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Abstract

Entrepreneurship is believed to be related to such important phenomena as firm performance,
technological innovation, economic development and growth and (un)employment. Given the
relevance of the potential outcomes, a significant effort has been made by policymakers and

educators to promote an entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial activity.

Entrepreneurship research aims to provide knowledge about the nexus between individuals and
opportunities, and one of the most relevant research questions in this academic field has to do

with ‘why some people act entrepreneurially, while others do not?’ (Shane 2012).

This thesis addresses this important research question using Social Cognitive Career Theory
(SCCT) to test the determinants of entrepreneurial intentions and behavior and their explanatory

power.

Based on a sample of Portuguese higher education students from the Entrepreneurship
Education Project, results provide general support for the applicability of the SCCT model and
its superiority to a non-cognitive model based on demographic, educational and experience-
based variables. Nevertheless, it still provides a relatively small explanatory power for these

students’ entrepreneurial intentions.

Making use of both exploratory and confirmatory methods, several improvements to the
model’s application to students’ entrepreneurial intentions, are proposed and tested. These
propositions include improvements in the testing of the self-efficacy construct and the

measurement of entrepreneurial outcome expectations.

Finally, in a five-year longitudinal study, evidence is provided relative to the stability of
entrepreneurial intentions and its direct cognitive antecedents and how these relate to

entrepreneurial behavior.

Keywords: Entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial intentions, entrepreneurial behavior,
entrepreneurial outcome expectations, entrepreneurial motivations, entrepreneurial self-

efficacy, general self-efficacy.

JEL Classification: L26, M13, D91
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Resumo

Acredita-se que o empreendedorismo esteja relacionado com fendémenos tdo importantes como
a performance das empresas, a inovagdo tecnologica, o desenvolvimento e o crescimento
econémico e o (des)emprego. Dada a relevancia destes potenciais resultados, politicos e
educadores tem efetuado um esforco significativo para promover o espirito e a atividade

empreendedora.

A investigacdo em empreendedorismo visa proporcionar conhecimento sobre a relacio entre os
individuos e as oportunidades, € uma das questdes de investigacdo mais relevantes nesta area
académica relaciona-se com o porqué que algumas pessoas agem de forma empreendedora,

enquanto outros nao?’ (Shane, 2012).

Esta tese aborda esta importante questdo de investigagdo com base no referencial tedrico
fornecido pela Teoria Sociocognitiva da Carreira (SCCT), para testar as determinantes das

intencdes e do comportamento empreendedor e o seu poder explicativo.

Com base numa amostra de estudantes do ensino superior em Portugal, do Entrepreneurship
Education Project, em geral, os nossos resultados suportam a aplicabilidade do modelo da
SCCT e da sua superioridade face a um modelo ndo cognitivo, com base em variaveis
demograficas, educacionais e baseadas na experiéncia. Nao obstante, a sua capacidade

explicativa das intengdes empreendedoras destes estudantes ¢ ainda relativamente pequena.

Tirando proveito de métodos exploratorios e confirmatdrios, propdem-se e testam-se varias
melhorias na sua aplica¢do as intengdes empreendedoras dos estudantes. Essas proposi¢des
incluem melhorias no teste do construto das percegdes de autoeficacia, € na mensuragao das

expectativas sobre os resultados do empreendedorismo.

Finalmente, num estudo longitudinal de cinco anos, analisa-se a estabilidade das inteng¢des
empreendedoras e dos seus antecedentes cognitivos diretos e como estas varidveis se

relacionam com o comportamento empreendedor.

Palavras-chave: = Empreendedorismo, intengdes empreendedoras, = comportamento
empreendedor, expectativas sobre os resultados do empreendedorismo, motivagdes

empreendedoras, percegdes de autoeficacia empreendedora, percegdes de autoeficacia geral.

Classificacao JEL: 1L.26, M13, D91
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Executive Summary

Entrepreneurship has been related with important phenomena, such as (un)employment, firm
performance, technological innovation and economic development and growth (e.g. Ireland &
Webb 2007; Audretsch et al., 2015; Coad et al., 2016). Legitimized by the potentially relevant
outcomes, many researchers, policymakers and educators focus on promoting an
entrepreneurial mindset and entrepreneurial behavior (EB) - here defined as the process of

creating a new business venture (Gartner, 1989) - among individuals.

Within the general goal of providing knowledge on the nexus between individuals and
opportunities, one of the most relevant research pursuits in entrepreneurship is to find an answer
to the question of ‘why some people act entrepreneurially, while others do not?’ (Shane 2012).
For this purpose, entrepreneurial intentions (EI) has become a research field in its own right,
due to being considered the best predictor of future EB (Bird, 1988; Krueger, et al. 2000; Lifidn
& Fayolle, 2015; Bird, 2015).

