  Entrepreneurship as a 

desirable career choice, high social status and respect associated with entrepreneurship, and 

media attention devoted to successful entrepreneurs.  Both the predictors and the decision to 

become an established entrepreneur were dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).   

 Two of the societal impression predictors used in Model 3 were positively and 

significantly related with being an established entrepreneur – entrepreneurship as a desirable 

career choice and media attention - and the third predictor, high social status (.38), was not 

significant.  There was a significant prediction of being an established entrepreneur among 

the predictor variables, X2(3, N= 144,374) = 220.385, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2=.003.  The 

likelihood of being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.11 for each unit 

increase in entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice, B = .108, X2(1) = 25.553, p = .001, 

exp(B) = 1.114 proving to be a positively related and significant predictor.  However, there 

was not a significant prediction of becoming an established entrepreneur by high social 

status, B = .019, X2(1) = .775, p = .814, exp(B) = 1.020.  Media attention was a positively 

related and significant predictor, B = .248, X2(1) = 149.955, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.282. 

Respondents who answered “yes” to entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice 

being a factor are 1.11 times more likely to enter into entrepreneurship with a 95% 

confidence interval [1.068, 1.161] than those who answered “no”.  Respondents who 

answered “yes” to media attention being a factor are 1.28 times more likely to enter into 
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entrepreneurship with a 95% confidence interval [1.232, 1.334] than those who answered 

“no”.  

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not accurate 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 3, X2(6) = 69.622, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate was good.  The overall classification rate of the model 

was 91.20%.  See Table 45 and Figure 14.   

Table 45 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Desirable Career Choice 1.11 1.07 1.16 
High Social Status 1.02 0.99 1.06 
Media Attention 1.28 1.23 1.33 
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Figure 14. Model 3b Societal impression predictors for established entrepreneurial activity  

 

 

Model 4b 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of established 

entrepreneurship.  For this model, an aggregation of five demo-economic predictors and three 

societal impression predictors were used:  Age, gender, income, education, work status, 

entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice, high social status and respect associated with 

entrepreneurship, and media attention devoted to successful entrepreneurs.  The decision to 

become an established entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).   



126 
 

 

 

Two of the societal impression predictors used in Model 4b were positively and 

significantly related with being an established entrepreneur – entrepreneurship as a desirable 

career choice and media attention and the third societal impression predictor, high social 

status (.20), was not significant.  Two of the demo-economic predictors used in Model 4b 

were negatively and significantly related with being an established entrepreneur – gender and 

work status.  Age was positively and significantly related with being an established 

entrepreneur.  Income and education were not related or predictive.  There was a significant 

prediction of being an established entrepreneur among the predictor variables, X2(8, N= 

115,976) = 11688.267, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2=.211.  The likelihood of being an 

established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.184 for each unit increase in 

entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice, B = .169, X2(1) = 45.908, p = .001, exp(B) = 

1.184, proving to be a positively related and significant predictor.  However, there was not a 

significant prediction of become an established entrepreneur by high social status, B = .033, 

X2(1) = 1.655, p = .198, exp(B) = 1.034.  Media attention was a positively related and 

significant predictor, B = .255, X2(1) = 114.330, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.290.  The likelihood of 

being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.43 for each unit increase in age, 

B = .361, X2(1) = 1571.672, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.434.  There was also a significant prediction 

of being an established entrepreneur by gender and work status, B = -.161, X2(1) = 52.063, p 

= .001, exp(B) = .851, B = -1.572, X2(1) = 2471.213, p = .001, exp(B) = .208.  The 

calculation exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 

The age of the respondents produced an odds ratio of 1.434, 95% CI [1.409, 1.460], 

while the odds ratio of gender was .851, 95% CI [.815, .889].  The work status predictor had 
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an odds ratio of .208 times, 95% CI [.195, .221].  Respondents who answered “yes” to 

entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice being a factor are 1.18 times more likely to 

enter into entrepreneurship, 95% CI [1.127, 1.243], than those who answered “no”.  

Respondents who answered “yes” to media attention being a factor are 1.29 times more 

likely to enter into entrepreneurship, 95% CI [1.231, 1.352], than those who answered “no”.  

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not accurate 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 4b, X2(8) = 2400.550, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate was good. The overall classification rate of the model 

was 91.00%.  See Table 46 and Figure 15. 

Table 46 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Age 1.43 1.41 1.46 
Gender .85 .82 .89 
Income 1 1 1 
Work Status .21 .20 .22 
Education 1 1 1 
Desirable Career Choice 1.18 1.13 1.24 
High Social Status 1.03 .98 1.09 
Media Attention 1.29 1.23 1.35 
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Figure 15. Model 4b Demographic and societal impression variables for established 

entrepreneurial activity.  

Model 5b 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of established 

entrepreneurship.  There were four perceptual predictors:  knowledge of other entrepreneurs 

(mentorship), awareness of local opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs, self-efficacy, and 

fear of failure.  Also included were three societal impression predictors:  entrepreneurship as 

a desirable career choice, high social status and respect associated with entrepreneurship, 

and media attention devoted to successful entrepreneurs.  Both the dependent and the 
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predictor variables are dichotomous in nature.  The decision to become an established 

entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).      

All of the perceptual predictors used in Model 5b were positively and significantly 

related with being an established entrepreneur with the exception of opportunity perception 

which was not significant and fear of failure which was significantly and negatively related (-

.22).  Only one of the societal impression variables was significant, media attention, as high 

social status and desirable career choice were not significant.  There was a significant 

prediction of being an established entrepreneur by all of the predictors, X2(7, N= 125,706) = 

4308.512, p < .001, Nagelkerke R2=.074.  The likelihood of being an established 

entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.226 for each unit increase in knowledge of other 

entrepreneurs (mentorship), B = .204, X2(1) = 96.500, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.226.  The 

likelihood of being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 3.664 for each unit 

increase in self-efficacy, B = 1.299, X2(1) = 2658.373, p = .001, exp(B) = 3.664.  The 

likelihood of being an established entrepreneur decreased by a factor of .805 for each unit 

increase in fear of failure, B = -.217, X2(1) = 100.594, p = .001, exp(B) = .805.  The 

likelihood of being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.045 for each unit 

increase in entrepreneurship as a desirable career choice, B = .044, X2(1) = 3.692, p = .001, 

exp(B) = 1.045, proving to be a positively related and significant predictor.  However, there 

was not a significant prediction of become an established entrepreneur by high social status, 

