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Abstract 

Becoming an entrepreneur depends on numerous aspects that influence individuals 
regarding to their decision. This thesis focuses on entrepreneurial factors triggering 
people to start thinking and acting entrepreneurially. The purpose is to investigate the 
relationship between the fact of becoming an entrepreneur and selected driving factors 
which are grouped into psychological and non-psychological ones. Here, a closer look is 
taken on the factors ‘risk-taking’, ‘fear of failure’, ‘age’ and ‘education’ that can affect a 
person, if someone is more likely to be an entrepreneur or not. For investigating this 
question, a quantitative research using a secondary data set which was collected with a 
questionnaire and provided by GEM is conducted. The data set contains information of 
558 nascent entrepreneurs in three different countries and is examined with the help of 
the statistical program SPSS. The analysis of the findings points out that the factor ‘age’ 
does not have an influence in any country and in contrast, the factor ‘risk taking’ is the 
most influential one compared to all investigated factors. It is not possible to make a 
general statement if a factor is influential or not because a country-specific 
consideration is therefore necessary. A ranking of these factors concerning the strength 
of their influence illustrates that it is different for each country. These results provide a 
foundation which can be used for future research to examine this topic in a broader and 
deeper way. 
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1. Introduction 

Entrepreneurship is a wide-ranging term which is an important topic everywhere in the 
world. What would the world be without entrepreneurship and especially without 
entrepreneurs? There would be no changes in the product and service world, no 
innovations that makes the life easier and no new foundations of firms. Additionally, the 
work places would be more limited and the economic growth would more or less 
stagnate. In 2011, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) counted almost 400 
million entrepreneurs in 54 countries (GEM Consortium, 2012). This number of 
entrepreneurs shows the importance and relevance of studies relating to 
entrepreneurship. All over the world people live who want to realise their wishes and 
desires by founding a new company. Furthermore, the interest regarding to 
entrepreneurship rises. Many academies give classes about how to create and handle 
ideas, start a business and communicate necessary know how, although working for a 
fast-growing firm seems to be easier than to start an own business. The decision to 
become self-employed is amongst others affected by various factors that have an 
impact with different intensities on individuals. 

This thesis will present and describe different important facts concerning the field of 
entrepreneurship. After a short introduction with definitions and the historical 
development, a closer look is taken on different types of entrepreneurs, models 
describing the entrepreneurial process and motivation and followed by a broad overview 
of entrepreneurial factors. The adduced research investigates driving factors regarding 
their strength of influence on individuals in different countries. 

1.1 Background 

Decisions of people influence the development of their entrepreneurial process which is 
made because of different factor peculiarity. Even if someone has an idea of a business 
concept then it is not sure that she/he will exploit the chance. There are many 
differential factors and circumstances which influence this decision (Shane et al., 2003). 
Reynolds (1997, p. 449) points out that it exists “a strong suspicion that those starting 
new firms are unique individuals or in distinctive situations.” Studies about 
entrepreneurial activities and establishments of new companies are important, 
especially due to its economic relevance. Hence, a few facts will be presented in the 
following. The development of new markets and industries, for example mobile phones 
or computers, will not occur without new firm creations. Therefore, in the early stage of 
emergence, several competitive business creations are necessary and after a certain 
time some of those will dominate the new sector (Hannan, Freeman, 1989; Carroll, 
Hannan, 2000; Klepper, 2002; PSED, 2007). Moreover, new businesses are very 
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important for job creations. Evidence shows that new independent companies produce 
half of all net new jobs. The other half is generated by new subsidiary companies and 
branches which are founded of already established companies. Another fact regarding 
net job creations is that companies which are older than a year have a negative one 
(Acs, Armington, 2004; PSED, 2007). In addition, the labour productivity of existing and 
new firms was estimated with the help of longitudinal data sets of US companies and 
the result shows that new companies have a higher labour productivity than existing 
ones. There is a replacement of existing companies through new businesses (Foster et 
al., 2005; PSED, 2007). A further aspect is innovation – new and small businesses are 
the most innovative ones related to technical and market innovations. Through 
innovation and technical changes the economic growth is increased. New knowledge 
flows into products and services with the help of entrepreneurs (Audretsch, 1995; 
PSED, 2007). Overall, new businesses are important to boost and keep up the 
existence of acting companies and to maintain the economic cycle. For these reasons it 
is interesting to investigate factors influencing individuals to think about starting their 
own business and to act entrepreneurially. 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

Studying the entrepreneurial process and its steps are important due to numerous 
reasons. Entrepreneurship is known to drive both innovation and technical change and 
has an impact on the growth of the economy (Schumpeter, 1934). Further, 
entrepreneurial activities trigger a process balancing supply and demand (Kirzner, 
1997). Implementing novel know-how into products and services is a fundamental 
characteristic of entrepreneurial process (Shane, Venkataraman, 2000). 
Entrepreneurship has developed as a significant mission and there is the necessity to 
comprehend the impact of intellectual and individual capital creation (Zahra, Dess, 
2001). 

The defined problem belonging to the wide area of entrepreneurship conducts a closer 
consideration of its individuals - the entrepreneurs. The decision of individuals to 
become self-employed and act entrepreneurially is the outcome of the interaction of 
various factors and not only triggered by personal traits. Further, aspects like social and 
business environment, objectives of an individual, a business idea which is feasible as 
well as personal prospects and the imagination of presumable achievements influence 
people to become entrepreneurs and start their own business (Cohen, Bacdayan, 
1994). 

“Thus culture, as the underlying system of values peculiar to a specific group or society, 
shapes the development of certain personality traits and motivates individuals in a 
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society to engage in behaviours that may not be as prevalent in other societies.” 
(Mueller, Thomas, 2000, p. 58) Due to this reason, entrepreneurial activities, also 
meaning starting a new business, could be one of these issues differing between 
countries because of varied cultural values and faiths. There are as well aspects that 
are cross-national the same for instance boosting actions among culture groups by 
economic stimulation (Mueller, Thomas, 2000). Referring to these statements, studies 
conducted under the consideration of different cultures and values, help to improve the 
understanding of entrepreneurial intention (Liñán, Chen, 2009). 

1.3 Problem Formulation and Purpose 

Due to the above mentioned arguments, a specific problem for conducting the research 
is formulated. 

 How do psychological and non-psychological factors influence entrepreneurial 
activities of individuals in different countries? 

The purpose of this thesis is to analyse the influence of psychological and non-
psychological driving factors on entrepreneurial activities of individuals in different 
countries by testing the defined hypotheses. Furthermore, the outcome of the 
theoretical consideration in combination with the analysis of the used data is a country-
specific ranking. The investigated factors are ranked regarding their strength of 
influence driving an individual to become an entrepreneur in different countries. 

1.4 De-limitations 

The scope of this thesis is delimited by excluding several aspects that are not part of the 
subsequent research. First of all, in this research area there are many more 
entrepreneurial factors available and described than investigated in the context of this 
study. Further, influential factors that are triggered by external surroundings of 
individuals are also excluded. For the investigation of these factors, entrepreneurs are 
consulted but the groups of experienced and retired entrepreneurs are not considered. 
Moreover, the influential factors are not researched with a world-wide approach 
because only European countries are examined. 

1.5 Thesis’ Structure 

This section presents the structure of the thesis and describes the subsequent chapters 
and its particular content. First, the introduction chapter contains a background 
introducing the reader into the topic and aims to make them interested in continuing 
reading. After the problem discussion which outlines the importance of entrepreneurship 
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and the influence of various factors on individuals to become entrepreneurs, it ends up 
with the presentation of the research problem and the purpose. 

The theory chapter starts with introducing definitions of the terms ‘entrepreneurship’ and 
‘entrepreneur’ and continues with information about historical development of 
entrepreneurship, types of entrepreneurs and different models explaining the 
entrepreneurial process and entrepreneurial motivation. Furthermore, numerous 
psychological and non-psychological entrepreneurial factors and also the push and pull 
theory are introduced. 

Next, the theoretical framework summarises the theory approaches that are needed at a 
later stage for analysing the empirical findings. Based on the literature review in the 
theoretical chapter, four hypotheses are developed which will be tested in the analysis 
part. This section also contains the proposed research model visualised by ‘Figure 3.1’ 
containing the relevant aspects. 

The method chapter presents aspects of qualitative and quantitative research, 
discusses alternative research methods and digs deeper into the topic of survey 
methods using questionnaires and case study research. The utilisation of secondary 
data as well as the used data set provided by GEM is described. Aspects of data set 
preparation and validity and reliability are also addressed. 

Afterwards, the cases for conducting the further research are introduced. In this thesis, 
three countries are chosen as cases to investigate entrepreneurial factors in each of 
them and to do a comparison in the end. Country-specific attributes regarding 
entrepreneurship are described. 

The empirical findings chapter provides an overview of the results gained by analysing 
the used data set with the software programme SPSS. First, there is a descriptive 
statistics part, followed by regression analysis and the Chi-square test. Values that are 
needed for testing the hypotheses and for creating the ranking are illustrated. 

Then, in the analysis part the findings of the previous chapter are analysed based on 
theoretical statements and by comparing the results with previous conducted studies. 
The hypotheses are tested on basis of the findings by deciding if they are accepted or 
rejected and the ranking showing the distribution of influential factors within the 
investigated countries is created. 

Finally, the conclusion chapter summarises the results of the thesis, restrictions 
of this study are recognised in the limitation part and implications 
and recommendations for future research are presented. 
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2. Theory 

The following theoretical part constitutes a frame for the thesis. This chapter introduces 
the field of entrepreneurship, presents relevant definitions and typologies, models and 
frameworks as well as influencing factors driving people to behave entrepreneurially 
and gives an overview of entrepreneurship in different countries. First of all, the 
definitions of the terms entrepreneurship and entrepreneur are important to 
circumscribe the topic how it is used in this thesis. 

2.1 Definition of Entrepreneurship 

Referring to Shane and Venkataraman (2000, p. 218), the area of entrepreneurship 
describes “how, by whom, and with what effects opportunities to create future goods 
and services are discovered, evaluated, and exploited”. An entrepreneur is not 
necessarily only a founder of a new business but also an options trader or a corporate 
salesman can be an entrepreneur. The definition of Shane and Venkataraman (2000) 
define entrepreneurship as a creative process. An older definition of Schumpeter, prime 
father of entrepreneurship, is: Entrepreneurship “consists in doing things that are not 
generally done in the ordinary course of business routine, it is essentially a 
phenomenon that comes under the wider aspect of leadership” (Schumpeter, 1934, p. 
254). 

2.2 Definition of Entrepreneur 

An exact definition of entrepreneur is not given in literature. There are several 
definitions of many authors, who describe the term entrepreneur with various 
characteristics. In the following some definitions are listed to get a better overview of 
this term. 

 Schumpeter (1934, p. 158) defined an entrepreneur “as an individual who 
establishes and manages a business for the principal purposes of profit and 
growth. The entrepreneur is characterized principally by innovative behaviour 
and will employ strategic management practices in the business.” 

 McClelland (1961, p. 65): An entrepreneur is “someone who exercises some 
control over the means of production and produces more than he can consume 
in order to sell … it for individual … income … In practice such people turned out 
to be traders, independent artisans and firm operators.” 

 Amit et al. (1993, p. 817): “Entrepreneurs are individuals who innovate, identify 
and create business opportunities, assemble a co-ordinate new combination of 
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resources … so as to extract the most profits from their innovations in an 
uncertain environment.” 

 Estay et al. (2013, p. 244): “The entrepreneur is the central actor in generating 
entrepreneurial activity.” 

Based on the previous presented definitions, the term ‘entrepreneur’ in the context of 
this thesis is defined as an individual who discovers and exploits entrepreneurial 
possibilities. An entrepreneur is also an initiator and creator of new ideas and 
businesses. She/he is not afraid of taking risks or other challenges. Furthermore, the 
following research required a fundamental understanding of a nascent entrepreneur. 
Defined by GEM, a nascent entrepreneur is “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.” (GEM Consortium, 2014d) 

The history of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs which is described in the following 
chapter enables the reader to understand the progress and the development of this field 
to what it is today. 

2.3 History of Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurs 

The historical development and past incidents influenced the field of entrepreneurship in 
various cases and formed it to what it is today. The history of economic and business 
was also affected by the concept of entrepreneurship because “entrepreneurship has 
been important factor stimulating economic growth throughout recorded history” 
(Casson, 2010, p.165). Over the years, the role of the entrepreneurs changed basically 
due to knowledge advantages, the creation of novel institutions for instance the 
economic law and the aggregation of prosperity that caused a rising demand for 
indulgence (Casson, 2010). Because of the fact that entrepreneurship has such an 
important influence on history, its impact should be noticeable in every single time 
period. It astonishes that historians date the upcoming of entrepreneurship in 
remarkable dimensions in the time during the Industrial Revolution which had been 
between 1760 and 1830. This accords with Schumpeter’s demonstration of waves of 
innovation that causes relating to his opinion long-term sequences in economic action 
have (Schumpeter, 1939). 

In the eighteenth century, business partnerships were a fundamental attribute of 
entrepreneurship. At that time, chances given by an emerging economy could not be 
entirely handled by family businesses and therefore partnerships between members of 
diverse families became usual. The aim was to merge their capabilities and it was not 
uncommon that one partner was the inventor and the other one an affluent trader or 
sponsor (Casson, 2010). In this century the entrepreneur is characterised as an 
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individual adjusting economic resources in the range of productiveness from a lower 
level to an increased one and also with a higher yield. Due to this description, the 
entrepreneur is seen as a representative of transformation (Drucker, 1993). 

The most outstanding entrepreneurs of the nineteenth century were consulting 
engineers counselling in the area of infrastructural projects for instance building ports, 
railways, channels and the optimisation of towns. The engineering consultants 
possessed experience in conducting equal projects in varying places, technological 
know-how and also in strategic matters like the increase of capital stock and defeating 
competing drafts (Casson, 2009). At that time the entrepreneur was seen as a change 
driver due to his actions besides landlords, capitalists and workmen in the economic 
system (Ripsas, 1998). 

The most considerable entrepreneurs of the twentieth century were chief executive 
officers of big Chandlerian organisations. They set a three-part investment programme 
off meaning to invest in manufacturing, marketing and sales which facilitated them to 
make capital out of the increase of markets, first the domestic and then the worldwide 
ones (Chandler, 1990). 

Biographical literature of entrepreneurs approves that their individual characteristics are 
a crucial and influencing aspect if a company is successful or fails. The entrepreneurs’ 
previous lives have a relevant influence on their consecutive achievements. Factors that 
have been significant are for instance the admission to job-related education connected 
with religious breeding that form non-personal ideas on morality rather than the 
individual’s status as basis for earthly leadership. Further, the wide variety of 
experiences made by immigrants is seen as have them advanced (Godley, 2001). 