Theoretical frameworks explaining the cognitive process behind EI are multiple and, although
theory of planned behavior is far more popular (TPB: Ajzen, 1991), this thesis is based on social
cognitive career theory (SCCT: Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994, 2002) to test the determinants
of higher education students’ EI and EB. Despite its still modest influence on entrepreneurship
literature, SCCT has been considered to have superior theoretical soundness and completeness

for entrepreneurship, when compared to TPB (Lucas & Cooper, 2012; Liguori et al., 2018).

Based on a sample of 835 Portuguese (HEI) students, from the Entrepreneurship Education
Project Portuguese survey, results provide general support for the applicability of the SCCT EI
model and its superiority to a non-cognitive model. However, this model still provides a
relatively modest predictive power and, although entrepreneurial self-efficacy beliefs (ESE)
and entrepreneurial outcome expectations (EOE) account for most of the explained variance of
EI, as proposed by the theory, the EOE-EI effect was found weak, in comparison with the ESE-

EI effect, and the full cognitive mediation proposition, was not found empirically supported.

Using both exploratory and confirmatory methods, several improvements were proposed and
tested to the SCCT EI model. Based on our propositions and empirical results and discussions,

we propose that:
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(1) The influence of self-efficacy beliefs (SE) on EI can be better explain, in a SCCT EI model,
when the SE operationalization includes, both a general SE (GSE) and a new
entrepreneurship specific SE measure (ESSE). A perspective that also contributes to an on-
going debate - on which measure is best for EI models, GSE or ESE (e.g., Bandura, 2012;
Jackson et al., 2012; Schmutzler et al., 2018) - by reframing it; and

(2) An SCCT model may be improved, in terms of EI variance explained and the strength of
the EOE-EI effect, when the EOE measure is designed by taking in consideration the
specific entrepreneurship motivators of the studied population. These specific motivators

were explored and described, to great detail, in this thesis.

Finally, in a 5-year longitudinal study and using data from three follow-up surveys (1, 3 and 5
years later), empirical evidence is provided relative to the stability of this thesis’ main constructs
and the reduced explanatory power of EB by an SCCT EI model. Moreover, entrepreneurship
intrinsic motivators appear to be more stable than extrinsic motivators and, while EI appears to
be the most significant predictor of nascent EB, unexpectedly, GSE emerged as the most

significant predictor of successful new business creation.

This thesis contributes to the empirical evidence regarding the SCCT model application to
entrepreneurship and provides propositions and new avenues for future research that, if
validated, may be relevant for researchers, educators, and policy-makers interested in

understanding and promoting new business creation.

Keywords: Entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial intentions, entrepreneurial behavior,
entrepreneurial cognition, entrepreneurial outcome expectations, entrepreneurial motivations,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, social cognitive career theory, new business creation, general self-

efficacy.

JEL Classification: L26, M13, D91



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Table of Contents
Table Of CONTENLS ..cccuueiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeininiisseecsssnecssstecsssescsssnsssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssanee i
List of Tables  ......cceuueeneee vi
LiSt Of FIGUIES cooorceriiiiinniicnnnnnnicsssnsncsssssnssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssass ix
LiSt 0f ADDIevIationS....ccueeiiueeiiseeiisieissincssnicssnnicssnnesssseesssseesssseessssessssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssss Xi
Chapter L: INTroducCtion ........eiiciiiveiicisssnnicssssnrecssssssnessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 2
1.1 - RESEATCH FOCUS ...cutiiiiiiiiieiieeee ettt ettt st ettt sbe e 3
1.2 — General Research QUESTIONS........ccuiiiiiiieciiectieiteseieere vt eiteesteesteestreesveeveebeesbaesssessseesseesessseens 4
1.3 - Population of Interest and Methodology ........cc.cccuiiiiiiiiiiieiiicie e 6
1.4 - THESIS SITUCKUTC.......etitieitiiteeitete ettt ettt ettt eb et b e et e e sb et e st e eat et e sbeeatenbeeaeeneesbeeneenees 8
Chapter II: Literature Review 11
2.1 —The Entrepreneur & Entreprencurial Behavior ..........ccccccveiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiecee e 11
2.1.1 — Relevant Definitions and Perspectives .........ccevvevierieeciiesiiesieienie e sveeieesiee e sne v e 12
2.1.2 — Entrepreneurship OULCOMES .........cccvieiiiiiieeiieitieeiiecreere et eteesteesteeereeesreeveesreessaessneseneennas 35
2.2 - Entreprencurial INteNtiONS. ........cccvevieriiiiieiiieieesieeseesteeteereeteesseesresssesnseesseesseesseesseesssessseenns 44
2.2.1 - Introduction and DEfINItIONS ........c.eeeeeeriieieierieiere ettt ettt ee e seeeaennea 44
2.2.2 - The Intentions-Behavior LinK..........ccccooiiieiiiiieiee et 49
2.2.3 - Theories of Entrepreneurial Intentions and their Antecedents..........ccccoeeeveneecieneneeneene. 51
2.2.4 - Direct Cognitive Antecedents of El according to SCCT .........cccvevvveviienieniiencieeieeieeieenees 58
2.2.5 — Other Personal Inputs & Learning EXperiences .........cccoevveevvievieenieniesie e e ereesveeseeenes 73
2.2.6 - Contextual Support and Barriers.........c.cccveeevieciieiieiiiieecie ettt e eve v veesan e 83
2.3 — Key Definitions, Theoretical Framework and Research Questions & Hypotheses.................. 86