B = -.002, X2(1) = .010, p = .920, exp(B) = .998.  Media attention was a positively related and 

significant predictor, B = .255, X2(1) = 114.330, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.290.  The calculation 

exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 
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Respondents who answered “yes” to knowledge of other entrepreneurs are 1.23 times 

more likely to be an established entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.177, 1.277], than those who 

answered “no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to self-efficacy being a factor to be an 

established entrepreneur are 3.66 times more likely to be an established entrepreneur, 95% CI 

[3.487, 3.849], than those who answered “no”.  This result suggests that individuals who 

perceive themselves as having the requisite skills are nearly four times more likely to be 

established entrepreneurs than those who do not believe they have the requisite skills.  Next, 

respondents who answered “yes” to fear of failure being a factor produced an odds ratio of 

.81, 95% CI [.772, .840].  This suggests that individuals who fear failure are .81 times more 

likely to be established entrepreneurs than those who do not fear failure reinforcing the 

negative relativity of fear of failure with being an established entrepreneur. Respondents who 

answered “yes” to media attention being a factor are 1.18 times more likely to enter into 

entrepreneurship, 95% CI [1.128, 1.229], than those who answered “no”.  

The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not reliable 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 1, X2(8) = 45.966, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate was good.  The overall classification rate of the model 

was 90.90%.  See Table 47 and Figure 16. 
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Table 47 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Mentorship 1.23 1.18 1.28 
Opportunity Perception .97 .93 1.01 
Self-efficacy 3.66 3.49 3.85 
Fear of Failure .81 .77 .84 
Desirable Career Choice 1.05 1.00 1.09 
High Social Status 1.00 .95 1.05 
Media Attention 1.18 1.13 1.23 
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Figure 16.  Model 5b Perceptual and societal impression predictors for established 

entrepreneurial  

 

Model 6b 

A binomial logistic regression was performed to predict the likelihood of established 

entrepreneurship.  There was an aggregate set of variables used including five demo-

economic predictors:  Age, gender, work status, income, and education. In addition, four 

perceptual predictors were used: Knowledge of other entrepreneurs (mentorship), awareness 

of local opportunities for aspiring entrepreneurs, self-efficacy, and fear of failure.  Both the 

dependent and the independent variables are binary in nature.  The decision to become an 

established entrepreneur was dichotomized into two levels (“yes” and “no”).      

All of the perceptual predictors used in Model 6b were positively and significantly 

related with being an established entrepreneur with the exception of opportunity perception 

which was not significant and fear of failure which was significantly and negatively related (-

.23).  One of the demo-economic predictors used in Model 6b was negatively and 

significantly related with being an established entrepreneur, work status, and age was 

positively related and significant.  Income and education were not related or predictive and 

gender was not significant.  There was a significant prediction of being an established 

entrepreneur by all of the predictors, X2(9, N= 131,809) = 16175.210, p < .001, Nagelkerke 

R2=.253.  The likelihood of being an established entrepreneur increased by a factor of 1.23 

for each unit increase in knowledge of other entrepreneurs (mentorship), B = .210, X2(1) = 

94.836, p = .001, exp(B) = 1.234.  The likelihood of being an established entrepreneur 
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increased by a factor of 3.11 for each unit increase in self-efficacy, B = 1.134, X2(1) = 

1928.790, p = .001, exp(B) = 3.107.  The likelihood of being an established entrepreneur 

decreased by a factor of .792 for each unit increase in fear of failure, B = -.233, X2(1) = 

107.556, p = .001, exp(B) = .792.  The likelihood of being an established entrepreneur 

increased by a factor of 1.47 for each unit increase in age, B = .388, X2(1) = 2034.37, p = 

.001, exp(B) = 1.474.  There was a significant prediction of being an established entrepreneur 

by work status, B = -1.440, X2(1) = 2.613.344, p = .001, exp(B) = .237.  The calculation 

exp(B) is the odds ratio for each predictor. 

Respondents who answered “yes” to knowledge of other entrepreneurs are 1.23 times 

more likely to be an established entrepreneur, 95% CI [1.183, 1.287], than those who 

answered “no”.  Respondents who answered “yes” to self-efficacy being a factor to be an 

established entrepreneur are 3.11 times more likely to be an established entrepreneur, 95% CI 

[2.954, 3.268], than those who answered “no”.  This result suggests that individuals who 

perceive themselves as having the requisite skills are over 3 times more likely to be 

established entrepreneurs than those who do not believe to have the requisite skills.  Next, 

respondents who answered “yes” to fear of failure being a factor produced an odds ratio of 

.792, 95%CI [.758, .828].  This suggests that individuals who fear failure are .792 times more 

likely to be established entrepreneurs than those who do not fear failure reinforcing the 

negative relativity of fear of failure with being an established entrepreneur.  The age of the 

respondents produced an odds ratio of 1.47, 95% CI [1.450, 1.499].  The work status 

predictor had an odds ratio of .237, 95% CI [.224, .250].    
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The Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was conducted.  The chi-square test was 

significant indicating that the model was not a good fit.  However, collinearity tests revealed 

no collinearity in the model and it is believed that the Hosmer-Lemeshow test is not reliable 

due to the large number of observations in this data set.  For Model 1, X2(8) = 1151.036, p = 

.001.  The overall classification rate was good.  The overall classification rate of the model 

was 90.90%.  See Table 48 and Figure 17. 

Table 48 

Odds Ratio Estimates and Wald Confidence Intervals 

Effect Odds Ratio or Exp(B) 
95% Confidence 

Intervals 
Age 1.47 1.45 1.50 
Gender .96 .92 1.00 
Income 1.00 .96 1.05 
Work Status .24 .22 .25 
Education 1.00 0.96 1.05 
Mentorship 1.23 1.18 1.29 
Opportunity Perception 1.04 1.00 1.09 
Self-efficacy 3.10 2.95 3.27 
Fear of Failure .79 .76 .83 
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Figure 17. Model 6b Demographic and perceptual predictors for established entrepreneurial 

activity.  