Considering the history of entrepreneurship, both aspects of economics and sociology 
are part of it. It is complicated to examine the role of associate partners and family 
business without implying factors like economical occasions they detect and also social 
responsibilities by which they are surrounded. This illustrates that entrepreneurship 
creates a connection between economics and sociology which have been in conflict 
with each other during the twentieth century (Casson, 2010). When entrepreneurs were 
recognised as individuals, the theoretical consideration needed also to deal with 
commercial and social factors of the individual manner. Their main characteristic is to 
be able to cope with economic businesses, but also considering ideas on morality and 
social responsibility (Casson, 2010). 

The entrepreneur as an individual comes to the fore in the context of this thesis. 
Therefore, few typologies are introduced which differ because of underlying 
characteristics that are described as factors in this study. 
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2.4 Types of Entrepreneurs 

Following, a framework by Miner is presented who groups potential entrepreneurs into 
different typologies. A person who belongs to one or more of the following typologies 
described by Miner has a high likelihood to be a future entrepreneur. There are 
numerous literature sources defining and describing different entrepreneurial typologies, 
but only a few take a closer look on entrepreneurs’ psychological traits combined with 
other elements and do not only focus on the aspect of achievement motivation. Within 
the following typologies, the character and individual type of an entrepreneur are in the 
foreground (Miner, 2000). 

The first typology is the ‘personal achiever’ also named as “high-energy inputter” (Miner, 
2000, p. 46) which is close to a popular model described by McClelland and other 
authors. It includes seven traits that do not have to be all present to assign a person into 
this group. The elements are 

 “motivation for self-achievement, 

 type A personality, 

 desire for feedback on achievements, 

 desire to plan and set goals for future achievements, 

 strong personal commitment to their ventures, 

 desire to obtain information and learn, and 

 internal locus of control” (Miner, 2000, p. 46). 

Having a personality type A means in this context an individual who wants to reach 
more and more within a decreasing in time and therefore accepts lots of efforts. Further, 
there is also a value-based empathy with the organisation and an intense estimation 
and acceptability of their objectives and values (Miner, 2000). 

The second defined typology is the ‘real manager’ also presented in former literature 
and deals with authority and systematisation that a manager needs to establish within 
an organisation (Miner, 2000). This typology is also described with the help of seven 
characteristics that are 

 “positive attitudes towards authority, 

 desire to compete with others, 

 desire to assert oneself, 

 desire to exercise power, 
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 directive in cognitive style, 

 desire to stand out from the crowd, and 

 desire to perform managerial tasks” (Miner, 2000, p. 47). 

Nearly all of the named factors deal with the motivation resulting from the desire to be in 
a management function. Individuals that are “directive in cognitive style” (Miner, 2000, p. 
47) are characterised by a well fitting into companies that are target-oriented and 
structured to handle their business fast (Rowe, Mason, 1987). 

Third, the ‘expert idea generator’ describes entrepreneurs that could also be described 
as inventors, because it is a wide-ranging concept which also comprises innovators 
belonging to different sectors (Miner, 2000). The characteristics forming the basis of this 
typology are 

 “desire to personally innovate, 

 conceptual in cognitive style, 

 high intelligence, and 

 desire to avoid taking risks” (Miner, 2000, p. 47). 

It seems as the first two aspects are controlled by the last two ones because they 
support the process of idea generation and avoid enthusiastic ideas that could be 
menacing for an organisation (Miner, 2000). Being “conceptual in cognitive style” 
(Miner, 2000, p. 48) characterises individuals that like ideas and relish doing 
troubleshooting (Buttner, Gryskiewicz, 1993). 

The fourth typology, the ‘empathic supersalesperson’ was deduced from former studies 
conducted by Miner (1996a, 1997). The people belonging to this typology can also be 
described as entrepreneurs that are extroverted (Miner, 2000). Attributes that 
characterise this group are 

 “empathic in cognitive style, 

 desire to help others, 

 high value attached to social processes, 

 strong need for harmonious social relationships, and 

 belief in the sales force as a key element of company strategy” (Miner, 1997, 
p.322). 

In this context, the characteristics of empathy in a cognitive way stands for an individual 
that is sociable, congenial and sustentative (Miner, 2000). 
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The framework of typologies by Miner is chosen because it enables to divide potential 
entrepreneurs into different groups regarding their individual personality and 
characteristics. This classification of people grouping into various typologies is helpful to 
introduce the topic of influential factors that drive an individual to behave and act 
entrepreneurially. 

2.5 Models of Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial Motivation 

This section deals with models which are useful to get a deeper insight into the 
entrepreneurial process itself and theoretical constructs dealing with motivations of an 
entrepreneur and their influential aspects. It is important to outline that the motivation of 
an individual to act entrepreneurially is part of a whole process containing different 
steps and it is not possible to do an isolated consideration of this stage triggering the 
process. Especially the presented entrepreneurial process acts as a frame of the whole 
study because the investigated factors are part of sub-steps that are covered by it. 

2.5.1 Entrepreneurship as a Process 

Referring to Shane, Locke and Collins (2003, p. 270), “entrepreneurship is a dynamic 
process” which contains different steps. It is important to keep at the back of one’s mind 
that the motivation of an entrepreneur has a different impact between these steps and 
the personal traits and the motivation are not equally intensive along the process 
(Shane et al., 2003; Chell, 2013). 

In the context of this thesis, it is necessary to point out that the motivation of a person to 
become self-employed, means an entrepreneur and to start a business is one aspect of 
a process. Due to this fact that the entrepreneurial motivation is not independent and 
could have an influential impact on this process, it needs to be examined under 
consideration of the other aspects (Shane et al., 2003). 

The construct (Figure 2.1) describes the entrepreneurial motivation first, in general 
containing need for achievement, locus of control, vision, desire for independence, 
passion and drive and second, task-specific including goal setting and self-efficacy. 
Some of these aspects are described more detailed in a particular chapter of this thesis. 
There are also cognitive factors like vision, knowledge, skills and abilities which also 
matter because they enable the entrepreneur to handle and use the influential 
environmental circumstances to create a business and keep track of it. While passing 
the process, there is interdependency between motivation and cognitive factors. The 
motivation influences the transition of the entrepreneur between a stage of the process 
to the following one (Shane et al., 2003). 
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The process by itself starts with the identification of entrepreneurial opportunities 
followed by the idea development how to make use of the chance and ends in the 
execution step. The practicability of the opportunity is evaluated and also the resource 
assembly, organisational design, market making and the product development are part 
of this step (Shane et al., 2003). 

 
Figure 2.1: Entrepreneurial Process (Shane et al. 2003) 

To dig deeper into the mind of entrepreneurs and to understand their intentions and 
motivations, the theory of planned behaviour and the analytical framework for 
entrepreneurial motivation are therefore described. Hereby, the presented framework 
narrows the theoretical discussion regarding several factors that influence individuals to 
become entrepreneurs. 

2.5.2 Theory of Planned Behaviour 

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) by Ajzen is the most often used and a common 
acknowledged theory to state entrepreneurial propositions. It offers a theoretical 
framework that helps to comprehend and presage entrepreneurial aims by integrating 
both individual as social aspects (Krueger et al., 2000). 

Related to the TPB, there are three constituents describing the entrepreneurial 
intention. The first one is the personal attitude which expresses a personal’s entire 
assessment of entrepreneurial behaviour. The totality of accomplishable behavioural 
concepts is connected to entrepreneurial behaviour due to different results and other 
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features. Second, the subjective norm describes the conception of a person to behave 
entrepreneurially due to social forces. This part contains the motivation to fulfil the 
needs. The third element of TPB deals with perceived behavioural control (PBC) which 
applies to the opinion of people to be able to practise that manner (Ajzen, 1991). In 
numerous studies describing entrepreneurial intents, PBC as the third component of 
TPB was substituted by self-efficacy because they both are similarly (Krueger et al., 
2000). 

Although, the TPB is a well-known and generally accepted approach, there are 
demands and considerations for researchers how to alter the model of entrepreneurial 
intention to progress the comprehension regarding the intricacy of the entrepreneurship 
process (Krueger, 2009). 

2.5.3 Analytical Framework for Entrepreneurial Motivation 

Estay et al. (2013) developed an analytical framework (Figure 2.2) as a result of a 
literature review which helps to understand motivation in context of starting a new 
business. It contains three parts and bases “on personal traits of motivation, on the 
identification of motivational antecedents, and the logics of actions of business creators” 
(Estay et al., 2013, p. 247). The individual plays the key role in the motivation process. 
Actions taken by the individual will help to reach certain outcomes and goals and the 
created outcomes will fulfil expectations. For this reason, motivation is directly 
connected with objectives (Estay et al., 2013). 

In this framework, ‘Entrepreneurial Motivation’ is presented as a connection between 
the mobilisation of internal power and its canalisation in terms of creating a business. It 
results from individual and environmental determinants which are to a higher or lesser 
extent aware and guide the individual towards the creation of a business (Louart, 1997). 
Need is an essential characteristic for motivation which is the result of a study 
conducted by Steel and König (2006). The authors state that “there is a link between the 
needs associated with motivation and entrepreneurs’ logics of action and there is a 
causal pathway between motivation antecedents, the needs at the beginning of this 
attitude, and the action” (Estay et al., 2013, p. 247). For evaluating the entrepreneurial 
motivation, it is necessary to identify on the one hand needs and their variety at the 
source of entrepreneurial motivation and on the other hand, attributes like age or 
opinion of the entrepreneur that affect the entrepreneurial behaviour (Estay et al., 2013). 
The personal traits which are concentrated under the headline entrepreneurial 
motivation within the framework are the most often tested ones and are taken from 
Cromie. These are accomplishment, autonomy, creativity, control and risk taking 
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(Cromie, 2000). In the context of this thesis, several popular characteristics are named 
and described. 

The ‘Antecedents’ part of this framework describes that the perception of a person has 
a relevant impact on the motivation process and can be seen as a pre-stage of 
entrepreneurial behaviour towards the start of a business (Estay et al., 2013). Intentions 
of entrepreneurs are edged by social and personal factors (Bird, 1988). Related to a 
model of Naffziger et al. (1994), two variables are chosen to maintain the concept 
motivation. The attitude towards the relationship between conducted activities and their 
outcome is the first one and second, the perception of the relationship between 
prospects and outcome (Naffziger et al., 1994). 

The third part of the framework deals with the entrepreneurs ‘Logics of action’. 
Therefore, a two-dimension typology by Bruyat (1993) is used. The intenseness of the 
change for the founder is measured by one dimension and the second one evaluated 
the grade of newness in the environment (Bruyat, 1993). Matching the three mentioned 
above parts, the result is a three-membered framework. 

 
Figure 2.2: Framework of Entrepreneurial Motivation (Estay et al., 2013, p. 254) 

2.6 Entrepreneurial Factors 

Reviewing the relevant scientific literature offers important aspects influencing people to 
act entrepreneurially. Further studies researched the relationship between 
entrepreneurial behaviour and different relevant attributes. An overview of findings of 
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several studies will be introduced and described in the following paragraphs. It is an 
introduction into the topic and the theoretical basis for the subsequent conducted 
analysis because the focus of this thesis is to investigate the impact of these factors on 
individuals. The influencing factors are divided into psychological and non-psychological 
ones (Ullah et al., 2012; Cuervo, 2005). First, the psychological attributes will be 
described and then followed by the non-psychological factors. 

2.6.1 Need for Achievement 

Need for achievement (nAch) is one of the entrepreneurial aspects, which is very often 
discussed in the field of entrepreneurship’s psychology. It is described as an 
engagement “in activities or tasks that have a high degree of individual responsibility for 
outcomes, require individual skill and effort, have a moderate degree of risk, and include 
clear feedback on performance” (Shane et al., 2003, pp. 8 quoted from McClelland, 
1961). Individuals with a high nAch want to deal with a problem by themselves and will 
compete for their aim. They do its best performance and are innovative and creative to 
search for new and better ways to achieve a higher outcome (Littunen, 2000; Utsch, 
Rauch, 2000). The nAch is appropriate on a cultural base, not biologically determined 
and it represents one of many key attributes in the field of entrepreneurship 
(McClelland, 1978). McClelland (1965) reasoned a high value of nAch as a predictor of 
entrepreneurship and nAch’s level of shaping is affected by experience of live in 
childhood and adult age. Numerous studies pointed out that there is a difference 
between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. The results show that people who 
become self-employed have a higher need for achievement than others (Shane, 2003). 
For instance, the review of 23 studies of Johnson (1990) comes to the conclusion that a 
connection between entrepreneurial activities and nAch exists – there is a difference 
among entrepreneurs and the general population. Collins, Locke and Hanges (2000) 
investigated 63 studies relating to nAch and in the end they pointed out that nAch is a 
significant characteristic of entrepreneurs. Okhomina (2010) analysed 300 mailed 
questionnaires, which were sent to small business owners who are located in a south 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical area in the United States of America. He found a 
positive as well a significant relationship among nAch and entrepreneurial traits. The 
study of DeCarlo and Lyons (1979) investigated the differences between female 
entrepreneurs and general women and they came to the result that entrepreneurs have 
a higher value of nAch than non-entrepreneurs. But there is also a study, which failed to 
find any relations between entrepreneurial activities and the factor nAch. The research 
of Koh (1996) evaluates 54 returned questionnaires of MBA students in Hong Kong. 
The result of this study shows no significance relation among nAch and the 
entrepreneurial tendency of an individual. 



20 

 

2.6.2 Tolerance for Ambiguity 

The tolerance for ambiguity is also an essential characteristic for entrepreneurs 
because prospects of success and defiance are incalculable when starting a business 
(Schere, 1982). An ambiguous situation is characterised by an inadequate or 
incomplete level of information, it is an uncertain state (Ullah et al., 2012). An individual 
with a high score on tolerance of ambiguity senses unclear circumstances as 
challenging, interesting and desirable. An entrepreneur acts in a positive way regarding 
to ambiguous situations in contrast to other individuals who have a lower value of 
tolerance for ambiguity, feeling uneasy in uncertain situations and refrain from these 
ones (Busenitz et al., 1997; Mitton, 1989; Ullah et al., 2012). Another view on this factor 
offers Budner (1982) describing it as an affinity to evaluate uncertain situations as 
pleasing instead of threatening. In comparison to managers, entrepreneurs have to deal 
with a greater extend of uncertainness in their daily business environment (Budner, 
1982). Many further studies reveal that tolerance of ambiguity constitute an important 
factor in the entrepreneurial field. The research of Dollinger (1983) evaluating 79 
entrepreneurs found that they valued high in the factor tolerance for ambiguity. The 
attribute has a positive relationship to entrepreneurial activities. Carland et al. (1989) 
study shows also that individuals who are more likely to accept uncertainty are more 
innovative. Furthermore, this factor regards to personal creativity (Tegano, 1990) and 
amplifies the idea out coming during a brainstorm (Comadena, 1984). Also the research 
of Koh (1996) finds that there exists a significant relationship between the factor and 
entrepreneurial activities – entrepreneurs have a greater tolerance for uncertain and 
unclear situations. Several other studies pointed out that company founders have in 
contrast to managers a tolerance for ambiguity which is significantly higher (Begley, 
Boyd, 1987; Schere, 1982; Miller, Drodge, 1986). In contrast to other findings, studies 
about company founders and managers in New England and Northern Florida found out 
that there are no significant differences in tolerance for ambiguity between these two 
groups (Babb, Babb, 1992; Begley, 1995). Inconsistent findings regarding the influence 
of the tolerance of ambiguity on the entrepreneurial process and methodological 
research problems trigger uncertainty (Shane et al., 2003). 