i|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Chapter III: Explaining Entrepreneurial Intentions of Portuguese Higher Education

Institutions Students with Social Cognitive Career Theory ..........ccceeueree. 96

3.1 - Data, Measures and MeEthOAS ........cooovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt ettt e s saae e e s saaeee s 96
Bl = DAL ettt h e ettt b et et et e te bt ente b 96
31,2 — IMIBASUIES. ...ttt ettt et et e st e e et et et e e bt e bt e eb e e ea et eateembeenbeesbeeshtesabeeabeenbeebeenbeenaeas 99
3.1.3 - DESCIIPLIVE StAtISTICS...eeiuviiiriiieiiieeiieerieeeiteesteesteeestreesteeestbeeseseeesseessseeessaeessseeesseesssens 105
3.1.4 - Response rates and NONTESPONAENLS ..........cecverereeriieriieriierierresieereesreesseesseeseessnessesssennns 109

T B T Y [ 15To T (PP 110
TN ] 1 TSRS 114
3.2.1 - Confirmatory Factor ANALYSIS.......cccvevieiieiieiieeieerieieeeieesieeseesieeesreereereesreesaneseneesve e 114
3.2.2 - Sructural MOMEL .......coeiiieeiee ettt ettt 117
3.2.3 — ReESUIS SUMIMATIY ...ccuiiiieiiiiiiieciieeite ettt ettt e et este e e eaeesebeeetseessbeeessaeessseeensseesssens 127
3.3 —RESUILS DISCUSSION. .cuttetiiiiiiiiieit ettt ettt ettt et et e bt e sbeesatesabeeabe e bt e bt e sbeesaeesaeeeneeens 127

Chapter IV: General and Specific Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Entrepreneurial Intentions.

................................................................................................................ 137

4.1 — Data, Measures and MeEthOdS ...........cooviiiiiiiiiieiic e 138
ZUT.T — DALA .ttt e h e sht e et e et e bt e bt e bt e ebtesateeateeteenbeen 138
41,2 — MIBASUIES. ...ttt et ettt ettt ettt et et e sbe e sbt e sat e st st e bt e bt e sbeesae e st e enteeneens 139
4.1.3 — DESCTIPLIVE StALISTICS ..vvervreriieeiieieesiiertiertesteesteereesteesseesstesssessseeseesseesseesssesssesssesssesssenns 140
4.1.4 — Nonrespondents by Follow-Up Survey Drop-Out...........ccceeevieviieiienieniecieeieereesieeniens 141
o B T Y (<11 1 1o T LTSRS 143
4.2 = RESUIES ...ttt ettt e b et bt ettt s h et bt et et e ae et e bt et e nteebeens 145
4.2.1 — Exploring and Testing GSE and ESE Constructs Items Stability ........c.cccccovceevenencennene 145
4.2.2 — Comparing GSE and ESE as Antecedents of El in a SCCT Model .........ccccocevireennnnen. 147
4.2.3 — A SCCT EI model including both GSE and ESSE...........cccccoieiiivieniiieieeieeeeieeiens 154
4.2.4 — RESUILS SUMMATY ....ccuiiiiiieeiieeeiiecieeeiteeereeeteeeseteesreeestaeessbeesssaeessseessseeessseessseeesseesssens 159
4.3 — RESULILS DISCUSSION. ¢..ceutitieuieiieiietiet ettt ettt ettt ee et b ettt et sbe et e stesbee b e sbeeseenbesseeneenne 159

ii|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Chapter V: Entrepreneurship Outcome Expectations and Entrepreneurial
Intentions 168