 

Summary 

This chapter has served as a presentation of the results in table format.  In the next 

chapter, these results are discussed in depth and placed in the context of the larger literature. 

Recommendations based on the literature, implications, and limitations of the study are 

considered. The study concludes with recommendations for further research to contribute to 

the global economic society. 
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CHAPTER 5:  DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 This study set out to explore to what extent perceptual, demographic, economic, 

societal impression variables predict entrepreneurial activity.  There is a gap in the literature 

on this topic, specifically related to perceptual variables and how they influence 

entrepreneurial activity.  While studies use GEM data, like this one, few are specific to 

perceptual variables (Bergmann et al., 2014).  Many scholars have called for more research 

related to the human personality traits of entrepreneurs (Busenitz & Barney, 1997; De Clercq 

& Arenius, 2006; Delmar & Davidsson, 2000; Koellinger, Minniti & Schande, 2007; Kwon 

& Arenius, 2010; Serrano, Linan & Cumplido, 2009; Tsai, Chang, & Peng, 2016; Valliant & 

Lafuente, 2007; Xie, 2014); or traits such as passion for inventing, founding, or developing 

(Breugst, Domurath, Patzelt, Klaukien, 2012); or trust, hope, and resilience (Baluku, 

Kikooma & Kibanja, 2016), not necessarily using GEM data. Entrepreneurs are human and 

have doubts, fears, and feelings of uncertainty; these should be considered when studying the 

whole entrepreneur (Krueger, 2003; Obshonka et al., 2010; Rauch & Frese, 2007;).  There is 

much research related to entrepreneurship only focusing on the economic and demographic 

aspects of the subject, which dismisses alertness to opportunities, fear of failure, mentorship, 

and confidence of skills.  This chapter will discuss the results and conclusions related to this 

research study, interpreted and asserted from the relevant literature.     

The purpose of this study was to investigate what variables are predictive with an 

individual’s decision to become an entrepreneur.  Four research questions were developed to 
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explore to what extent perceptual, demographic, and societal impression variables predict 

different levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems.  This chapter 

contains a discussion of these results and conclusions that can be drawn from this research.  

These results are interpreted in the context of both conceptual literature and previous studies 

related to GEM data.  The limitations are reviewed.  Finally, recommendations are provided 

for policy, practice, and future research related to our global, economic society. 

The review of literature provided in Chapter 2, emphasized key points that will be 

reviewed in this discussion of the study results. First, there is no clear and common definition 

of entrepreneurship or the entrepreneur, but most researchers can agree that the common 

purpose for entrepreneurs is to start a new enterprise.  Second, there have been many current 

studies conducted using GEM data (Alvarez, Urbano & Amoros, 2014; Bergmann et al., 

2014; Bergann & Stephan, 2013; Gartner & Shaver, 2012), but few related to perceptual and 

societal influence factors or variables influencing one’s decision to become an entrepreneur.  

These variables were only recently added to the APS, and researchers disagree about the 

extent to which and in what way the variables influence entrepreneurial activity (Bergmann 

et al., 2014). There is also limited research on “the whole entrepreneur” with the earliest 

studies focusing on psychological tests.  There is some evidence from previous studies that 

more attention should be given to human characteristics of entrepreneurs in research using 

the GEM data set, such as this study (Arenius & De Clercq, 2005; Contin-Pilart & Larraza-

Kintan, 2015; Hindle & Klyver, 2007; Morales-Gualdron & Roig, 2005), but few studies that 

focus on the predictive value of the variables related to level of entrepreneurship.  Figure 18 

represents the organization of Chapter 5.  
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Figure 18.  Organization of Chapter 5 

Economic textbooks say very little about or largely ignore the role of the 

entrepreneur.  Economists have contributed very little to the debate about how economy 

generates successful small businesses (Blanchflower & Oswald, 2001).  In spite of this, 

entrepreneurs are needed in society and, over the last several years, education programs and 

non-profit organizations have provided training and experience for these entrepreneurs. As a 

result, many young adults are choosing to become entrepreneurs (Oosterbeek, et al., 2010).  

More than fifty years ago, research was conducted at Harvard and Michigan State (Alpander, 

1967; Collins & Moore, 1964; McClelland, 1965; Smith, 1967) related to the nature of the 

entrepreneur.  Prior to these studies, an entrepreneur was seen as someone who is willing to 

take a risk, willing to make sacrifices, and has little interest in security.  Research on the 

topic of entrepreneurs has continued with economists taking little interest in the personality 
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and characteristics of entrepreneurs, focusing instead on profit.  Recent research considers 

the “whole” entrepreneur, not just characteristics and traits (Obshonka et al., 2010; Rauch & 

Frese, 2007).  Yet, many young men and women enter into an entrepreneurial project without 

the characteristics and skills necessary for success (“grit,” tenacity, etc.) or have little to no 

experience with this type of thinking.  It is very expensive for banks and others to invest in 

an entrepreneur who is prone to fail or lacks the characteristics and traits necessary for 

success. 

Further compounding the problem, half of the world’s population, or 2.7 billion 

people, live in poverty, living on $2.50 or less per day (United Nations Development 

Program, 2014).  Entrepreneurship has the potential to impact the global economy and play a 

dynamic role in economic society today. When an entrepreneur fails or has a sense of failure, 

it can be costly and have psychological impacts on an entrepreneur and the business can 

suffer.  Developing an understanding of the entrepreneurial process and variables that may 

attract people to entrepreneurship and facilitate their success in the role is important, but 

these variables are difficult to determine (Baum et al., 2014; Unger et al., 2011).  Intention, 

personality, and perceived performance are critical to the process of becoming an 

entrepreneur (Linan et al., 2010).  Since the financial collapse and recession of 2008, 

Americans have focused attention on entrepreneurship as a source of job creation and 

economic growth, but it is difficult to ensure entrepreneurs have the cognition (Fiske & 

Taylor, 2013) and social capital (Burt, 1997) necessary for participation in entrepreneurial 

activity.   
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This study attempted to contribute to the body of research related to characteristics of 

entrepreneurs. Researchers recommend studying the “whole person” (Gartner, 1989; 

Obschonka et al., 2010).  There are attributes, attitudes, activity, and aspirations related to 

entrepreneurship (Reynolds et al., 1999) including psychological, demographic, and 

motivational elements.  The purpose of this study was to discuss the continued importance of 

achieving a better understanding of the nature of entrepreneurs and link the decision to 

become an entrepreneur to demographic, perceptual, and economic characteristics and argue 

which are most important.  Finally, this study investigated what variables are correlated 

(predictive) with an individuals’ decision to become an entrepreneur.   