2.6.3 Locus of Control 

Locus of control (LOC) is a further important aspect of entrepreneurial decisions. This 
aspect is about the individual’s belief if she/he has an impact on their outcomes or not. It 
is classified in internal and external LOC. Individuals with an internal LOC believe that 
they can influence the results of their action and people with an external LOC believe 
that they have no control of the outcomes (Rotter, 1966; Shane, 2003; Shane et al,. 
2003). Having luck, doing the right things in the right moment at the right place, and the 
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performance of strong people are the explanations for events of individuals with an 
external LOC (Okhomina, 2010). A significant interpretation of LOC studies, 
entrepreneurs and the surrounding is from Gilad (1982). He has the theory that the 
influence of LOC on the competence to notice possibilities in the environment explains 
the influence of LOC on entrepreneurial active people. This statement has a 
comprehensive review of psychological research as basis, research which came to the 
result that individuals with internal LOC are more likely to recognise opportunities in 
their surroundings (Gilad, 1982). Miscellaneous studies concerning the investigation of 
LOC have different results. On the one hand, Ward (1993) evaluated 88 data which 
were gathered by interviews in Michigan and he found out that there is a difference in 
the internal LOC between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs – entrepreneurs have a 
higher value of internal LOC. Another research of Evans and Leighton (1989), who 
examined data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, came to the conclusion 
that internal LOC increases the probability to be entrepreneurial active. The same 
result – a difference relating to LOC between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs – 
obtain the studies of Koh (1996), Ward (1993) or Bowen and Hisrich (1986). On the 
other hand, the research of Begley and Boyd (1987) came to the conclusion, that there 
is no significant difference between managers and entrepreneurs. 

2.6.4 Self-efficacy 

Another factor is self-efficacy which also has an effect on acting entrepreneurially. 
Self-efficacy is the belief of individuals about their skills to render determined 
performance levels, which have an effect on their outcomes that influence their lives 
(Bandura, 1997). So, if someone has a high self-efficacy it is more probable the person 
becomes an entrepreneur than a person with a lower self-efficacy. A study investigating 
the correlation between self-efficacy and the intention to found an own company has a 
positive correlation as a result (Chen et al. 1998). Also the study of Robinson et al. 
(1991) examined self-esteem and found that entrepreneurs have a higher score of 
self-esteem than managers. 

2.6.5 Independence 

The factor independence describes the preference of own decision-making instead of 
following others opinions and instructions and like to bearing the decisions 
responsibility. Individuals with a desire for independence are more likely to start a new 
business because they have to make contrary decisions to the opinions of other 
individuals (Shane et al., 2003; Wu, 1989). The research of Hornaday and Aboud 
(1973) found that entrepreneurs have a higher value of independence than the general 
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population. The same results got Aldrige (1997) in his study – firm founders want more 
independence. 

2.6.6 Overconfidence 

Overconfidence is a further significant factor for entrepreneurial people. The 
characteristic to be overconfident imparts the belief in their own actions and mind and 
overconfident people are more optimistic. These individuals are more likely to become 
an entrepreneur (Shane, 2003; Busenitz, 1999). Overconfidence facilitates a nascent 
entrepreneur to continue with a new concept or idea before she/he knows all steps and 
has all information of the new specific business (Busenitz, Barney, 1997). A study of 
Busenitz (1999) examined possible overconfidence differences between entrepreneurs 
and managers and found that entrepreneurs are more likely to be overconfident than 
managers. Arabsheibani et al. (2000) investigated British data and came to the result 
that entrepreneurs forecast a better advancement for the next year than employed 
individuals did. 

2.6.7 Risk Taking 

Another factor that influences entrepreneurial acting of individuals is risk taking. The 
factor of risk taking decides about the willingness of a person to take risks. Having a 
high risk affinity, increases the likelihood to think about entrepreneurial activities and to 
notice entrepreneurial possibilities (Shane, 2003). An individual who takes risks is 
someone who takes the chance of a business idea even though the opportunity to be 
successful is low (Smith-Hunter et al., 2003). The entrepreneur does not know if it works 
until he takes the chance to create a new company and to find out how successful it will 
be. Handling risks is one of the main and essential tasks of being an entrepreneur 
(Shane, 2003). Starting a business is connected for instance with uncertainties 
regarding the customer needs, the generation of profit or the future of the business (Wu, 
1989). Research studies investigating the factor risk taking come to different results. On 
the one hand, the findings do correlate positively between entrepreneurship and risk-
taking propensity. On the other hand, the results have shown no relationship between 
them. Researches of Begley (1995), Begley and Boyd (1987) and Koh (1996) found out 
that there is a connection, because entrepreneurs have a higher risk-taking propensity 
than non-entrepreneurs. Van Praag and Cramer (2001) evaluated data from 1,763 
individuals who participated on a Dutch survey and came to the result that risk-averse 
people have a lower engagement to become self-employed. Also a Finnish statistic 
survey with 37,000 data was investigated by Uusitalo (2001) and he found the same – a 
relationship between business owners and risk affinity. Okhomina’s (2010) study found 
a positive relation of risk taking and entrepreneurial activities, but no significance. In 
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contrast, other researches for instance of Palich and Bagby (1995) investigated 92 data 
of a Texas business organisation survey and they did not find any differences among 
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs relating the risk tendency. Also Litzinger (1961) 
conducted a research with 30 data and found no differences among entrepreneurs and 
managers regarding risk propensity. 

2.6.8 Fear of Failure 

Fear of failure is a similar factor like risk taking. It is to assume that the fear, to fail with a 
business, prevents people from becoming an entrepreneur (Koellinger et al., 2005). 
Koellinger et al. (2005) examined entrepreneurial behaviours and factors which are 
significant for the decision to become an entrepreneur. For this they used the population 
survey data 2001 of the GEM in 29 countries. The result of this study was that fear of 
failure decreases the likelihood to start with entrepreneurial activities. Entrepreneurs are 
as well less susceptible to declare that fear of failure would terminate the activity to 
found a new company (Koellinger et al., 2005). The research by Arenius and Minniti 
(2005) analysed 51,721 data of the GEM. They found out that the fear of failure aspect 
has a negative and significant effect on being a nascent entrepreneur. Moreover, 
Wagner (2004) investigated 12,000 data of the Regional Entrepreneurship Monitor 
Germany 2003 and came to the result that individuals with a higher value of fear of 
failure are less likely to be entrepreneurially active. Additionally, men have a lower fear 
of failure value than women. Langowitz’s and Minniti’s (2007) study found out that fear 
of failure is significant for women but not significant for men, “perhaps to reflect the fact 
that men may be more risk tolerant than women with respect to losses. In an 
evolutionary perspective, women are traditionally caregivers for the family.” (Langowitz, 
Minniti, 2007, p. 356) “Young men of an adventurous disposition are more attracted by 
the prospects of a great success than they are deterred by the fear of failure” (Marshall, 
1920, p. 554). 

These are just a few but the most popular psychological factors, which influence 
entrepreneurial activities. On the other side, there are non-psychological factors which 
will be described in the following. These factors deal with questions like: How high is 
your income? Are you unemployed? What kind of education did you graduate? Do you 
have enough experience (career, general business)? How old are you? 

2.6.9 Income 

For some people income plays a role and constitutes a driving factor for becoming self-
employed. The income represents an opportunity cost factor, this means: If an individual 
receives a high income with her/his actual work, then she/he is less likely to found a 
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new company due to the high opportunity cost (Shane, 2003). A study which was 
conducted by Amit et al. (1995) examined Canadian data of the Labor Market Activity 
Survey and the result was that individuals who became self-employed before earned  
$ 2,340 less than the average. “1988 paid employees who chose to become 
entrepreneurs in 1989 and/or 1990 earned, at the time they made the decision to 
switch, significantly less than those whose employment status did not change and 
remained paid employees throughout the survey period.” (Amit et al., 1995, p. 104) 
Studies found out that individuals with high income are less likely to be entrepreneurially 
active than individuals with low income. The higher the difference between the income 
of an employee and a self-employed work, the higher the likelihood to start an own 
business (Evans, Leighton, 1989; Bernhardt, 1994). 

2.6.10 Unemployment 

Unemployment is also one significant factor due to opportunity costs. The likelihood to 
be entrepreneurially active is higher for an unemployed individual who has nothing to 
lose than for an employee who has a safe job (Shane, 2003). A study of Ritsilä and 
Tervo (2002) examined 5,636 Finnish Longitudinal Census data with the aim to 
determine the effect of unemployment (on a personal, regional and national level) and 
the unemployment period on the probability to start a new business. The result was 
positive and significant – unemployment on a personal level influences the probability to 
become an entrepreneur. This can be because of the dominating push effect on the 
personal level. On the regional and national level there was no effect identifiable that 
can be due to the fact of pull effects. A following chapter (2.6.14) will explain the 
difference between push and pull factors. Furthermore, Ritsilä and Tervo (2002) found 
concerning to the length of unemployment a non-linear effect. In an initial phase of 
unemployment the probability to be entrepreneurially active is higher than later. Perhaps 
a long unemployment phase frustrates and demotivates to start a new business (Ritsilä, 
Tervo, 2002). Quite the contrary is for instance the theory of Shane (2003), which 
implies relating to the opportunity cost argument that individuals are more likely to be 
entrepreneurially active, the longer the period of unemployment is. “As unemployment 
progresses, a person’s unemployment benefits are used up. Consequently, a person’s 
opportunity cost from exploiting an entrepreneurial opportunity goes down with the 
duration of unemployment, and their willingness to exploit entrepreneurial opportunities 
goes up.” (Shane, 2003, p. 65) But also studies of Evans and Leighton (1989) and Alba-
Ramirez (1994) came to the result that the likelihood enhances with the period of 
unemployment. The study of Evans and Leighton (1989) came as well to the result that 
individuals who are unemployed are more likely to become a business owner. Another 
significant aspect concerning unemployment and opportunity costs are the advantages 
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and benefits which are entailing with unemployment. The research of Alba-Ramirez 
(1994) finds out that unemployed individuals who have no unemployment insurance are 
more likely to undertake entrepreneurial activities. 

2.6.11 Career Experience 

Besides unemployment, career experience is a further aspect in the field of 
entrepreneurship. Individuals evolve information, skills and capabilities due to career 
experience that enable and support “the formulation of entrepreneurial strategy, the 
acquisition of resources, and the process of organizing” (Shane, 2003, p. 75). Hence, 
individuals with more experience will be more willing to be an entrepreneur than 
individuals with less experience. Mainly general business, functional, industry and start-
up experience support entrepreneurial activities. General business experience involves 
know-how in fields like sales, organisation, distribution and communication (Shane, 
2003). Conducted studies by Borjas (1986), Evan and Leighton (1989), Mesch and 
Czamanski (1997) and Schiller and Crewson (1997) proved the impact of business 
experience on the likelihood to become an entrepreneur and all of them came to the 
conclusion that people with business experience are more likely to start a new business. 
Furthermore, it increases the intention to undertake entrepreneurial activities with 
business experience (Shane, 2003). Brüderl and Preisendörfer (1998) investigated 
Munich Founder Study data and they found out that older entrepreneurs with more work 
experience are more careful and prudent. Furthermore, the survival chances of their 
businesses were better (Brüderl, Preisendörfer, 1998). Also Mesch and Czamanski 
(1997) came to the result that the intention increases if people have business 
experience. Additionally, experience reduces the possibility to fail with a new business. 

2.6.12 Age 

The age is another factor which influences entrepreneurial activities. The effect of the 
age can be positive or negative. It has a curvilinear course regarding to the li fetime of 
an individual. First, the effect is positive because when people are grown up they get 
more experience and are more competent than in a younger stadium. If the effect 
reaches the top then it will decrease due to the fact that older people are more risk-
averse because of their limited lifetime (Shane, 2003). This effect is proved in various 
studies. Rees and Shah (1986) used the General Houshold Survey of United Kingdom 
with 4,762 data to investigate the relationship among entrepreneurial activities and the 
age. The result confirms the curvilinear course and the significance. They also 
mentioned the possibility that older people are more risk averse than younger people. 
Moreover, entrepreneurial activity requires responsibility and constitutes a mental 
challenge (Rees, Shah, 1986). Otherwise, Arenius and Minniti (2005) pointed out that 
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age has a negative and significant relation regarding to nascent entrepreneurs. 
Reynolds’s (1997) study investigated 40 data of a Michigan survey and found a 
significant difference regarding to the age. Age is definitely an important and a dominant 
factor influencing decisions to become an entrepreneur and start a new business 
(Reynolds, 1997). Most individuals who are entrepreneurially active have an age 
between 25 and 34 (Reynolds, 1997). Other researches were taken by Mesch and 
Czamanski (1997) or Long (1982). Both came to the result that people who have an age 
around 42 years are more likely to be entrepreneurially active than younger or older 
people. There are also studies about the best age respectively when age has the 
highest effect. For instance, the research of Holtz-Eakin et al. (1994) determined the 
age of the turn over where it changes from a positive to a negative effect. The highest 
influence of the age on entrepreneurial activities is with an age of 44 years. 

2.6.13 Education 

Education is a further factor which has an impact on entrepreneurial activities. The 
probability to start a new business is higher if the entrepreneur is well-educated, 
because knowledge and skills are very important to be entrepreneurially active. A good 
education enhances the decision to become an entrepreneur and it increases the 
estimated value of an entrepreneurial possibility (Shane, 2003). There are two aspects 
which Rees and Shah (1986, p. 98) pointed out: “Education serves as a filter such that 
the more educated are more likely to be uniform in their abilities. They also tend to be 
better informed, implying that they are more efficient at assessing self-employment 
opportunities.” Their study found that education is positive and significant relating to 
entrepreneurial opportunities. This could happen due to the fact that higher educated 
individuals are more likely to get or perceive lucrative entrepreneurial possibilities 
(Rees, Shah, 1986). Furthermore, there are several other studies which found a positive 
significant relationship between education and entrepreneurial activities (Borjas, 
Bronars, 1989; Borjas, 1986; Fernandez, Kim 1998,; Sanders, Nee, 1996; Honig, 
Davidsson, 2003). Additionally, the level of education has an influence on the amount of 
success. Probably, the higher the education grade of an entrepreneur is, the more 
successful she/he will be. Moreover, education has on an intermediate level a positive 
effect regarding the success of a business, especially professional education. Also the 
type of the education has some influence on entrepreneurial activities. Analytical 
abilities and skills are minor significant relating to become an entrepreneur. A good 
statement for this fact is that people with an arts oriented education are fewer interested 
in a career as an entrepreneur (Van Praag, Cramer, 2001). 