5.1 — Data, Measures and Methods ............ccoiiriiiiiiiiee e 169
5.1.1 Data & MEASUIES ......eeruiiiiiiiieiieeiteett ettt sttt ettt ettt et e b et esbeesiaesaneere e 169

R 021 (511 4 o Ta TSR 172
5.2 m RESUIES ..ttt b e et b ettt e a et bt et b e s et et beeaenes 175
5.2.1 — Exploratory Content ANALYSIS ......c.ccccvieeeiieriiieeiiiesieeeeeeerveesreeeiveeereeeaneeseveesveeeseseeans 175
5.2.2 — Motivational FaCtOTS........cceiieiiiieieieiieiee ettt ettt ettt e 175
5.2.3—  Motivational Factors Stability Across Time and Demographic Characteristics........ 179
5.2.4 — Testing SCCT EI Model with a Different EOE Measurement..............cccceeeeceeneneenenne. 183
5.2.5 — RESUILS SUMMATY ......eiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecieectee ettt ettt e e e e ve e s teeeseveeesaaeesabeesnseeessaessseeans 189
5.3 — ReESUILS DISCUSSION. ... .eeiitieiietieitetiet ettt ettt ettt ettt sb et esbe et e b sae e e sbeeaeenees 190

Chapter VI: Entrepreneurial Intentions Stability and Predicting Entrepreneurial

Behavior with Social Cognitive Career Theory 201

6.1 — Data, Measures and MEthOdS ..........cocuveiiiiiuiiiiiiiriec et eere e eere e e earee e e enns 201
6.1.1 = DAL ..ottt sttt ettt e bt e bt e sheesaee et eaee 201
6.1.2 — IMIBASUIES......cuteeuteettette ettt ettt ettt e shtesht e e at e et e e bt e bt e bt e sbee s st e sueeeateemteebeenbeesaeesaneeateenne 202
6.1.3 — Nonrespondents by Follow-Up Survey Drop-Out...........cccecvevierciiereeneeneeneenie e 204
4104 = MEENOAS ...ttt ettt b ettt et sbe et b 205
6.2 — RESUILS -ttt e sttt et e e st et et e eat e b e ese e teeaeenteseene e teereenneteeneense e 208
6.2.1 — EI Stability: Longitudinal Analysis Over a 5-Year Timeframe ...........ccccccceeeevieneneennene. 208
6.2.2 — Testing the EI — EB Link for a 5-year period...........cccceeeiiiiiiiiiieniieniecceeeee e e 210
6.2.3 — Alternative formulations of a SCCT model of EB ........cccccooiiiiiiiiiiieeee 217
6.2.4 — RESUILS SUMIMATY .....ccuviiiiiiieiieiierieeseeste ettt e e e eesaessaesnseesseesseessaessaessnesnsessseessennns 225
6.3 — RESUILS DISCUSSION. ...c.vieuiietieieiieiieieetiete et eeteste et ete st et e stesatenseeseeseesseeseensesseensesseeneesesseensenns 226
Chapter VII: ConcluSIONS........cccvvieiivrrcssssicsssrncsssicssssicssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssossssssssssses 235
Concluding REMATKS ........ccviiiiiiiiiiiiiic ettt ettt et sae e ve e veeebeestaeseveeebeesseensaessnens 248

iii|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

RefErenCes  ererieninntcnnenneennecnteneessesseessessstesaesssesssesssssssaesssassssasssssesasssasens 251
Appendix A — HEI Programs Prevalence in the EEP Portugal Sample.....ccocceveeeeeesuecseesnnnane 285
Appendix B - Final Versions of All Four Waves of EEP Portugal Surveys .....cceeeeeseeseeeneeane 288
[1* Wave EEP Survey (English Version) - Academic Year of 2010-2011]....c.cccvevviivieieiierienennnn. 289
[1** Follow-up EEP Survey (English Version) - Academic Year of 2011-2012] .......ccccovevvevenenene 304
[2™ Follow-up EEP Survey (Portuguese Version) - Academic Year of 2013-2014]......c.cceveeneene. 320
[3" Follow-up EEP Survey (Portuguese Version) - Academic Year of 2015-2016] ...................... 329