As mentioned, this study was guided by four research questions related to the 

likelihood of an individual making the decision to participate in entrepreneurial activity 

(nascent or established) given his or her perceptual, demographic, economic, and societal 

impression variables. The study used existing (archival) data from the GEM 2012 Adult 

Population Survey. The participants were nascent entrepreneurs, expert entrepreneurs, 

investors, and established business owners ages 16-99 years old (with more than 96% 

between ages 18-64), from 69 countries, yielding a cross-country total of 198, 391.  The 

design of the study is a non-experimental, quantitative survey, research design, using existing 

GEM data from the APS.  Binomial logistical regression was used to assess the predictability 

of demographic/economic, perceptual, and societal impression variables to determine the 

likelihood that an individual will engage in entrepreneurial activity, specifically, nascent or 

established entrepreneurship (Wilson & Lorenz, 2015).  Pearson Correlation matrix, Wald 

Test, and Chi-square will give a preview of possible results from the logistic regression.   
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Discussion 

Next, the chapter will proceed with the answers to each research question discussed, 

while drawing knowledge from the literature review.  For each finding, a paragraph 

discussion is provided with links to the literature. The following section will synthesize the 

empirical findings to answer the study’s four research questions.    

RQ1:  Perceptual variables predict? 

The first research question posed was:  To what extent do perceptual variables 

(mentorship, self-efficacy, fear of failure, and awareness of opportunities) predict different 

levels of entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems? The results suggest that for 

nascent entrepreneurship, perceptual attributes were the most predictive in the study.  

Specifically, self-efficacy was positively related and predictive. Fear of failure was also 

predictive, but negatively related, meaning that fear of failure is a deterrent towards 

entrepreneurial activity. The most predictive model for the nascent analysis was the 

aggregate model of demo-economic and perceptual variables.  For established 

entrepreneurship, demo-economic variables were most predictive.  As with the nascent 

analysis, however, the most predictive model consisted of an aggregate of demo-economic 

and perceptual variables. Overall, self-efficacy had the same predictability with nascent and 

established entrepreneurs.  

This supports Liñán, Santos, & Fernández, (2011), who found that entrepreneurial 

intentions are the most relevant elements leading people to start up a new venture.  Going 

back to the theoretical framework of this study, the relevance of perceptions in social 

learning, self-efficacy and role-modeling were emphasized as factors influencing human 
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behaviors (Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Shapero, 1975).  Cognition research focuses on theory of 

planned behavior and risk perceptions as an important factor influencing the start-up process 

(Krueger, 2003) similar to the fear of failure variable in this study.  Corresponding to the 

literature, there are several studies that had findings similar and relevant to these findings.  

Perceptual variables matter (Arenius & De Clercq, 2005; Chen, Green & Crick, 1998; De 

Clercq & Arenius, 2006).  The relevance of self-efficacy to entrepreneurship is emerging 

with importance (Hessels, Gelderen & Thurik, 2008; Hindle & Klyver, 2007; Koellinger et 

al., 2007; Morales-Gualdron & Roig, 2005; Serrano et al., 2009; Tsai et al., 2016; Vaillant & 

Lafuente, 2007; Xie, 2014). These studies support the need for more attention to be given to 

how and why entrepreneurs think the way they do.   

The research most relevant to these results includes studies where perceptual 

variables are significant and influential on entrepreneurship activity (Busenitz & Barney, 

1997; Delmar & Davidsson, 2000). Also, in agreement, Koellinger et al. (2013) found that 

the entrepreneurial propensity of women (who own fewer businesses than men) is explained 

by subjective perceptions, not socio-economic variables.  The entrepreneurial activity of 

women is directly influenced by their own belief in their skills, and fear of failure emerges 

significant.  Women are definitely less likely to know other entrepreneurs. Similarly, 

Koellinger et al. (2007) found that subjective and possibly biased perceptions have a major 

impact on the decision to start a business.  Entrepreneurial confidence is most important; it is 

the belief in one’s skills, knowledge, and abilities. However, perception of skills is likely to 

be biased by overconfidence.   
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Schumpeter’s (1934) Theory of Economic Development posits the function of the 

entrepreneur is not to “find” or “make” opportunities; rather, the opportunities are always 

present and if entrepreneurs have the drive, tenacity, and grit necessary to do the work, it will 

happen.  This is in agreement with Kirzner (1979), who theorizes that perception with 

opportunity equals profit, the theory of entrepreneurship.  Krueger (2003) argues that 

entrepreneurs are “made,” not born. He believes they are made through a perception-driven 

enactive process that begins with seeing a potential for entrepreneurship. Educators, 

consultants, and policy advisors can assist this process through helping to empower potential 

entrepreneurs who will be better able to seize opportunities when the environment presents 

them.           

RQ2:  Demographic/economic variables predict? 

The second research question posed was:  To what extent do demographic/economic 

variables (age, gender, income, education, and work status) predict entrepreneurial activity in 

globally diverse ecosystems? Age was predictive for both nascent and established 

entrepreneurs and negatively related for nascent; meaning that as age increases, the 

likelihood of becoming an entrepreneur decreases.  The opposite was true for established 

entrepreneurs; as age increases, likelihood of becoming established increases. Gender was 

both predictive and negatively related for both nascent and established entrepreneurs 

meaning that there were slightly more female entrepreneurs than male entrepreneurs. Work 

status was predictive and negatively related meaning that the higher the work status (less 

employment) the less likely an individual is to become a nascent entrepreneur and 

established entrepreneur.  Education was not predictive for nascent; however, education was 
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predictive and negatively related for established business owners meaning that the higher 

level of education achieved the less likely an individual is to become an established business 

owner.   