The ‘push and pull theory’ chapter presents a further exemplary classification possibility 
of the previous mentioned entrepreneurial factors. 
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2.6.14 Push and Pull Theory 

As the mentioned factors have shown, there are many promotional aspects which are 
influencing and supporting a decision to become self-employed. The ‘push’ theory and 
‘pull’ theory are also related to several motivational factors. These theories regarding to 
entrepreneurial motivation were described by Gilad and Levine (1986). The ‘push’ 
theory deals with external or personal circumstances, often connected with negative 
associations that push individuals to start a new business, for example dissatisfaction in 
the job or unemployment (Gilad, Levine 1986; Segal et al. 2005). If people are in these 
situations they may consider a new start with their own business as their best choice 
(Ritsilä, Tervo, 2002). The ‘pull’ theory refers to several factors that are attracting 
individuals to become an entrepreneur. These factors can be desire of independence, 
professional self-fulfilment or prosperity (Gilad, Levine 1986; Segal et al. 2005). The 
theory suggests that individuals become entrepreneurs and found a company when a 
high demand exists and when people have the required money and resources (Ritsilä, 
Tervo, 2002). Concerning the theories, people are definitely more likely to be 
entrepreneurial active when they are in an environment where push or pull factors have 
a motivational influence. Individuals start a new business, especially because of ‘pull’ 
factors, like researches of Keeble et al. (1992) and Orhan and Scott (2001) pointed out. 
Businesses which are founded by entrepreneurs who are motivated by pull factors are 
more successful than businesses of entrepreneurs who are motivated by push factors 
(Amit, Muller, 1995). 
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3. Theoretical Framework 

After the consideration of the whole relevant literature that is necessary for getting 
closer to the topic and answering the research problem, this framework contains the 
theoretical aspects which are used for analysing and interpreting the findings. The field 
of entrepreneurship is subject to constant change and therefore it is interesting to test 
and determine it in regular intervals, to reveal and discover changes. First of all, the 
entrepreneurial process presented by Shane et. al (2003) constitutes a general 
established frame within the research field of entrepreneurship and especially in 
regarding the entrepreneurs themselves. This thesis focuses on the beginning of the 
entrepreneurial process. At this point, entrepreneurial opportunities and environmental 
conditions as well as specific entrepreneurial motivations and factors are important. 
Before individuals start a new business, they need to recognise an opportunity and 
develop an idea which is supported by various psychological and non-psychological 
factors (Ullah et al., 2012; Cuervo, 2005; Shane, 2003). 

For researching if and how specific factors trigger the beginning of the entrepreneurial 
process, four factors that are assumed to be influential for individuals to think and act 
entrepreneurially will be examined in detail in this thesis. These are the psychological 
factors ‘risk-taking’ and ‘fear of failure’ and the non-psychological factors ‘age’ and 
‘education’. These factors are chosen due to the fact that they are often described and 
discussed in the literature. They will be investigated on an up-to-date basis for 
screening the findings of obsolete and previous studies. 

The first factor ‘risk taking’ was chosen because there is no consistent consensus in 
studies dealing with its influence. If a person is willed to take risks, it supports the 
likelihood to notice entrepreneurial opportunities, but several studies pointed out that 
there is no difference between entrepreneurs and people who are not entrepreneurially 
active towards risk taking (Shane, 2003; Palich, Bagby, 1995; Litzinger, 1961). Similar 
to the factor risk taking is the factor ‘fear of failure’. It is assumed that the fear to fail with 
a business, prevents people from becoming an entrepreneur and to start their own 
business. It has already been explored that fear of failure decreases the likelihood to 
think about starting entrepreneurial activities. Entrepreneurs are known as being less 
susceptible for asserting that fear of failure would be a reason to cancel their activities 
to found a new company (Koellinger et al., 2005). The factor ‘age’ which belongs to the 
non-psychological group of factors is described as having a curvilinear course 
depending on the lifetime of an individual. People who are more experienced and more 
competent are rather thinking about becoming entrepreneurs than younger ones do. 
Reaching the peak of the age course changes the direction, towards the influence of the 
age in a negative way, because older people are getting more risk-averse with respect 
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to their limited lifetime (Shane, 2003). The best age for starting to be entrepreneurially 
active is in the beginning of the forties (Long, 1982; Holtz-Eakin et al., 1994). The better 
the education of an entrepreneur the greater the chance to be entrepreneurially active 
and to start a new business. This is related to the need of entrepreneurial knowledge 
and skills. A good education improves the decision to found a new company and 
enhances the recognition of entrepreneurial opportunities (Shane, 2003). The factor 
‘education’ has a filtering role, because individuals with a higher education have equal 
skills and capabilities and therefore are more sensitive for exploring emerging 
entrepreneurial possibilities (Rees, Shah, 1986). 

Based on the developed theoretical framework, four hypotheses are defined that will be 
presented and motivated in the following chapter. 

3.1 Hypotheses 

After reviewing the relevant literature and with regard to the problem formulation and the 
development of the theoretical framework of this thesis, four hypotheses will be 
formulated in the following that will be tested with the help of empirical data to prove or 
rebut them. Each of the four hypotheses will be investigated with the respective data of 
the selected countries on an individual basis. 

Several studies have researched the influence of age on entrepreneurs and defined an 
average age. In this case “age is clearly the dominant factor affecting decisions to start 
a new firm” (Reynolds, 1997, p. 456). The likelihood for younger people to become an 
entrepreneur is lower due to the lack of general and business experience. In contrast, 
older people are more risk-averse because of their limited lifetime (Shane, 2003). One 
of the goals of this thesis research is to point out the average age of nascent 
entrepreneurs and the impact of the factor age on individuals who will start being 
entrepreneurially active. 

Hypothesis 1: Age has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of individuals. 

Studies found out that the probability to found a new company is higher if the 
entrepreneur is well educated, because knowledge and skills are fundamental to be 
entrepreneurially active (Shane, 2003). There are two aspects which Rees and Shah 
(1986) pointed out: “Education serves as a filter such that the more educated are more 
likely to be uniform in their abilities. They also tend to be better informed, implying that 
they are more efficient at assessing self-employment opportunities” (Rees, Shah, 1986, 
p. 98). In addition, the higher the education of an entrepreneur the more success she/he 
will have with the own business (Van Praag, Cramer, 2001). Hence, the level of 
education of nascent entrepreneurs and its impact on individuals to start being 
entrepreneurially active in three selected countries will be investigated. 
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Hypothesis 2: Education has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of individuals. 

Having a high risk affinity enhances the likelihood to think about entrepreneurial 
activities and to take notice of entrepreneurial possibilities (Shane, 2003). An individual 
who is willed to take risks is someone who seizes the chance of a business idea even 
though the opportunity to be successful is low (Smith-Hunter et al., 2003). Founding a 
firm is connected for instance with insecurities relating the customer needs, the 
generation of profit or the future of the business (Wu, 1989). Therefore, the following 
research is interested in testing the hypothesis if and which degree of risk taking 
nascent entrepreneurs have in three chosen countries. 

Hypothesis 3: Risk taking has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of individuals. 

The fear to fail with a business is an aspect preventing individuals to become an 
entrepreneur. Entrepreneurs are also less accessible to declare that fear of failure 
would terminate the activity to found a new company (Koellinger et al., 2005). 
Additionally, men have a lower value regarding fear of failure than women. Langowitz ’s 
and Minniti’s (2007, p. 356) study found out that fear of failure is significant for women 
but not significant for men, “perhaps to reflect the fact that men may be more risk 
tolerant than women with respect to losses. In an evolutionary perspective, women are 
traditionally caregivers for the family.” “Young men of an adventurous disposition are 
more attracted by the prospects of a great success than they are deterred by the fear of 
failure” (Marshall, 1920, p. 554). In this context, the availability of fear of failure within 
the group of nascent entrepreneurs and its influence in three selected countries will be 
investigated. 

Hypothesis 4: Fear of failure has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of 
individuals. 

3.2 Proposed Research Model 

The research model (Figure 3.1) is created on basis of the reviewed literature and the 
four defined hypotheses. It is related to the entrepreneurial process and visualises the 
factors investigated that might have an influence on individuals to become 
entrepreneurs. 
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Figure 3.1: Research Model 
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4. Method 

The following method chapter gives a general introduction into the field of research, 
introduces different kinds of research before clarifying alternative research methods. 
The used research method is described in detail and discussed under consideration of 
advantages and disadvantages. Also the data collection procedure and the used 
research data are part of this chapter. Aspects like data set preparation and validity and 
reliability are mentioned as well. 

4.1 Research Design 

For researching and investigating the defined research problem and testing the four 
constructed hypothesis, convenient research methods needed to be chosen for two 
reasons. On one hand, the method had to be suitable and an appropriate one to explore 
the defined research area. On the other hand, the usage of the chosen method had to 
collect and provide the data needed for answering the research problem and to be able 
to derive a conclusion. Therefore, this method chapter first introduced into the field of 
research, discussed alternative methods and finally presented and described methods 
and techniques the research was conducted with. 

The term ‘research’ was defined as a searching for facts to response questions and to 
solve problems (Krishnaswami, Satyaprasad, 2010) and followed systematic patterns. 
“Research is defined as human activity based on intellectual application in the 
investigation of matter” (Glenn, 2010, p. 1) and “to find explanations to unexplained 
phenomenon, to clarify the doubtful propositions and to correct the misconceived facts” 
(Krishnaswami, Satyaprasad, 2010, p. 2). It was considered that scientific research 
followed predefined and established steps as visualised in ‘Figure 4.1’. 

 
Figure 4.1: Steps of a Research Process (Glenn, 2010) 

The term ‘method’ described in the context of research which techniques were used to 
collect data for instance with the help of surveys, questionnaires and interviews and to 
analyse them with qualitative and quantitative tools (Saunders et al., 2009). 

When doing research, there was a differentiation between qualitative and quantitative 
one. Qualitative research was described as being a way of researching that did not 
come up with findings collected with the help of statistical procedures or other 
quantitative methods (Strauss, Corbin, 1990). Silverman pointed out first, that field 
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studies could present a wider theoretical version than sole relations between variables 
(Silverman, 1993) and second, “the flexibility of field research allows theory 
development to be pursued in a highly effective and economical manner’” (Silverman, 
1993, p. 28). One feature of qualitative research was that researchers spent a lot of time 
with the interaction with participants to get access to difficult measurable phenomena. 
The collection of qualitative data could be done by using the following methods: case 
studies, observation studies, participant observation studies, nonparticipant observation 
studies, naturalistic observation studies, simulations, interview studies, ethnography and 
document analysis (Martella et al., 1999). Contrary to quantitative research, qualitative 
data origin from opinions phrased in words, the findings were not-standardised data that 
needed to be merged into various categories and the analysis was done by using 
existing research concepts (Dey, 1993). Due to the fact, that the goal of this research 
was to describe and analyse relationships and dependencies based on statistical and 
numerical data, a closer and further consideration of qualitative research methods and 
techniques was skipped. 

Afterwards, the quantitative data collection methods were in the centre of this 
consideration. Quantitative research focused on the results of a consideration that was 
mainly executed under created and artificial circumstances. By defining hypothesis, the 
basis of the study was construed with making use of a deductive approach (Martella et 
al., 1999). The theory that should be tested was itemised by constrict hypotheses and 
the following data collection should enable to assist or to vitiate them (Creswell, 2009). 
Main features for quantitative data were that findings were deduced from numbers, the 
collected data were available as numerical and standardised data and the analysis was 
done by using statistics and charts (Dey, 1993). There were mainly two possible 
methods for collecting quantitative data. The first one was doing research with the help 
of surveys that described trends, views and opinions of a population on a numerical or 
quantitative basis by researching a sampling of it (Creswell, 2009). This kind of method 
implied “cross-sectional and longitudinal studies using questionnaires or structured 
interviews for data collection, with the intent of generalizing from a sample to a 
population” (Babbie, 1990 quoted from Creswell, 2009, p. 12). Second, experimental 
research aimed to find out if a particular procedure affected a result. This influence was 
evaluated by treating one group in a specific way, detaining this treatment from another 
one and detecting then how the scores of both groups were (Creswell, 2009). 
Experiments contained “true experiments, with the random assignment of subjects to 
treatment conditions, and quasi-experiments that use nonrandomized designs” (Keppel, 
1991 quoted from Creswell, 2009, p. 12). 

As described before, experiments and surveys were the two major methods collecting 
quantitative data (Creswell, 2009). Experimental research was mainly conducted to 
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answer the question why something was happening and to identify cause-and-effect 
relationships between variables. For reaching these goals, external variables needed to 
be investigated because the outcome of an experimental research described if an 
independent variable triggered changes of the depended variable or not. Two groups of 
people that belonged to the same population were tested concerning the influence of a 
pre-defined variable. Therefore, one group was checked by obtaining the independent 
variable which was also described as intervention and the second group served as 
control unit without being influenced. Differences that occurred in the scoring of both 
groups were ascribed to the independent variable in consideration of sampling and 
measuring error. There were three different designs available for instance “true 
experimental, quasi-experimental, and preexperimental designs” (Martella et al., 1999, 
p. 131) for undertaking experimental research mainly in the field of education and 
psychology. Depending on what kind of experimental design was chosen, there were 
diverse statistical tools for analysing the findings. The t-test compared different scores 
of the tested groups and if there were more than two groups studied, the analysis of 
covariance was used (Martella et al., 1999). Although, experimental research belonged 
to the area of quantitative data collection methods, it was not a suitable one for 
collecting the data needed to test the defined hypothesis. Therefore, it was necessary to 
collect findings of individuals and their personal attributes that would rather be collected 
with the help of surveys. 

The second group was the survey strategy that was a wide field subdivided into different 
data collection methods and was “used to identify how people feel, think, act, and vote” 
(Martella et al., 1999, p. 449) regardless of the fact if it was about a huge number of 
participants or just a small group. It contained for instance the research supported by 
questionnaires, structured observations or structured interviews. The advantage of 
survey methods was that they enabled a large quantity of collected data of a defined 
population (Saunders et al., 2009). One research method that belonged to the survey 
methods was the structured interview, also described as a standardised interview. It 
was characterised by the fact that the interview contained “the administration of an 
interview schedule by an interviewer” (Bryman, Bell, 2007, p. 210). The goal was to 
conduct exactly the same interview with all participants to be able to combine the 
findings and to ensure reliability. The interviewer read out the questions that were 
mainly closed questions with predetermined answers. One form of conducting 
structured interview was interviewing the population by phone. That had been a cheap 
and time-saving alternative to face-to-face interviews especially when the sample was 
spread over a wide geographical area. Further advantages were that it had been easier 
to supervise multiple interviewers and that there was no impact on the participant’s 
answers due to the presence of an interviewer. On the other side, there were few 
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constraints connected with using this method. For instance, some people did not have 
access to a phone, it was not able to observe how the participants behaved while 
answering because there was no personal contact and it was impossible to ensure that 
it was really the chosen person answering the questions (Bryman, Bell, 2007; Saunders 
et al., 2009). Due to the above mentioned advantages, telephone surveys were the 
most fitting research method for collecting data towards factors that drove people to 
becoming entrepreneurs because there were no geographic limitations and individuals 
could be assessed. Therefore, a questionnaire was used as data collection technique 
that is described in the following. 