Van Gelderen, Brand, van Praag, Bodewes, Poutsma, & Van Gils, (2008) found that 

higher education increases self-efficacy, and therefore, with more self-efficacy there will be 

more entrepreneurial activities. The Global Competitive Index (GCI) is an annual report 

published by the world economic forum (Schwab & Sala-i-Martin, 2011) that separates 

countries into regions that represent growing degrees in the economy.  Stage one is defined 

as a Factor Driven Economy, where countries compete based on factor endowments, the 

labor force is predominantly unskilled, and natural resources are used.  Examples of factor 

driven countries include Egypt, Pakistan, and Ghana.  Stage two is described as the 

efficiency-driven economy.  At this stage, the economy/country must develop production and 

efficient processes, increase product quality, and emphasize education more (Porter, 2004). 

Examples of efficiency driven countries including China, Mexico, South Africa, and Russia.  

Ultimately, the innovation-driven economy provides new and unique products, sustains 

higher wages, and a higher standard of living.  The United States, Israel, Japan, Switzerland, 

United Kingdom, and Germany are all innovation-driven economies and are considered stage 

three of the GCI (Porter, 2004).  Liñán and Chen (2009) found there was a strong relationship 

between nascent entrepreneurs and education in innovation-driven countries, more so than 

efficiency driven, because there are more opportunities for higher education in innovation-

driven countries.    
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Corresponding to these results, there are some studies that agree (Blanchflower & 

Oswald, 2001; Taylor, 1996).  Conversely, other studies have found that economic variables 

are predictive or influential with the decision to become an entrepreneur (Acs & Audretsch, 

1993; Davidsson & Honig, 2003).   

In harmony with this finding (Brockhaus, 1980; Giacomin, Janssen, Guyot & Lohest, 

2011; Hornaday & Aboud, 1971; Hornaday & Bunker, 1970; Koellinger et al., 2013; Kwon 

& Arenius, 2010; Xie, 2014) also report the importance of perceptual variables but report that 

demographic and economic variables receive more attention in the literature.  This finding 

does not agree with that of Rauch et al. (2009), who conclude that you can have all of the 

personality traits needed to be an entrepreneur, but not being able to raise capital or not 

having enough household income is the number one problem preventing someone from 

becoming an entrepreneur. Also in contrast to our finding, according to Altink and Born 

(1993), people with greater family assets are more likely to switch to self-employment.   

In contrast, Arenius and De Clercq (2005) found that individuals differ in terms of 

perceptual variables, perceiving opportunities because of differences in networks where they 

are in residential areas with network cohesion. For example, a community where a college 

education is expected may support more entrepreneurial activities.  They found that people 

with higher levels of education are more likely to perceive entrepreneurial opportunities 

compared to those with lower educational attainment. Wang (2015) also found that human 

capital variables (education and social networking) are found to be positively influential of 

entrepreneurial activities.   

RQ3:  Societal impression variables predict? 
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The third research question posed was:  To what extent do societal impression 

variables (social status, media attention, and entrepreneurship as a career choice) predict 

entrepreneurial activity in globally diverse ecosystems?  Desirable career choice and media 

attention were both predictive for both nascent and established entrepreneurs.  High social 

status was not predictive for either nascent or established entrepreneurs.  

Conversely, Alvarez and Barney (2007) found that people who have socialized 

among entrepreneurs are used to perceiving a lower level of uncertainty and therefore have 

more confidence in their role as an entrepreneur. Research related to societal impression 

variables shows that social status and career choice matter (Aparicio, Urbano & Audretsch, 

2016; Kwon & Arenius, 2010).   

RQ4:  Aggregate variables predict?   

The final research question posed was:  To what extent do these factors in aggregate 

(perceptual, demographic, and societal impression) predict different levels of entrepreneurial 

activity in globally diverse ecosystems?  Overall, the aggregate of perceptual variables and 

demo-economic variables proved to be the most predictive model for both nascent and 

established entrepreneurs.  For nascent business owners, the aggregate of perceptual and 

societal impression variables and the aggregate of perceptual and demo-economic variables 

were the most predictive. For established entrepreneurs, the aggregate of demo-economic and 

societal impression and the aggregate of demo-economic and perceptual variables were the 

most predictive.    

Research relevant to perceptual variables has similar results where personality matters 

(Alvarez et al., 2014; Bergmann et al., 2014; Bergmann & Stephan, 2013; Contin-Pilart & 
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Larraza-Kintan, 2015; Gartner & Shaver, 2012) and where perceptual variables were 

important and significant with GEM data sets (Hindle & Klyver, 2007; Kwon & Arenius, 

2010; Reynolds et al., 2000; Reynolds et al., 1999; Vaillant & Lafuente, 2007).   

 These results suggest that perceptual variables are most predictive with 

entrepreneurial activity as a nested model (stand-alone) as well as in an aggregate model with 

other sets of attributes such as demographic/economic/societal impression.  The results 

suggest that when making the decision to participate in entrepreneurial activities, nascent and 

established entrepreneurs rely heavily on perceptual variables, especially self-efficacy. 

Because of this, there are implications related to self-efficacy in entrepreneurship. 

Implications  

 Overall, the results seem to suggest that perceptual variables are predictive of 

entrepreneurial activity in the nascent population, which validates that perceptual variables 

and personality matter with nascent entrepreneurs, especially self-efficacy. For the 

established business ownership, the results appear to suggest that demo-economic variables 

are predictive which supports relevant literature.  Perceptual and demo-economic variables 

complement each other when used in an aggregate regression model. This study informs the 

global economic society through discussion of the personality of entrepreneurs, the 

innovation of entrepreneurs, and the empowerment of entrepreneurs.  On a global level, this 

study has implications for innovation, competition, and education, see Figure 19.  In the area 

of economics, this study relates to Muhammad Yunus, who believes that all people are born 

entrepreneurs and the creation of the Grameen Bank, known for empowering all 

entrepreneurs, men and women, in all areas of the world. Finally, since entrepreneurs are 
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human after all, this study has implications in social psychology, where researchers can study 

how entrepreneurs think and why they do what they do.   

 

Figure 19. Implications for a global economic society. 

  The results of this study have implications for our global economic society in that 

education will need to address self-efficacy, mentorship, awareness of opportunities, and fear 

of failure. Education and business will need to inspire innovation, through knowledge of 

psychological theories and attention to personality of the human entrepreneur.  Finally, if the 

whole entrepreneur is respected in economics, business, and education, empowerment of all 

potential entrepreneurs can happen on a global scale.   

Literature about becoming an entrepreneur is mostly about choosing the most 

lucrative job or becoming self-employed.  In contrast to the results of this study, variables 

such as education, age, and wealth have been reported as the important drivers of 

Society
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entrepreneurial behavior (Arenius & Minniti, 2005). There is plenty of literature on the 

decision to become “your own boss” and work status or employment options, but 

entrepreneurship is about people (Arenius & Minniti, 2005); thus; perceptual variables 

should matter.  Confidence, risk propensity, and alertness to opportunities should matter, so 

this study made use of the theories of cognition (Fiske & Taylor, 1984; 2013; Krueger, 2003; 

Shapero, 1975) and social capital (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Burt, 1997).  Some studies have 

focused on the psychological variables and personality traits, along with demographic factors 

that may distinguish entrepreneurial activity (Baron, 1998; Carland, et al., 2002; McClelland, 

1961).  Other studies look to the importance of social capital and network ties (Dacin et al., 

2011; Unger et al., 2011).  Yet, there are few studies that look at how both influence 

entrepreneurial activity. With these theories in mind, the results further support the need for 

research related to theories of cognition and psychology with entrepreneurship.  

Using these theories of cognition and social capital, this study investigated how 

personality traits (DeCarolis & Saparito, 2006) influence participation in entrepreneurial 

activity.  Conceptually, this study relates to the “drivers of change” and how they impact 

entrepreneurial education, non-profit organizations related to entrepreneurship, and finally 

entrepreneurs who are mentors and successful (Muhammad Yunus, Chef Cassie Parsons, 

etc.).  Leadership is at the heart of this project, along with comparison of entrepreneurship in 

the US with China. This study also made use of the theories of career choice (Holland, 1997), 

person-environment-fit (Kristof, 1996), and work performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991) in 

order to describe and explain the relationship between personality and perceived 

entrepreneurial choices, intentions, and performance. Finally, drawing on theories of 
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cognition and social capital, this study investigated how perceptual traits (DeCarolis & 

Saparito, 2006) and demographic influences contribute to nascent entrepreneurship from the 

GEM Project and found that perceptual variables predict entrepreneurial activity.    

         The findings of this study could impact policy because GEM data has been used to 

influence policy changes in countries such as Malaysia (GEM Global Report, 2012) and 

others for years.  Most Western governments provide tax incentives or tax breaks to small 

businesses as they start-up and as they succeed. This is a lot of money spent and the results of 

this study imply that factors such as awareness of opportunities, mentorship, and self-efficacy 

predict entrepreneurship for nascent and established entrepreneurs.  Perhaps funding could be 

linked to how nascent entrepreneurs think and do what they do--and could this be linked to 

potential success for more funding?       

This study has levels of importance in society, economics, and education.  This study 

has implications for aspects of leadership, micro-lending, and global implications (Reynolds 

et al., 1999).  These findings may influence current and future entrepreneurial education 

programs in that they will be able to determine the level of perceived success of their 

students, make changes in the curriculum, and influence mentoring programs (Oosterbeek et 

al., 2010).  Identifying and measuring characteristics and personality traits of the 

entrepreneur may be of value to lending organizations, banks, franchising organizations, and 

restaurant chains, as well as the federal government and international aid organizations.  In 

addition, colleges of business would be interested to further understand the nature of the 

successful entrepreneur and how this information could inform workable programs and 

curriculum (Oosterbeek et al., 2010).  Charney and Libecap (2000) found that on average, 
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graduates of an entrepreneurship program of higher education were three times more likely to 

be involved in the creation of a new business venture than were their non-entrepreneurship 

business school counterparts.  Entrepreneurship education increased the probability of an 

individual being instrumentally involved in a new business venture by 25% over non-

entrepreneurship graduates.  More specifically, entrepreneurship students were 11% more 

likely than non- entrepreneurship students to own their own businesses after graduation. 

However, our results indicate that level of education is not a strong predictor of 

entrepreneurial activity. 

Entrepreneurial leadership is becoming a global necessity. The more we understand 

the elements that comprise this concept, the more we can advance the concept itself.  If a 

company is to be more entrepreneurial, it must first consider its human capital as a source of 

opportunity and acceptance of new ideas.  One social entrepreneur, Muhammad Yunus, who 

successfully addressed the demand for economic independence in Bangladesh by establishing 

a vast system of microfinance credit, predominantly to impoverished women, can be 

considered a lead entrepreneur (Minniti & Arenius, 2003). Further research might include an 

investigation of whether a person’s perceived skills in leadership predict levels of 

entrepreneurial activity, which leads to other recommendations for research.  

Recommendations 

 The list of research questions offered in this study is hardly an exhaustive, all-

inclusive list; further research is needed to identify variables influencing entrepreneurial 

activity and to what extent.  If innovation by corporations and entrepreneurs is critical to 

global competitiveness, as many have argued for years (Schumpeter, 1934), then we need to 
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link this study to broader debates. While a considerable number of articles based on existing 

GEM data have already been published, there is still potential for future research.  Topics 

like innovation and internationalization have only a few publications, so far (Bergmann et al., 

2014).  GEM captures all kinds of entrepreneurial data including self-employment, part-time, 

and informal economic activities. Because of the growing number of countries involved and 

the distinctiveness and value of the GEM data, research opportunities are still plentiful and 

will increase over time with yearly data collections. Several studies have identified a need for 

more rigorous methods and sophisticated analysis in entrepreneurial research (Bergmann et 

al., 2014; Crook, Shook, Morris, & Madden, 2010; Ireland, Webb, & Combs, 2005).     