Questions that were the basis of these survey methods were used “to explore 
relationships between and among variables” (Martella et al. 1999, p. 450) or to explain a 
phenomenon. To ensure a high quality of the research outcome, the researcher needed 
to evolve effective questions that were presented to interviewees in a systematic way 
(Martella et al., 1999). The term ‘questionnaire’ in this thesis was used as a data 
collection technique that asked people to reply to an identical set of questions in a 
predefined sequence (deVaus, 2002) and was really popular because it was an efficient 
way to gather a huge amount of information of a large sample before conducting the 
quantitative analysis of the findings. On the other side, it was really complex to develop 
a good questionnaire because the researcher had to ensure that the asked questions 
collected the required data for reaching the objectives (Saunders et al., 2009). Before 
starting the creation of the questionnaire with its questions, it needed to be clarified 
which data should be collected. Therefore, diverse variables were available like 
dependent, independent and extraneous variables (Saunders et al., 2009) or opinion, 
behavioural and attribute variables (Dillmann, 2007). 

Different types of questions were used to explore diverse predefined variables. There 
were open or open-ended questions meaning that the interviewee should present his 
own opinion in order to answer the question and to gain a detailed insight into the mind 
of the responder. Coding the responses of open questions was a really time-consuming 
procedure. Close-ended questions, also designated as list questions, offered given 
answers the responder should choose to demonstrate his opinion or attitude and to 
ensure that she/he had all answering alternatives in mind. There were also category 
questions, where only one of the presented answers were possible like the frequency of 
a certain activity and ranking questions that wanted the responder to do a ranking of 
presented aspects. Furthermore, rating questions were helpful to collect information 
about the strength of agreement or disagreement of the responder regarding to a 
presented statement. Further types of questions were quantity questions or matrix 
questions (Martella et al., 1999; Saunders et al., 2009). “The purpose of a pilot test is to 
refine the questionnaire so that respondents will have no problems in answering the 
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questions and there will be no problems in recording the data.” (Saunders et al., 2009, 
p. 394) To test the developed questionnaire and to check it under realistic 
circumstances, pre-tests would be executed by using 20 to 50 individuals belonging to 
the chosen sampling that answered the questions. Based on their acknowledgements or 
problems, the researchers could screen on one side the reliability and validity and on 
the other side modify the questionnaire if people interviewed had difficulties with it 
(Martella et al., 1999). 

Advantages resulting from the usage of questionnaires were cost efficiency, the 
possibility to investigate the research field with the help of numerous questions, to 
achieve a big response rate within a relatively short time and to gather information 
about personal or sensitive issues. Further, repetitions of questionnaires allowed a 
comparison between different geographical areas, respondents or time frames. 
Moreover, the possibility to deduce a small data base and to create a statistical 
inference of an entire population existed. The produced standardised data were useful 
for doing statistical analysis (Rea, Parker, 2012). The statistical use of questionnaire 
data permitted the calculation of correlation among variables (BSU, 2014). In summary, 
it was a method for an efficient data collection and data analysis. On the other side, 
disadvantages were for example a long time frame that was needed to create the 
questionnaire, and the limitation to obtain data almost solely with closed questions. 
Furthermore, there was a deficit to monitor the quality of the responses and regarding 
the sample, it was only possible to research persons who were easy to assess and who 
were motivated and well-educated (Martella et al., 1999; NFER, 2013). 

After reviewing several survey research methods, the decision was made to use a 
questionnaire for gathering the data for this research because using a questionnaire 
was an explanatory research aiming “to explain relationships between variables, in 
particular cause-and-effect relationships” (Saunders et al. 2009, p. 362). Due to the fact 
that the goal of the data collection was to describe and analyse factors influencing an 
individual to become entrepreneur, the questionnaire offered the possibility to collect 
numerous quantitative data from individuals that could be compared. 

Another purpose of this study was to compare the findings of individuals of different 
countries. Therefore, case study research was a useful tool and case studies were used 
as another and additional research method in this thesis. Robson (2002, p. 178) defined 
the term ‘case study’ as “a strategy for doing research which involves an empirical 
investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life context using 
multiple sources of evidence”. The usage of this method was supported by the defined 
research problem because it was an adequate one for researching circumstances and 
for describing phenomenon with ‘how’ or ‘why’ questions. Further, case studies were 
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useful for providing information about individuals and groups by offering empirical data 
and were an established research method amongst others in social sciences and 
business (Yin, 2009). For investigating established theory, case studies were a valuable 
way because on one side existing theoretical approaches could be challenged and on 
the other side, it was a source for proposing novel hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2009). 
There was a trend to classify cases studies as a qualitative research method, but this 
was not a worthy allocation. The design of a research was “the logical sequence that 
connects the empirical data to a study’s initial research questions and, ultimate ly, to its 
conclusions” (Yin, 2009, p. 26). Case studies design was mostly created by using 
qualitative methods like participant observations or unstructured interviews because 
they seemed to be particularly suitable for investigating a case in an in-depth way. 
Hence, it was often described as mixed method research because case studies 
combined qualitative and quantitative research methods. The case “is an object of 
interest in its own right” (Bryman, Bell, 2007, p. 63) and the researcher’s aim was “to 
provide an in-depth elucidation of it” (Bryman, Bell, 2007, p. 63). However, it was nearly 
impossible to describe case study as an independent research method, because any 
types of research could be designed as a case study (Bryman, Bell, 2007). 

In literature, different types of cases were introduced. These were for example the 
critical case, the unique case, the revelatory case, the representative or typical case 
and the longitudinal case. Besides the single-case study, there was the multiple-case 
study. Both were models within the similar method framework (Yin, 2009). The multiple-
case study design, also described as comparative design, was characterised by the fact 
that the included cases were contrasted with each other and thus enabled the 
researcher to compare the findings of the different cases. One subtype hereof was 
cross-cultural or cross-national research that aimed to investigate specific issues or 
phenomena under consideration of aspects like culture, values or language in two or 
more countries by using the similar research methods for conducting for instance an 
analysis of national data (Bryman, Bell, 2007; Yin, 2009; Eckstein, 1975). 

In this thesis, a cross-national case study design was used because the focus was to 
compare the findings of three countries which were the cases and to figure out 
similarities and differences in consideration of driving factors to become a nascent 
entrepreneur. Therefore, a specific, predefined group, here nascent entrepreneurs, 
were investigated in each country. Case study research was chosen because it enabled 
to match different research methods and thereby supported a detailed insight into the 
group of nascent entrepreneurs of diverse countries. 
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4.2 Data Collection 

The data sources on which a research was based on could also be differentiated. 
Primary sources were original sources, so-called first-hand information that was 
collected by the researcher itself and had not been part of previous studies. Secondary 
sources were data that already existed, “have been collected and compiled for another 
purpose” (Krishnaswami, Satyaprasad, 2010, p. 86) and had been used before in 
another context. An advantage of these data was the time and cost saving aspect 
because they were already available and did not need to be collected anymore. Due to 
the fact that it was not possible for the researcher to check the data collection and 
analysis process, she/he had to assess a data set that was created by others and which 
could have influenced the quality of the research results negatively (Krishnaswami, 
Satyaprasad, 2010). 

After the consideration and the discussion above of existing and suitable research 
methods, the research method was chosen. For the analytical investigation of the 
research problem, secondary data collected by standardised interviews based on a 
questionnaire were used in this thesis. These data had already been collected and were 
circumspectly available. The decision for using this kind of data was made because they 
would enable an international comparison of different aspects and were already 
available. Due to the fact, that these data had been collected for another purpose 
before, they often “include both raw data and published summaries” (Saunders et al., 
2009, p. 256) and could be assessed online or in libraries. Doing international or 
national comparisons within the conducted research field, secondary data might be the 
only source for it (Saunders et al., 2009). 

Both qualitative and quantitative data were available as secondary data and were used 
in descriptive as well as explanatory research. For structuring the broad field of 
available secondary data, three main groups were introduced in literature. 
“Documentary secondary data are often used in research projects that also use primary 
data collection methods.” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 258) They covered written sources 
like diaries, notes and newspaper articles or non-written information for instance 
pictures, films or voice recordings (Bryman, 1989; Robson, 2002). Secondly, “survey-
based data refers to data collected using a survey strategy, usually by questionnaires 
that have already been analysed for their original purpose” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 
259). These data collected in households, companies or of people, were for example a 
census, regular surveys or ad hoc surveys and were provided as a collection of raw 
data or prepared data tables (Saunders et al., 2009; Hakim, 2000). Third, “multiple-
source secondary data can be based entirely on documentary or on survey secondary 
data, or can be an amalgam of the two” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 262). Different 
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sources, also other secondary data had been matched for creating this data set. There 
were also time series of data available, meaning the collection of the same data in a 
repetitive way or cohort studies exploring a same population group over a certain time 
(Saunders et al., 2009). 

Balancing advantages and disadvantages was always a task that needed to be done 
when using secondary data. The main advantages of using secondary data were time 
and cost savings and their quick availability which enabled the researcher to use the 
time saved for describing, analysing and construing the data. A further aspect was the 
disposability of data collected in long-term studies as well as data comparing objectives 
and questions on international or regional level but it was necessary to ensure that 
collated data were collected with similar and comparable research methods. In addition, 
there was the possibility of comparing own findings with secondary data to get an 
insight into the generalizability of the results. The public and permanent availability of 
data enabled a broad group to work with and check the quality and on the other side a 
re-analysis of secondary data could emerge novel and unforeseen findings (Saunders 
et al., 2009; Krishnaswami, Satyaprasad, 2010). 

Disadvantages connected with using secondary data should be evaluated critically. 
There could be the possibility that the chosen secondary data were not suitable to 
investigate the research problem and the defined objectives because they had been 
collected for another purpose (Denscombe, 2010). In several cases, accessing the 
needed data was affiliated with high costs or difficulties and there was always the risk 
that secondary data had been condensed and was no longer objective. To ensure that 
the used and analysed data were of high quality, their source had to be selected 
carefully. It was also important to check if the used secondary data were still up-to-date 
because in some cases, there was a time span of two or three years between collecting 
and publishing the data (Saunders et al., 2009; Krishnaswami, Satyaprasad, 2010). 

The representativeness of the chosen sample and the ignorance of the fact if the 
collected answers were trustworthy e.g. did the people answer honestly, did they 
understand the asked question correctly and did they take the questions seriously were 
major pitfalls connected with using secondary data. There could also be errors in the 
coding of the data or in the way the data were prepared (Wolf, 2007). 

Being aware of the mentioned advantages and disadvantages, the original data 
collection method of the secondary data analysed in this thesis was described in the 
chapter research design in detail and on a theoretical basis including a motivation why 
this method was used. Within the field of secondary data, these data belonged to 
survey-based data because they were compiled with the help of a questionnaire. The 
decision to use secondary data was made due to the fact that there would be an 
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international comparison of nascent entrepreneurs of different countries and factors that 
drove them to act entrepreneurially. Further, there was an established secondary data 
set available which was really popular and used for instance by Arenius and Minniti 
(2005) or Koellinger et al. (2005) to research several questions in the area of 
entrepreneurship. There was also the possibility to assess the data before using them. 

4.3 Used Research Data - Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 

The analysed data were from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) study 2009 
which was the up-to-date data set available at that moment to explore the defined 
question within different countries. The accessibility of the questionnaire (GEM 
Consortium, 2009a) which was used to collect the data enabled to check which 
questions were relevant and could be utilised for exploring the research problem and 
testing the hypotheses. Hence, an existing data set would be analysed in a novel 
context and the data set could be prepared in a way only to contain needed data. Using 
this data set was popular to investigate different questions and problems relating to 
entrepreneurship. Studies by Arenius and Minniti (2005) and Koellinger et al. (2005) 
were also conducted with the help of GEM. The GEM study 2009 was for free 
accessible online on the web page of the Global Entrepreneurship Research 
Association (GEM Consortium, 2009b). They provided numerous data sets regarding 
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs and amongst other files contained raw data sets 
and the corresponding questionnaires that were used for collecting the data. 

The “GEM is the largest ongoing study of entrepreneurial dynamic in the world” (GEM 
Consortium, 2014a) and it was initiated in 1999 (GEM Consortium, 2014b). The GEM 
project was a cross-national yearly repeated evaluation of business activities, attitudes 
and ambitions of people all over the world. It investigated the part of “entrepreneurship 
in national economic growth, unveiling detailed national features and characteristics 
associated with entrepreneurial activity” (GEM Consortium, 2014a). An expert team 
harmonised the collected data to assure its quality and to simplify the comparison 
between different countries (GEM Consortium, 2014a). GEM was used in this thesis 
because of different following reasons. It had the focus on the individual entrepreneur 
and considered the whole process of entrepreneurship. Moreover, the collection of data 
by GEM was made with primary research and used in a procedure that was harmonised 
to make cross-national comparisons feasible. Furthermore, the yearly collection of data 
provided a huge extensive data set which also disburdened the analysis of different 
types of firms and industrial sectors. Additionally, GEM engaged 400 experts in the 
entrepreneurial research field who constituted a large international network of know-
how. All these aspect emphasised the representative work of GEM (GEM Consortium, 
2014b). The GEM research data collection was based on two supplementary 
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tools – Adult Population Survey (APS) and National Expert Survey (NES). The APS 
observed the field of the business activities, attitudes and ambitions of individuals and 
the “NES is a survey instrument administered to a minimum of 36 ‘experts’ in each GEM 
country, allowing the measurement of the nine key Entrepreneurial Framework 
Conditions […] nine aspects of a country’s socio-economic milieu that are believed to 
have a significant impact on national entrepreneurship” (GEM Consortium, 2014c). The 
used data for this thesis originated from the APS 2009, due to the range of respondents. 
The APS was an extensive questionnaire that managed more than 2,000 individuals in 
each researched GEM country. To ensure the reliability of long-term and international 
comparisons all surveys were gathered in a similar way and at the same time of year 
(GEM Consortium, 2014c). 