Thinking ahead of the present challenges to future trends, research related to global 

competitiveness, women entrepreneurs, leadership in entrepreneurial activity, entrepreneurial 

education, and the creation of a rating scale for entrepreneurs could be considered. Further 

research of these topics, could be considered as worthwhile.  This research answered four 

specific questions and served as a catalyst for more research. The researcher was left with the 

following topics for further research:  

 1.  What country is the most “entrepreneurial”? What country is most influenced by 

perceptual, demographic, economic, and societal influence variables?  GEM has become a 

major basis for internationally comparative entrepreneurial research.  From reviewing GEM 

data, it can be concluded there are counties that have low and high levels of entrepreneurial 

“spirit.”  For example, Poland, Portugal, and the United States have the highest level of 

“spirit,” while Norway, Denmark, and Russia has the lowest (Morales-Gualdron & Roig, 

2005).  There are entrepreneurial people in these low-spirit countries. They have the ability, 
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disposition, and perceive themselves to be entrepreneurial, so why might this spirit lie 

dormant in some places? Is it the lack of funds? Is it the ecosystem? Another comparative 

study might be comparing G8 countries, etc., using GEM data.  Comparing Global 

Competitive Index (GCI) economies, which are: Innovation-driven, Efficiency-driven, and 

Factor-driven economies (Porter, 2004).  The Global Competitive Index an annual report 

published by the world economic forum (Porter, 2004) separates countries into regions which 

represent growing degrees in the economy.  Stage one is defined as a Factor Driven 

Economy, where countries compete based on factor endowments and the labor force is 

predominantly unskilled, natural resources are used.  Examples of factor driven countries 

include:  Egypt, Pakistan, and Guana.  Stage two is described as the efficiency-driven 

economy.  At this stage, the economy/country must develop production and efficient 

processes, must increase product quality, and emphasize education more (Porter, 2004). 

Examples of efficiency driven countries are:  China, Mexico, South Africa, and Russia.  

Ultimately, the innovation-driven economy provides new and unique products, sustains 

higher wages, and a higher standard of living.  The United States, Israel, Japan, Switzerland, 

United Kingdom, and Germany are all innovation-driven economies and are considered stage 

three of the Global Competitive Index (GCI) (Porter, 2004). 

      2.  Why are women more empowered by entrepreneurship?  To what extent do 

perceptual, demographic, economic, and societal influence variables predict entrepreneurial 

activity of women? This study has levels of importance in society, economics, and education.  

This study has implications for leadership and micro-lending on a global scale (Reynolds et 

al., 1999).  Specifically, studies of gender are needed.  Women receive the vast majority of 
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microfinance loans. By the year 2000, the Grameen Bank was awarding 95% of its loans to 

women (Armendariz & Morduch, 2010; Cull, Demirguc-Kunt & Morduch, 2009; Mann, 

2006). According to Anthony and Horne (2003), women and men are equally as cooperative 

in a naturally occurring dilemma setting within micro-credit borrowing groups.  Individuals 

who are less likely to default on their loan payments are from predominantly female groups. 

Anthony and Horne (2003) argue that this behavior is a consequence of different 

expectations founded upon gender composition within the group.  Identifying and measuring 

characteristics and personality traits of men and women entrepreneurs may be of value to 

lending organizations, banks, franchising organizations, and restaurant chains, as well as the 

federal government and international aid organizations.   

3.  What country is more entrepreneurial when it comes to entrepreneurship 

education?  To what extent are the variables studied in this research project part of 

entrepreneurial education?  Colleges of business would be interested to further understand 

the nature of the entrepreneur and how this information could inform workable programs and 

curriculum (Oosterbeek et al., 2010). This study may influence current and future 

entrepreneurial education programs in that they will be able to determine the level of 

perceived success of their students, make changes in the curriculum, and influence mentoring 

programs (Oosterbeek et al., 2010).   

4.  Are entrepreneurs leaders?  Are leaders entrepreneurial?  To what extent do the 

variables studied in this research relate to leadership and entrepreneurial activity?  Although 

leadership is a major entrepreneurial task (Breugst, et al., 2012), this aspect has rarely been 

investigated in the entrepreneurship literature, so far (Bergmann et al., 2014).  Linking 
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leadership to motivation and starting a new enterprise would have implications for our global 

economic society in education, innovation, and empowerment. 

5.  In what ways can you tell if an individual is entrepreneurial?  Could the 

variables studied in this research be used to create a scale to describe or predict potential for 

success? Finally, more research to inform and help develop a rating scale for entrepreneurial 

characteristics is definitely of interest and could have implications for lenders, consultants, 

investors, and education programs.  There are currently ratings for entrepreneurs (Altink & 

Born, 1993; Covin & Slevin, 1986) but it would be a great addition to analytics where the 

entrepreneur could have his score to add to his resume.  Colvin and Slevin (1986) created a 

scale that measures innovation, risk-taking, pro-activeness, and entrepreneurial orientation or 

the likelihood to start your own business. Further research is needed to turn the results of 

these scales into a score or number so that consultants and lenders could use to evaluate the 

potential enterprise and entrepreneur.  A more standardized procedure to evaluate nascent 

entrepreneurs on the following characteristics is needed, for example:  motivation, market-

oriented, independent, realistic, organized, flexible, initiative, innovative, stress-tolerant, 

social skills, verbal skills, etc.  In addition to the study topics listed above, the findings of this 

study lead to a need for a longitudinal study and also using the GEM instruments on a 

smaller scale. Locally, this could include surveying the Queen City Forward/City Start-Up 

Labs local organizations or Grameen Bank.  

Limitations 

            The collection of research on entrepreneurship is extensive and complex. Since the 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor has the leading collection of data available, there is even 
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more opportunity for description, comparison, and prediction of multiple variables.  Past 

studies suggest that entrepreneurs tend to rely more on subjective perceptions than on 

objective expectations (Arenius & Minniti, 2005).  Thus, one potential limitation for this 

study is that the data do not conclusively establish or allow the researcher to clearly identify 

the exact cause of why subjective perceptions are relied upon more than objective 

expectations or to establish a causal relationship.  Also, the researcher cannot establish if 

confidence in one’s own skill is the driver of entrepreneurial behavior/activity or if, instead, 

the start-up process increases the confidence.  Perceptual variables used are likely to be 

biased because the data are self-reported.  Another limitation is that people not involved in 

starting a business may not be as likely to respond affirmatively to questions about perceptual 

variables, compared to those who are involved in starting a business enterprise.  More 

research is needed to address the limitations of past studies.  

Conclusion  

This study attempted to contribute to the body of research related to characteristics of 

entrepreneurs. Researchers recommend studying the “whole person” (Gartner, 1989; 

Obschonka et al., 2010).  There are attributes, attitudes, activity, and aspirations related to 

entrepreneurship (Reynolds et al., 1999) that are relevant to this study.  These attributes 

include psychological, demographic, and motivational elements. Specifically, the aim of this 

study was to investigate what variables are correlated (predictive) with an individuals’ 

decision to become an entrepreneur. 

Entrepreneurs are human after all (Krueger, 2003) and at the heart of 

entrepreneurship is an orientation toward seeing opportunities and acting on those 
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opportunities. Perceptions of opportunity derive from cognition or “thinking like an 

entrepreneur.”  Understanding entrepreneurial cognition is imperative to understanding the 

essence of entrepreneurship (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994).  The rationale for this study related 

to entrepreneurs can be summarized with the need for a) empowerment of people, b) people 

who innovate, and c) theory-driven research on personality traits of people.  The entrepreneur 

is at the heart of any study of entrepreneurship.  Research related to this topic must include 

the study of the human qualities of the entrepreneur.  

 Historically, the study of entrepreneurship has been housed in colleges of business in 

economics departments, where the study of business models, marketing, and the “bottom 

line” are the focus.  But understanding entrepreneurial cognition (Krueger, 2003) is necessary 

for understanding the spirit of entrepreneurship, how it develops, and progresses. Theory-

driven research related to entrepreneurship is needed and crucial if we do not know what 

variables predict entrepreneurship. In Chapter 2, a discussion of the literature supporting the 

rationale for this study was presented. First, empowerment of entrepreneurs is important if 

we are to maintain competitiveness in a global society, and everyone can be empowered-- 

men, women, and even formerly incarcerated prisoners (City Startup Labs, n.d.; Yunus, 

1999, 2007). Next, without innovative people, we will not be competitive in a global society 

(Schumpeter, 1934). Finally, without theory-driven research on the personality of the 

entrepreneur (Krueger, 2003; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994; McClelland, 1961), the human 

entrepreneur is ignored, and entrepreneurs are human, after all (Arenius & Minitti, 2005; 

Krueger, 2003). So much research has focused on the start-up of the business or the “pitch,” 

the product, the failing of a business, etc.  We often forget that there is a person who fails or 
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succeeds; there is a person who gives the pitch, has the idea behind the failed or successful 

enterprise.   

          The purpose of this study was not to predict success of an entrepreneur.  This study 

made no assumptions certain characteristics would lead to successful ventures, but the study 

remained focused on the essence of entrepreneurship and what personality traits, perceptual, 

demographic, and economic variables can predict the level of entrepreneurship and the 

possibility for starting or maintaining an entrepreneurial venture.  Scholars, economists, 

human resource professionals, and educators should care about this research because 

entrepreneurship is seen as one of the only solutions to global poverty and holds great 

potential for economic growth.  If this topic is not studied, there are implications for human 

resources and workforce development.  Knowing the attributes to look for could save lenders 

and human resources time, resources, and efforts. If this topic is not studied further, the 

entrepreneur will be defined by psychological tests measuring achievement (McClelland, 

1961) only.  These psychological tests did not look at the “whole entrepreneur.”  Studies 

such as this will help to further focus a common, respected definition of entrepreneur.  So, as 

stated earlier, entrepreneurship and innovation in products and processes are seen as the 

crucial engine driving the change process.  

The conceptual framework guiding this study, adapted from GEM, did not address the 

ultimate success or failure of a new venture.  The conceptual framework informed the 

statement of the problem, rationale, research questions, and methods used.  The findings 

were discussed in terms of how they relate to the conceptual framework, which includes the 

factors influencing entrepreneurship.   
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At the heart of entrepreneurship is an orientation toward seeing opportunities and 

acting on those opportunities. Perceptions of opportunity derive from cognition or “thinking 

like an entrepreneur.”  Understanding entrepreneurial cognition is imperative to 

understanding the essence of entrepreneurship (Krueger, 2003). Research related to this topic 

must include the study of the human qualities of the entrepreneur. Understanding 

entrepreneurial cognition (Krueger, 2003; Krueger & Brazel, 1994) is necessary for 

understanding the spirit of entrepreneurship, how it develops, and progresses.  By focusing 

on the psychology of entrepreneurship, there are plenty of theories to support why 

entrepreneurs think the way they do, act the way they do, and perceive themselves to be who 

they are. 

  The aim of this study was to “shed light” on which variables influence the decision 

to create a new business and to what extent perceptual, demographic, economic, and societal 

influence variables predict entrepreneurial activity.  Specifically, the study succeeded in the 

purpose to contribute to the body of research related to entrepreneurship and variables that 

predict entrepreneurial activity.  The results add to the discussion of how variables influence 

entrepreneurship. Even though most researchers cannot agree on a definition for 

entrepreneur, most agree that the principal outcome is to create a new enterprise (Bergmann 

et al., 2014; Morales- Gualdron & Roig, 2005;) and the decision to start a venture is 

influenced by many variables including social, perceptual, cultural, and economic factors. 

There is still no widely accepted agreement on exactly how these factors affect the decision 

to become an entrepreneur (Bergmann et al., 2014). In spite of the inconsistent definitions 

and findings, over the last few decades, entrepreneurship has gained unprecedented 
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importance on a worldwide scale as a substantial source of new employment, innovation, and 

economic growth (Morales-Gualdron & Roig, 2005).  This study has added to this growing 

body of research linking the decision to become an entrepreneur to perceptual variables as 

having the most predictability.  This study aimed to investigate to what extent variables are 

predictive and the results add to the collection of research.  More research supporting 

empowerment of entrepreneurs (City-Start-Up Labs, n.d.; Yunus, 1999, 2007) innovation 

(Schumpeter, 1934), and finally, theory-driven research related to personality of the 

entrepreneur (Krueger, 2003; McClelland, 1961) is needed and will definitely continue to 

contribute to our global economic society.    
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