The analysis of factors influencing individuals to become an entrepreneur was 
conducted by evaluating the available data set provided by GEM and its underlying 
questionnaire. Therefore, questions that helped to answer the defined research problem 
and to test the hypothesis were chosen. In the following, the questions were presented 
and also shown which factor was represented and measured with it. Two of the 
examined factors belonged to the group of psychological ones and two to the 
non-psychological ones that were described in the theoretical framework chapter 3. 

The first psychological attribute ‘risk-taking’ was researched with the question “Will you 
personally own all, part, or none of this business?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 28). 
The interpretation of the question was made by assuming that an individual who owned 
all of the business had a higher value in risk-taking than a person that owned none of it. 

Second, the question “Would fear of failure prevent you from starting a business?” 
(GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 3) represented the factor ‘fear of failure’. It pointed out the 
influential effect of fear of failure towards the creation of a business. 

Third, the non-psychological factor ‘age’ was researched with the question “What is your 
current age (in years)?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 33). It should make a statement if 
there was a relationship between age and nascent entrepreneurial activity. 

The fourth question “What is the highest level of education you have completed?” (GEM 
Consortium, 2009a, p. 35) dealt with the factor ‘education’. In this aspect, a relationship 
between the level of education and acting entrepreneurially was reviewed. 

Moreover, further questions were used to describe the utilised data set, in a general 
way, which will be introduced in the subsequent chapter. A pre-test of the questionnaire 
was not necessary because it was already used by GEM for several years. The 
questions were only used for investigating which ones were interesting and useful for 
explaining the research problem and for filtering the data set. 



42 

 

4.4 Data Set Preparation 

The preparation of a data set and its data was necessary before beginning the 
evaluation process. Regarding the different data types available within the data set it 
was important to ensure that the gained results were appropriate for the specific data 
type and the more concise the measuring scale was, the higher the number of 
disposable analytical tools. Another aspect was the data layout that needed to be 
assessed. Secondary data sets had the advantage that the required variables and 
cases could be selected and saved in an own file. The data should be translated into 
numerical codes because it facilitated the following analysis. The handling and coding of 
missing data was also a crucial issue (Saunders et al., 2009). 

Before starting the analysis with the help of the software programme SPSS, which was 
provided by IBM and was able to analyse data in a statistical way, the data set needed 
to be prepared by conducting several steps. First, the labels of the relevant countries 
were selected. Latvia was coded with number 371, the United Kingdom with 44 and Italy 
with 39. Next, the data rows were chosen that contained the answer ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ of the 
question “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?” (GEM 
Consortium, 2009a, p. 2) that helped to identify if the respondent was a nascent 
entrepreneur or not. The term ‘data row’ was used in the context of the analysis part of 
this thesis for describing the data collected by the answers of one respondent. For the 
descriptive statistics the data were filtered and only ‘Yes’ answers of the mentioned 
above question were used. After this step, the filter was removed for the regression 
analysis and the following statistical calculations. 

In this study, the respondents classified as nascent entrepreneurs within the data set 
were used to investigate the previous defined problems. They were chosen because of 
the fact that this group was considered as being a representative one for exploring the 
selected driving factors. Nascent entrepreneurs were new to the field of 
entrepreneurship and had rather similar attitudes and characteristics like individuals that 
were potential entrepreneurs than more experienced ones who had been in this 
business for several years. The variables were also selected and only the ones that 
were needed for the descriptive statistics and for answering the defined questions 
stayed in the data set. The data rows were chosen under consideration of the answers 
of the respondents, because data rows that contained ‘Don’t know’ or ‘Refused’ as 
answers were not relevant for the further analysis and were excluded. Originally, there 
were 35,006 responses collected in Latvia, the United Kingdom and Italy. After the 
selection of the data based on the previous described specifications, the data set was 
reduced again. The numbers of data of Latvia were reduced from 2,003 to 100, of the 
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United Kingdom from 30,003 to 437 and of Italy from 3,000 to 21. The impression could 
have arisen that the number of data, especially for Latvia and Italy, would be very small 
but in comparison with the originally existing number of data it was possible to consider 
that the data were usable for representing its country. This was the quantity of data the 
following research and the comparison of the countries based on. 

Due to the fact that the coding differed between the questionnaire and the data set, the 
questions and the coding of the answers as used in the data set would be presented in 
the following. For describing the countries in general and towards the aspect of 
entrepreneurship, three questions were chosen. The first one was “What is your 
gender?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 33) which could be answered with ‘Male’ (coded 
as 1) and ‘Female’ (2). Second question was, “In my country, those successful at 
starting a new business have a high level of status and respect.” (GEM Consortium, 
2009a, p. 3) that could be answered with ‘No’ (0) and ‘Yes’ (1). The question, “In my 
country, most people consider starting a new business a desirable career choice.” 
(GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 3) offering ‘No’ (0) and ‘Yes’ (1) as response possibilities. 

Further, the four factors that were motivated above and chosen to be investigated in 
detail were researched by analysing the answers and data, collected with the help of the 
following questions. “What is your current age (in years)?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 
33) that included every single age named by the respondents. The question “What is 
the highest level of education you have completed?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 35) 
offered ‘Pre-primary education’ (0), ‘Primary education or first stage of basic education’ 
(1), ‘Lower  secondary or second stage of basic education’ (2), ‘(Upper) secondary 
education’ (3), ‘Post-secondary non-tertiary education’ (4), ‘First stage of tertiary 
education’ (5) and ‘Second stage of tertiary education’ (6) as response possibilities that 
were useful for the analysis. “Will you personally own all, part, or none of this 
business?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 28) was a question that could be answered 
with ‘All’ (1) and ‘Part’ (2). Finally, “Would fear of failure prevent you from starting a 
business?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 3) offered ‘No’ (0) and ‘Yes’ (1) as useful 
answers. 

4.5 Reliability and Validity  

“Quantitative reliability means that scores received from participants are consistent and 
stable over time.” (Creswell, Plano Clark, 2011, p. 211) Hence, reliability illustrated if the 
respondents would basically answer the same after a while and applied to the 
consistency of a measurement of a concept. Therefore, different established types were 
available indicating the reliability of a measure. Stability of a measure was tested by the 
test-retest method which conducted a measuring on one incident and repeated it with 
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the equal sampling on another incident to find out if it was stable over a certain time and 
if the results did not vary. Internal reliability measured the consistency of items of a 
scale or index (Bryman, Bell, 2007; Martella et al., 1999). For measuring internal 
reliability, Cronbach’s alpha was a popular and frequently used test, but only convenient 
for multiple-item measurements. The level of the alpha showed if the items were 
evaluating the similar construct and was often used for evolving questionnaires. An 
alpha value of 0.8 or higher was considered as being really acceptable for supposing 
homogeneousness of items and a value of 0.7 illustrated the acceptance limit. The 
value could range between 1 indicating a perfect internal reliability and 0 expressing 
that there was no internal reliability (Bryman, Bell, 2007; Burns, Burns, 2008). In the 
context of this thesis, Cronbach’s alpha was not deployed because each factor was only 
investigated with one question as outlined in the previous chapters 4.3 and 4.4. Hence, 
it was not possible to use this test, because multiple-item measures meaning that 
several questions concentrate on a same aspect were not part of this consideration 
(Bryman, Bell, 2007). Reliability in this study was ensured because the questions were 
established ones which had been used for several years and the researched sample 
had a similar level of experience regarding the investigated issues. 

In case of a questionnaire, reliability tested if the participants of the survey had 
problems with comprehending the offered questions or the research instructions. It also 
dealt with consistency and the robustness of the questionnaire (Saunders et al., 2009). 
Therefore, it should be controlled if there had been a pre-test before conducting the 
research and collection of the data and an improvement of the questionnaire based on 
the respondents’ acknowledgement. 

“Quantitative validity means that the scores received from participants are meaningful 
indicators of the construct being measured.” (Creswell, Plano Clark, 2011, p. 210).  
A worth mentioning aspect was that validity “not only deals with the measurement 
device’s representation of the construct under study, but also the circumstances of its 
administration” (Martella et al., 1999, p. 73). Measurement validity described if the 
measurement of a construct really measures the meant construct. Three different kinds 
of validity were available. The construct validity of a research method dealt with the 
extent to which it was feasible to investigate a hypothetical construct like characteristics, 
skills or attitudes of individuals. Therefore, hypotheses were derived from theoretical 
issues dealing with the concept by the researchers. The content validity specified if the 
chosen sample was representative towards the items that was included in measurement 
devices. Third, the criterion-related validity applied to the degree to which the score of 
an individual on a measuring instrument was used to forecast his or her results on 
another measuring instrument (Bryman, Bell, 2007; Martella et al., 1999). Internal 
validity in relation to questionnaires dealt with the aspect that the evolved questionnaire 
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measured exactly what it was designed for (Saunders et al., 2009). In this thesis, the 
construct validity of the measure was supported by deducing hypotheses from the 
previous review literature to test the defined construct. 

An important aspect for the usability of data sets of secondary data was the 
measurement validity (Saunders et al., 2009). If secondary data failed to provide the 
needed information, it would neither be possible to reply to the research question nor to 
accomplish the objectives (Kervin, 1999). The validity of secondary data based on the 
research method and therefore the primary research method needed to be assessed to 
investigate the data collection context. The same case referred to reliability. The validity 
of survey data obtained by using a questionnaire could be checked on basis of the 
response rate, the sampling building techniques and the used questions. In connection 
with the pilot test, an assessment of the questions and the structure of a questionnaire 
allowed the checking of the validity of that research method (Saunders et al., 2009). 
Before starting to use the chosen secondary data, it was essential to inspect if they 
provided the needed information. In case of the defined research problem, the data set 
would be tested if necessary variables were useful to answer the question and to 
explore possible correlation between factors driving people to become an entrepreneur 
in different countries. 

Generalizability addressed the transfer of research findings to other persons, settings, 
or times because it underlined the assumption that the sample represented the 
population like a mirror. Therefore, the outlined findings within the chosen sampling 
were the same as for others within the population (Martella et al., 1999). Due to 
representative aspects, it was important to make sure that the sample of the used 
secondary data mirrored the population of entrepreneurs in the investigated countries to 
obtain an authentic result at the end. 
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5. Cases 

Based on the literature review, the thesis ranges in the field of entrepreneurship and 
wants to get an insight into country-specific differences regarding influential factors 
driving people to think about starting a business and being self-employed. Therefore, 
three countries are chosen to be investigated by considering the GEM data set of 2009 
which are interesting and important in different aspects for regarding and comparing 
entrepreneurship and nascent entrepreneurs. These are Latvia, United Kingdom and 
Italy which are known as having varied stages of development in social, economic and 
environmental issues. The selection of these countries is made on basis of two different 
entrepreneurial characteristics. First, the aspect ‘new business ownership rate’ 
(Appendix A.1) describes a percentage value of the countries’ population between 18 
and 64 who are owner of a new business in a time period between three months and 
3.5 years (GEM Consortium, 2014d). Second, the indicator ‘total early-stage 
entrepreneurial activity for female working age population’ (Appendix A.2) considers the 
percentage of woman between 18 and 64 who own a business or are nascent 
entrepreneurs (GEM Consortium, 2014d). For comparing these countries and later 
analysing different influential factors, the final choice of the countries is made due to fact 
that they have different levels within these two indicators. For instance, Latvia has a 
high level, United Kingdom ranges in the middle and Italy scores low in these both 
indicators. On the other side, there are numerous factors influencing the motivation of 
individuals to create her/his own business. Due to cultural differences, these factors 
may not be similar in each investigated nation. Driving factors could differ in type and 
intensity among the countries. 

5.1 Entrepreneurship in Europe 

The following chapter dealing with the three countries that will be investigated aims to 
give a general overview about entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs in the particular 
country and outlines country-specific characteristics. 

5.1.1 Entrepreneurship in Latvia 

A speciality of Latvia is that the country was socialistic for more than 50 years until 1990 
when it got its liberty back. For this reason, the country and its population were 
challenged to build up a political and economic system and to get its position between 
European countries back. The long-time predominant form of government was not 
compatible with entrepreneurialism which was therefore not promoted among 
adolescents. It is considerable that Latvia was able to build up an economy including 
entrepreneurial connection without having any experience by using the trial and error 
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practice within a really short space of time (Koke et al., 2011). For this reason, “Latvian 
small and medium-sized enterprises play a significant role in national economy” (Koke 
et al., 2011, p. 295) especially in the contribution of Gross Domestic Product creation 
and labour market. Their advantage is the flexibility and capability to test novel 
“scientific and technical achievements in effective trials of economic innovations” (Koke 
et al., 2011, p. 307). Therefore, they are able to launch innovations contemporarily 
which is an important attribute for being market leader (Koke et al., 2011). In 2012, they 
were 89,106 commercial active economic units, but thereof excluded agrarian and 
fishing firms. 99.53 per cent of these business units belonging to the group of small and 
medium-sized businesses and hereof are again 84.72 per cent micro businesses and 
12.29 per cent are small enterprises. Furthermore, a fundamental element 
“characterizing economic activity is the number of economically active merchants and 
commercial companies per 1,000 inhabitants” (Ministry of Economics Republic of 
Latvia, 2013, p. 129). This factor registered a continual increase within the last ten years 
and developed from 17 in 2001 to 38 in 2012 (Ministry of Economics Republic of Latvia, 
2013). 

In the beginning, several problems in connection with entrepreneurship occurred that 
needed to be handled by public or university institutions first. The first one was a 
linguistic problem because most of the literature was only available in English and the 
authors used “the word ‘entrepreneurship’ for characterising both process and person’s 
different qualities, traits, behaviour and their combination, while the Latvian analogue of 
the word ‘entrepreneurship’ means activity and process only” (Koke et al., 2011, p. 296). 
To avoid misunderstandings by using the entrepreneurship literature, two different 
Latvian terms were defined, one dealing with the process and another one describing 
the individuals and their characteristics. Second, there was another problem connected 
with “the meanings of the concepts of business and entrepreneurship in the Latvian 
publications” (Koke et al., 2011, p. 296). The term ‘entrepreneurship’ was rather 
equalised with the expression of describing usual economic operations which is rather 
describing business and not entrepreneurship (Koke et al., 2011). 

For promoting entrepreneurship in Latvia, a program focusing on small and medium-
sized enterprises was initiated and also the formulation of a code of practice that was 
admitted by the responsible minister one year later in 2004 (Koke et al., 2011). The 
objectives of this thesis were “to ensure promotion of favourable environment for 
carrying out entrepreneurial activities, to stimulate initiative of entrepreneurs and 
minimise general risk, to eliminate obstacles for entrepreneurship” (Koke et al., 2011, 
p. 297) and many more. 
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5.1.2 Entrepreneurship in the United Kingdom 

In the United Kingdom, the development of entrepreneurship is “characterized by a 
downward movement till 1978, a strong upward movement from 1978 through 1990 and 
stabilization since 1990” (Thurik, 2003, p.280). It was pointed out that the number of 
ethnic minorities is overrepresented within the group of start-up entrepreneurs in the 
United Kingdom. For regional standards of entrepreneurship, migration may be crucial. 
For instance, 70 per cent of entrepreneurs that started a business in the advanced 
technology sector in the area of Cambridge did not come originally from this region and 
were from somewhere else (Levie, 2007). 

Education in entrepreneurship was highlighted by national politics and initiatives as 
being a key factor for imbedding this topic into the society. It is also seen as a possibility 
to evolve corporate culture, to promote the creation of new enterprises and to support 
the entrepreneurial way of thinking. Therefore, organisations in several countries 
amongst others the United Kingdom have introduced novel educations programmes in 
entrepreneurship between the years 1990 and 2000 (Kuratko, 2005; Dana, 2001). For 
this reason, the government of the United Kingdom “sees higher education institutions 
as critical to its success in generating ideas and business talent” (Robertson, Collins, 
2003, p. 4). Further, providing education in this area helps to supports the setting and 
the assessment of knowledge-based capabilities that foster the formation of “the 
technologically sophisticated enterprises that are needed to compete in the international 
marketplace” (McMullan, Long, 1987, p. 275). 

In 1975, the first business incubator in Europe was established in the United Kingdom. It 
was initiated with the goal to develop places of employment by the British Steel Industry 
(BSI). “Business incubators nurture young firms, helping them to survive and grow 
during the start-up period when they are most vulnerable” (Aernoudt, 2004, p. 127) and 
provide them with an office and also with information about management, financing and 
operating business. Two of the main motivations of incubators are the bridging of the 
gap of entrepreneurialism and the exploration “how Europe can become more 
enterprise friendly, without infringing upon our traditions and cultural background” 
(Aernoudt, 2004, p. 132). The absence of entrepreneurship is one of the major barrages 
in relation to the establishment of incubators (Aernoudt, 2004). 

5.1.3 Entrepreneurship in Italy 

In Italy, entrepreneurship is more common in districts that have an availability of 
industrial quarters which is ubiquitous because they possess about a greater asset of 
social capital. Due to this fact, a positive correlation between the evolution of Italian 
territories and social capital was assessed. Referring to Putnam’s opinion, the layer of 
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industrial areas in Italy has been appointed by the existence of social capital (Putnam, 
1993). A reason therefore is, that “industrial districts have developed in places where 
some sort of tradition has been employed in production” (Percoco, 2012, p.344). It can 
be said that industrial areas were set up in locations where people tried to utilise 
regional know-how for evolving industries. It shows that one parameter of the 
entrepreneurial quota are traditions. Anyhow, the reason why in some areas regional 
know-how has been utilised for manufacturing and in others it has not is not completely 
declared. Regions that have a high amount of social capital in combination with 
applicable know-how and traditions were chosen to set up industrial areas there 
(Percoco, 2012). 

Another parameter of an individual’s arbitration to become an entrepreneur is social 
capital. Besides, social capital as a collective capability supporting entrepreneurial 
activities and as an element of the utility function forming the determination of current or 
nascent entrepreneurs, social capital also improves the association’s endeavour to act 
altogether entrepreneurially and being a so-called collective entrepreneur (Westerlund, 
Bolton, 2003). This kind of social capital is named ‘entrepreneurial social capital’ that is 
diffused and stimulates entrepreneurship (Johanisson, 2000; Audretsch, 2007). Another 
factor is the strength of governmental organisation because if they are fragile, caring 
netting will act like an analogy system guarding entrepreneurial establishments. In Italy, 
this fact is fundamental because “formal institutions in the South are relatively weaker 
than those in the North” (Percoco, 2012, p. 345) and due to this reason, the influence of 
social capital on the entrepreneurship rate is more powerful in the Southern part of Italy 
(Percoco, 2012). 

A survey researching women working in different business positions in Italy found out, 
that the rate of Italian female entrepreneurs is rising, although they only have a stake of 
3.8 per cent in the population of employed women. In small firms and especially in 
companies providing specific services for instance promotion, the rate of female women 
is about 35 per cent (Curli, 2002). Characteristic for Italy’s business activities is that it is 
a nation “of family capitalism and small businesses, where the two are often intertwined” 
(Curli, 2002, p. 643). The Northern and central part of Italy is mainly associated with 
entrepreneurship because there are the vast majority of industrial regions which also 
supports the previous description of the influential impact of social capital. Due to this 
fact, the plurality of entrepreneurial businesses and also most of long-established small 
enterprises are domiciled in Northern Italy (Curli, 2002). 
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6. Empirical Findings 

Before presenting empirical findings of the data analysis, statistical terms that are 
needed for understanding the SPSS output are introduced by explaining what they 
mean and what they would like to express. A pie chart, also called circular chart, is used 
“to show the relative size, contribution or importance of the components” (Burns, Burns, 
2008, p.142). The arithmetic mean describes “the sum of all the scores divided by the 
number of scores” (Burns, Burns, 2008, p.125). The value of the standard deviation 
“reflects the amount of spread that the scores exhibit around the mean” (Burns, Burns, 
2008, p.131). Other tools that are also used very often in exploring relationships are the 
exploratory and the confirmatory factor analysis. In the context of this thesis, it is not 
possible to use them because each factor also designated as variable is only 
investigated by one question. 

The design of the quantitative data analysis and also the presentation of the findings are 
inspired by the studies of Arenius and Minniti (2005) and Koellinger et al. (2005) dealing 
with a likewise research approach but with a different focus and also using a data set 
provided by GEM. There are various goals of analysing the data set. First, the data 
should be described in general and second, the investigation of the relationships and 
correlations between nascent entrepreneurs and the four chosen factors are crucial for 
being able to rank them. Finally, the defined hypothesis will be tested and based on the 
result approved or neglected. 

6.1 General Introduction into the used Data Set 

At the beginning of the chapter showing empirical findings, few numbers describing the 
used data set in general and also regarding aspects towards entrepreneurship to get a 
first impression are presented. Therefore and also for the chapter ‘Descriptive 
Statistics’, only nascent entrepreneurs of the used data set are investigated which 
means only individuals that have answered the question “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?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 2) with ‘Yes’. The numbers 
in brackets in the following three tables represent the used coding for the answers in the 
questionnaire and help to explain the values. 

The gender of the participants is the first interesting issue. As the results presented in 
‘Table 6.1’ show, there are more male than female entrepreneurs within the investigated 
sample. 
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 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

N 100 437 21 

Male (1) 71 271 17 

Female (2) 29 166 4 

Mean 1.29 1.38 1.19 

Standard deviation 0.456 0.486 0.402 
Table 6.1: Gender Distribution 

Further, the question regarding the aspect if entrepreneurs have a high level of status 
and respect was proven by the sample. The following table (Table 6.2) demonstrates 
that successful entrepreneurs have a high level of status and respect within the 
population of the researched countries. 

 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

No (0) 26 105 7 

Yes (1) 74 332 14 

Mean 0.74 0.76 0.67 

Standard deviation 0.441 0.428 0.483 
Table 6.2: High Level of Status and Respect of Entrepreneurs 

In addition, starting a business is seen as being a desirable career choice by the 
nascent entrepreneurs of Latvia, the United Kingdom and Italy which is clarified by the 
particular means of the findings (Table 6.3). 

 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

No (0) 43 220 5 

Yes (1) 57 217 16 

Mean 0.57 0.50 0.76 

Standard deviation 0.498 0.501 0.436 
Table 6.3: Entrepreneur as a Desirable Career Choice 
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6.2 Descriptive Statistics 

In the following section, empirical findings concerning the four chosen driving factors are 
presented. 

The respondents’ age in Latvia ranges between 19 and 59 (Appendix B.1). As shown in 
the subsequent circular chart (Figure 6.1), most of the research nascent entrepreneurs 
are between 20 and 39 years old. The average age within the sample is 32.24 years. 
The standard deviation of 9.905 describes a variation around the arithmetic average of 
10 years. 

 
Figure 6.1: Circular Chart of Age in Latvia 

The education level of nascent entrepreneurs in Latvia is described with a mean of 3.78 
which means that it tends towards the education level coded with number 4 which is 
‘post-secondary non-tertiary education’. On the basis of the circular chart (Figure 6.2) 
which visualises the distribution of the education level and its distribution, it is 
highlighted that an ‘(upper) secondary education’ (3) and a ‘first stage of tertiary 
education’ (5) are the most frequent ones. This finding is supported by the standard 
deviation with its value of 0.991. 



53 

 

 
Figure 5.2: Circular Chart of Education in Latvia 

Among the nascent entrepreneurs in the researched sample, 36 persons will own their 
business completely alone and 64 individuals will own a part of a business. This shows 
a mean of 1.64, describing rather the ownership of parts of a business and a standard 
deviation of 0.482. 

80 nascent entrepreneurs negated that fear of failure would prevent them from starting 
a business, but on the other side 20 persons agreed with this statement. The mean of 
0.20 shows that especially in the group of nascent entrepreneurs the fear of failure is 
not a reason to give up the idea of starting a business. The value of the standard 
deviation is 0.402. 

In the United Kingdom, the age of nascent entrepreneurs ranges between 17 and 76 
(Appendix B.2). Most of the respondents are between 30 and 59 years old (Figure 6.3). 
The average age which is expressed by the mean is 43.05 years. The standard 
deviation shows that the variation around the mean age is 12.232 years. 
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Figure 6.3: Circular Chart of Age in the UK 

In ‘Figure 6.4’, the educational level of the nascent entrepreneurs of the sample is 
shown together with its percentage distribution. The mean has a value of 4.00 and the 
value of the standard deviation is 1.061. ‘First stage of tertiary education’ (5) is the most 
often occurred education level, followed by ‘(upper) secondary education’ (3). 

 
Figure 6.4: Circular Chart of Education in the UK 
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270 nascent entrepreneurs will own the business on their own and 167 individuals will 
own parts of a business. The value of the mean that is 1.38 describes that 
entrepreneurs in the United Kingdom will rather own a whole business instead of 
owning parts of a business. In this case, the standard deviation is 0.486. 

The aspect, if fear of failure would prevent nascent entrepreneurs from starting a 
business was answered by 351 people with ‘No’ and by 86 individuals with ‘Yes’. The 
mean of 0.20 motivates the statement, that most of the nascent entrepreneurs are not 
afraid regarding fear of failure although the standard deviation is 0.398. 

The age of the Italian sample ranges in the field between 18 and 64 years (Appendix 
B.3). Further, the mean of nascent entrepreneurs’ age is 38.67 years and ‘Figure 6.5’ 
shows that a high number of individuals between 40 to 49 years are represented. The 
standard deviation has a value of 11.740 which means that the age varies 
approximately 12 years around the mean age. 

 
Figure 6.5: Circular Chart of Age in Italy 

The mean of the highest education level of nascent entrepreneurs in Italy has the value 
3.29 that tends to the coding 3 which conforms the education level ‘(upper) secondary 
education’. As one can see in the circular chart (Figure 6.6) there are no individuals in 
the sample who has an education coded with 0, 4 or 6. The standard deviation is 1.231 
relating to the education of sample. 
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Figure 6.6: Circular Chart of Education in Italy 

Of 21 individuals of the Italian sample, 10 respondents will own their business alone and 
11 will own just a part of their business. The mean value is 1.52 which shows a 
tendency to the answer coded by 2 meaning that rather parts of a business will be 
owned and 0.359 is the value of standard deviation. 

Concerning the fear of failure factor in Italy, there were 18 respondents who would not 
been undeterred by of fear of failure during their business starting actions and 3 
respondents who were prevented of starting a business. The mean value is 0.14 which 
tends to the answer that nascent entrepreneurs are not afraid of fear of failure. The 
standard deviation has a value of 0.359.

6.3 Regression Analysis 

For conducting the regression analysis, previously excluded data were included again. 
Now, also the individuals that have answered the question “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?” (GEM Consortium, 2009a, p. 2) with ‘No’ are part of 
the analysis. 

Further, the linear regression analysis is one component in order to test hypotheses. 
Here, the relationship between the one dependent variable, which determines if it is a 
nascent entrepreneur or not, and the independent variable, which is respectively one of 



57 

 

the four chosen factors will be calculated (Burns, Burns, 2008). For evaluating a linear 
relationship and its strengths between two numerical variables, methods like the 
correlation coefficient by Pearson, shortened with r, are used. The coefficient can have 
a value which can range between +1, a perfect positive correlation, and -1, a perfect 
negative correlation. If the value is 0, the variables are independent of each other 
(Saunders et al., 2009). 

The ‘Table 6.4’ shows the correlation coefficient expressing the strengths of the 
influence of each of the four named factors on the researched individuals. Because of 
the fact that all values are greater than 0, there is a positive correlation between the 
factors and being nascent entrepreneurs. There is a variation of the intensities 
regarding to the correlation values. 

 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

Age 0.057 0.019 0.012 

Education 0.040 0.048 0.291 

Risk taking 0.055 0.162 0.199 

Fear of failure 0.363 0.030 0.463 
Table 6.4: Correlation Coefficients r of the Linear Regression Analysis 

‘Table 6.5’ lists the significance values of every single factor in consideration of their 
importance towards the influence on people to become nascent entrepreneurs. The 
values are calculated with a significance level at α = 0.05. This means that every value 
lower or equal as 0.05 is significant and all values higher than 0.05 are not significant. 
Within this sample, the factor fear of failure for Latvia and Italy and the factor risk taking 
for the United Kingdom are significant. 

 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

Age 0.555 0.687 0.956 

Education 0.678 0.293 0.189 

Risk taking 0.569 0.000 0.374 

Fear of failure 0.000 0.517 0.030 

Table 6.5: Significance with α = 0.05 of the Linear Regression 

The multiple regression is a tool for estimating the value on the dependent variable from 
values on two or more other variables (Burns, Burns, 2008). The multiple regression 
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analysis in this case describes the relationship between the dependent variable which is 
being a nascent entrepreneur and the four independent variables that are the age, 
education, risk taking and fear of failure. The correlation coefficient by Pearson 
expresses the combined correlation between the one dependent and the four 
independent variables with one value. 

 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

Correlation coefficient r 0.383 0.168 0.600 
Table 6.6: Correlation Coefficients r of the Multiple Regression Analysis 

The ‘Table 6.6’ above shows the correlation coefficient r of the multiple regression. All 
values are greater than 0 which expresses that the four factors have a positive relation 
to the dependent variable, being a nascent entrepreneur. The intensity differs between 
the selected countries, whereby Italy with r = 0.600 has the strongest positive 
relationship in comparison to the investigated countries. 

Due to the fact that the strength of the relationship between the dependent and one 
independent variable is focused in this thesis, the correlation coefficients shown in 
‘Table 6.4’ are used for the further consideration. 

The multi-collinearity is a statistical value measuring the strengths of the relationship 
between two independent variables. If two variables are very closely linearly related with 
each other, multi-collinearity exists (Field, 2013). Referring to the investigated factors, 
the factors age and fear of failure have the highest correlation with a value of r = -0.347 
in Latvia. In the United Kingdom, the highest relationship with r = -0.102 exists between 
age and fear of failure. Further, in Italy the factors age and risk taking reach the 
strongest relation with r = -0.242. 

6.4 Chi-square Test 

The results of the Chi-square test are expressed as p-value and are used for testing 
predefined hypotheses. Therefore, a two-sided hypothesis testing is conducted which 
has a level of significance of 5 per cent. The hypothesis will be accepted if the value of 
p is smaller or equal than 0.05. If the value is greater than 0.05, the hypothesis will be 
neglected. As shown in the ‘Table 6.7’, there are four p-values that are smaller than 
0.05 and clarify that the respective related hypothesis will be accepted. 
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 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

Age 0.299 0.158 0.789 

Education 0.001 0.567 0.523 

Risk taking 0.565 0.000 0.350 

Fear of failure 0.000 0.516 0.030 

Table 6.7: P-Value 
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7. Analysis 

After the execution of the SPSS analysis of the data and the presentation of the findings 
in the previous chapter, the analysis of them will be conducted in this chapter. Further, it 
will be decided if the defined hypotheses are accepted or neglected on an individual 
basis for each country and there will be a ranking showing the importance of each 
driving factor per country. 

The first step of the analysis is the consideration of the general data set information that 
has been presented before. The gender distribution within the investigated countries 
shows that there are more male than female entrepreneurs. This result is supported by 
the fact that although the number of business owned by female is rising, businesses led 
by male entrepreneurs are bigger and are characterised by a higher growth. In 
comparison, the probability that men start businesses is twice time higher than women 
do (Neeley, Van Auken, 2010; Reynolds et al., 2003). Being a successful entrepreneur 
is connected with a high standing within the society and also a high level of respect 
shown by the environment. This statement is proved for all investigated countries. 
Besides economic and psychological approaches, the concept of social-environment 
describes the impact of social and cultural surroundings on entrepreneurs. In countries 
where entrepreneurs are regarded as cultural role models, they have a high social 
status within the population. Hence, the individuals characterise themselves as being 
more entrepreneurial and it is more likely that they are engaged in entrepreneurial 
actions (Deakins, 1999; Malach-Pines et al., 2005). It is assumed by the researched 
nascent entrepreneurs that starting a new business is seen as a desirable career choice 
in their particular nation. 

The entrepreneurial process acts as a frame in the assessment of the defined driving 
factors because they are a fundamental part of it. Every step within this process is 
influenced by these factors (Shane et al., 2003). 

The decision if the following hypothesis is true or wrong is made by means of the p-
values presented in ‘Table 6.7’. Each of the four main hypotheses is regarded in 
consideration of the collected data and findings for each country on an individual basis. 

Hypothesis 1: Age has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of individuals. 

Due to the fact, that the p-values for the factor age are in all countries greater than 0.05, 
the hypothesis needs to be dropped. This result expresses that age is not an influential 
factor for people to become a nascent entrepreneur. Moreover, the result of the three 
countries is not significant. The outcome of the conducted research in this thesis with 
focus on the factor age in context of entrepreneurship does not support the findings of 
previous studies (Rees, Shah, 1986; Reynolds, 1997) which found a significant 
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relationship between age and entrepreneurial activities. However, the histograms 
(Appendix B.1, B.2 and B.3) of the used data show a curvilinear course which was also 
figured out by Rees and Shah (1986) and Reynolds (1997) before. Furthermore, the 
average age was added as another aspect to investigate nascent entrepreneurs in 
different countries. The results of the mean age of the research match to the findings of 
Mesch and Czamanski (1997), Long (1982) and Holtz-Eakin et al. (1994) who pointed 
out that people are rather entrepreneurial active when they have an age of around the 
forties. 

Hypothesis 2: Education has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of individuals. 

The factor education has a p-value of 0.001 in Latvia. Hence, hypothesis 2 is confirmed 
as being proved meaning that there is an influence of education on becoming a nascent 
entrepreneur in Latvia. In contrast, in the United Kingdom and Italy, the results of the 
analysis show that the factor education does not have an impact on becoming an 
entrepreneur. There is no significance available regarding to the hypothesis in all three 
countries. Several studies (Shane, 2003; Rees, Shah, 1986; Honig, Davidsson, 2003) 
found out that there is a positive and significant relationship between the education level 
of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial activities. This statement could not be proven with 
the gained findings within the three investigated countries except of the influence of 
education in Latvia. The higher the education of an entrepreneur the greater the 
probability of starting a new business because specific skills and abilities are therefore 
needed (Shane, 2003). The findings concerning the education levels of nascent 
entrepreneurs in the investigated countries clarify that the most common ones are 
‘(upper) secondary education’ and ‘first stage of tertiary education’ which represents a 
high level of education among the researched sample. Most of the polled nascent 
entrepreneurs in the United Kingdom declared of having the ‘first stage of tertiary 
education’ which is highlighted by the fact that entrepreneurial education is supported 
by the national politics and the country’s pioneering task in this area in Europe (Kuratko, 
2005; Dana, 2001). 

Hypothesis 3: Risk taking has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of individuals. 

The p-value of the United Kingdom is 0.000 which shows that risk taking is an influential 
factor relating to start entrepreneurial activities. Thus, the hypothesis is proven and as 
well as significant for the United Kingdom. For Latvia and Italy the hypothesis has to be 
rejected, because the p-values are higher than 0.05 and in addition the results are not 
significant. The different findings of the investigated relation are also presented in the 
literature which was reviewed. On the one hand, studies of Begley and Boyd (1987), 
Koh (1996), Van Praag and Cramer (2001) and Okhomina (2010) support the result of 
the United Kingdom regarding the factor risk taking. On the other hand, researches that 
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were conducted by Litzinger (1961) and Palich and Bagby (1995) underpin the findings 
of Latvia and Italy. In addition, the mean values of risk taking sustain the hypothesis 
results. The mean value of the United Kingdom tends to the statement that nascent 
entrepreneurs are more likely to take risks, because more respondents personally own 
all of their business than only a part. Latvia’s and Italy’s mean value incline towards an 
attitude which is less risk taking, due to the fact that more respondents personally own 
only a part of their business. 

Hypothesis 4: Fear of failure has an influence on entrepreneurial activities of 
individuals. 

Latvia which has a p-value of 0.000 and Italy having a p-value of 0.030 lead to the result 
that the hypothesis is accepted and as well significant for both countries. There is a 
relation between fear of failure and the start of an own business. For the United 
Kingdom the hypothesis is refused and not significant. The findings of Latvia and Italy of 
the conducted research are congruent with other studies (Koellinger et al., 2005; 
Arenius, Minniti, 2005; Wagner, 2004) which found out that people with a lower value of 
fear of failure are more likely willed to start entrepreneurial activities. In contrast, the 
average values of fear of failure for all countries are lower or equal 0.20 that shows a 
strong tendency to the fact that fear of failure does not prevent a potential entrepreneur. 
Moreover, the comparison of the factor fear of failure distinguished between men and 
women within the investigated sample illustrates that men have less fear to fail in all 
three countries than women do. Especially in the United Kingdom and in Italy the values 
of fear of failure separated by the genders are clearly different. These findings are 
underpinned by the study of Langowitz and Minniti (2007) which figured out that men 
have less fear to fail in connection with entrepreneurial activities. On the other side, 
women are rather prevented from starting a business by fear of failure. 

‘Table 7.1’ offers an overview which hypotheses are accepted because they are proven 
and confirmed with the help of the previously conducted data analysis. Unsupported 
hypotheses are rejected based on the analysis results. 

 Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

H1 rejected rejected rejected 

H2 accepted rejected rejected 

H3 rejected accepted rejected 

H4 accepted rejected accepted 

Table 7.1: Overview of the Hypotheses 
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After the examination of the hypotheses dealing with the significance and the influence 
of the different factors on individuals to think about becoming entrepreneurially active, 
the following ranking (Table 7.2) contains the four chosen factors in the particular 
countries. Regardless of the previous statistical findings, the ranking is made under 
enlistment of the correlation coefficient r by Pearson which demonstrates the strength of 
the relationship between one factor and the nascent entrepreneurs of the sample in 
each nation. The factors placed on the first position have the highest r values meaning 
that they have the strongest correlation. It is notable that ‘fear of failure’ in Latvia and 
Italy is the factor which is the one having the highest intensity on individuals. In the 
United Kingdom, ‘risk taking’ is the strongest one and is therefore placed first. The 
weakest driving factors are ‘age’ in the United Kingdom and Italy and ‘education’ in 
Latvia. Further, the ranking visualises that psychological factors like fear of failure and 
risk taking are on the first position and non-psychological factors such as age and 
education follow on the second one in the investigated countries. Nevertheless these 
two groups alternate in terms of the ranks and are equally powerful concerning their 
influencing effect on entrepreneurial activities of individuals. 

Rank Latvia United Kingdom Italy 

1. Fear of failure Risk taking Fear of failure 

2. Age Education Education 

3. Risk taking Fear of failure Risk taking 

4. Education Age Age 
Table 7.2: Ranking of the Factors in each Country 
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8. Conclusion 

The final chapter of this thesis describes limitations that might limit the conducted 
research. Moreover, conclusions are presented which base on the previous analysis 
and are compared with the elements of the theoretical framework. In the end, 
implications and suggestions for future research are given. 

8.1 Limitations 

Before conclusions regarding the investigated research problem dealing in general with 
diverse factors influencing individuals to think and act in an entrepreneurially way are 
drawn, the limitations of this thesis are presented and outlined initially. 

The first limitation is the sample size. In the beginning, the whole data set contained 
35,006 data and after preparing it based on predefined indicators, 558 data were left for 
conducting the analysis. Furthermore, there were big differences between the sample 
sizes of the researched countries. Second, each factor was examined by only using one 
question which might be a bit too vague to make a representative statement. Further, 
only four factors out of this wide area of available driving factors relating to 
entrepreneurship are researched in this thesis. Moreover, the chosen factors were only 
investigated in three European countries. In addition, this thesis focused exclusively on 
nascent entrepreneurs and excluded all other groups. Finally, another aspect that limits 
this study is the fact that the secondary data used were collected in 2009. 

8.2 Conclusion 

The purpose of the study was to investigate a popular field within entrepreneurship and 
to provide answers for the formulated research problem. On the one hand, the focus 
was to examine the influence of psychological and non-psychological factors on 
entrepreneurial activities of individuals in different countries and on the other hand, to 
present a ranking containing the defined factors regarding their influential strength in 
different countries. Besides a broad literature review, a quantitative empirical study 
helped to get an insight into the area of driving factors influencing individuals to think 
and act entrepreneurially. 

After the theoretical consideration of numerous available factors that influence 
individuals to become entrepreneurs, four of them were chosen to be in the main focus 
of the further analysis. The four factors are age, education, risk taking and fear of 
failure. Differences in the existence of driving factors in terms of unique individuals 
influence the course of the entrepreneurial process. A specific peculiarity of the factors 
facilitates the initiation of this process by recognising an opportunity. Furthermore, they 
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also decide if the following stages are reached and passed (Shane, 2003). These 
factors were also part of the defined hypotheses that should be tested based on the 
findings of the empirical part. 

The results of the analysis part illustrate that it is not possible to prove the four 
hypotheses overall. Deciding if a hypothesis is accepted or rejected needs to be done 
under consideration of country-specific characteristics and on an individual basis for 
each of them. One outcome of the analysis is that the factor ‘age’ does not have an 
influence on the decision to become an entrepreneur and is also not significant. This 
result is opposed to existing literature which outlines that age is influential on nascent 
entrepreneurs and is also significant (Arenius, Minniti, 2005; Reynolds, 1997). In 
contrast, ‘fear of failure’ is the factor which is the most influential one in comparison to 
the others because this hypothesis was accepted twice and also significant in these 
both cases. Compared to the reviewed literature, the statement about fear of failure is 
proved regarding its impact (Koellinger et al., 2005; Arenius, Minniti, 2005). The 
hypotheses dealing with the factors ‘education’ and ‘risk taking’ were rather rejected 
than accepted meaning that they do not have an influence and are not significant. The 
assumption concerning education is opposed of Rees and Shah (1986). Further, Palich 
and Bagby (1995) support the result of risk taking. 

A further goal of this thesis was to come up with a ranking showing the strengths of the 
impact of the chosen factors within each investigated country. The result clarifies that 
the ranks of the factors are not similar in each nation which demonstrates that people in 
different countries are affected by diverse factors having a different influential degree to 
become entrepreneurs. Differing cultural backgrounds and entrepreneurial history in 
each country could be reasons for the diverse influence levels of these factors (Koke et 
al., 2011; Aernoudt, 2004; Percoco, 2012). Regarding the determination of 
psychological and non-psychological factors (Ullah et al., 2012; Cuervo, 2005), the 
psychological ones are at the first place in the ranking. In general, these two groups 
alternate in terms of the ranks and influence entrepreneurial activities of individuals to 
the same extent. 

In conclusion, one of the tested hypotheses is completely rejected and the others need 
to be considered on basis of country levels. Hence, the results of the study show that 
some of the investigated factors have an impact and others do not. Here from, it can be 
deviated that the varying degrees of impact levels in connection with the driving factors 
are explained by country-specific differences. 
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8.3 Implications and Future Research 

Based on the presented conclusions in the previous subchapter show that a country-
specific investigation is necessary to figure out which factors particularly influence 
individuals to become nascent entrepreneurs and to which degree. To improve the 
understanding of these factors in different countries, there are two possibilities to 
consider this aspect more closely. First, keeping the entrepreneurial history of the 
investigated countries in mind could give an explanation why some factors have a 
higher impact than others. Second, the consideration of aspects like politics, institutions, 
technological development and culture that can be merged as the macroeconomic 
framework of a country and by which individuals are surrounded and affected opens 
other options to get a deeper insight regarding the factors (Thurik et al., 2002). 

In contrast to the outlined implications, there are several options to extend and widen 
the scope of the conducted research in this thesis that will be presented in the following. 

The first aspect which could be improved in future research is the limitation due to the 
partly small and unbalanced sample size. By using larger data sets and also by 
ensuring that there is a balanced ratio between the numbers of data of the investigated 
countries, the explanatory power can be enhanced. Second, future research should 
include more questions per factor to survey its influence. Furthermore, the number of 
regarded factors should be increased for future studies to achieve a broader overview. 
Moreover, a higher number of countries and also other ones than used in this thesis 
would ensure a better and more advanced comparability in future research. Besides, it 
would be interesting to match the data of more than one country to do an overall 
investigation instead of considering them separately. In addition, it would be feasible to 
execute a research in future without distinguishing between the existing stages of 
entrepreneurs. Finally, future studies could make use of up-to-date data sets or conduct 
their own primary research by developing a questionnaire and collecting the data. 
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