Appendix C — Independent samples T-test for EI, EOE, ESE, GSE and ESSE constructs’

mean differences across GENAET ..cueeeveeessercsuessseesssenssercsanissansssesssnesseessnnens 351
Appendix D — Participation Rate ANalysiS.cceeseecsssresssarssssssssssnssssasssssssessasssssassssssssssssssssnssss 353
Appendix E — Nonrespondents ANALYSES ceveeeeesseecsssnesssassssssssssssssssssssssasesssassssssssssssssssssssssnssss 357
Appendix F - EXploratory FAactor ANALYSIS ceeeeeecsssrcssssnssssnsssssnssssasssssasesssasssssssssssssssssssssnssss 363
Appendix G - Modification INdices ANALYSIS cvceeessresssanssssesssssnssssasesssasessasssssssessssssssssssssnssss 367

Appendix H - Comprehensive EI model results, including all cognitive and demographic

determinants in the StUAY. ceececseecssencsssercssseresssanssssenssssessssssssssssssssssssssnsssses 369
Appendix I - Nonrespondents by follow-up Surveys drop-0uUt...ceeeeeesseesssssesssesesssesssssessssnsses 370
Appendix J - Coding criteria for students’ entrepreneurial intentions motivatorS..eeseeesseees 380

Appendix K - Coded examples of the students’ responses containing entrepreneurial intentions

TNOTIVALOTS. teveeesseessersssnessancssnssssnsssnessassssnssssssssessssssssssssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnns 384
Appendix L - Motivational Factors Prevalence Across Different Demographic groups..... 388
Appendix M — In-depth explanation of this thesis construct stability analysiS....ecesesesesneees 391
Appendix N — SEM analysis to EI latent construct stability, for 1 to 4 years (H6.1.2)........ 394

iv|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Appendix O — Descriptive statistics for EI (6-item) average differences, and absolute changes,

for five yearly periods from 1 t0 5 YEarS. weueiessrcsssrcssrssessssncssnssssssssssssassssasess 397

v|iPage



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

List of Tables

Table 2.01:

Table 3.01:

Findings summary for some of the most relevant studies exploring motivational
factors for start-up behavior. .........cccoeciiiiiiiiiiiiee e 70

Mean, Standard Deviation and Sample size per Variable in the SEM base model,
and Spearman rank order Correlations between SCCT core cognitive constructs
and other distal and proximal contextual variables (with a pairwise exclusion of

MISSING VAIUES). ..vviiiiiieiiiieeiieeeiee ettt e sre e e staeeeete e e aee e s aeeesnseeessseeesssaeesaeens 108

Table 3.02: Description of the models constructs measures: observed variables (items). .....116

Table 3.03: Analysis of each EI determinant most likely cognitive mediator. ........................ 124
Table 3.04: EI determinants’ total, direct and indirect effects. ........cccocvvivviiviiiiiciiiiien, 125
Table 3.05: Summary of Chapter’s III research hypotheses results. .........c.cccovvvivniccennee 127
Table 4.01: Description of GSE constructs measures: observed variables (items). ............. 139
Table 4.02: Mean, Standard Deviation and Range per Variable in the SEM model, and

Table 4.03:

Table 4.04:

Table 4.05:

Spearman rank order Correlations between SCCT core cognitive constructs and

ESSE and other distal and proximal contextual variables. ...........ccccccooveeriennnen. 142

GSE and ESE constructs item-structure stability over a 5-year period (Pearson

COTTRIATION). 1.vviiieiiceictcetce ettt ettt ae s s s s e 148

GSE(10-item avg) and ESE(20-item avg) relative stability, within a 5-year period:
Pearson correlations between repeated measures, of both constructs, for one-,

four- and five-year Periods. .......ccccivieirieiiieieieiieee e 149

GSE and ESE absolute stability over a 5-year period: Constructs’ items initial

means and MEaAN AIfTETENCES. ...oovveieeeeeee ettt eeeseeseeeseneea 150

Table 4.06: Results from two competing SCCT EI models, differing on their conceptualization
of the self-efficacy beliefs construct (GSE versus ESE). .......ccccooevivieiniiiiennne. 155
Table 4.07: Summary of Chapter’s IV research hypotheses results. .........c.cccoovvvvviiinnnee 159

vi|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Table 5.01: Descriptive statistics for the samples used in the EOE measure development. .171

Table 5.02: Results from exploratory content analysis to the motivators cited as justification

for EI levels, by students (n=851) enrolled in Portuguese higher education

institutions in the academic year of 2010-2011. ......ccoovevveireiicieeeee 176
Table 5.03: Exploratory factor analysis to the motivators’ relevance for EL ..............cccc....... 177
Table 5.04: Correlation between students’ motivational factors scores and their EIL. ............. 178

Table 5.05: Results from the longitudinal analysis of EI motivator preeminence: Motivators

recitation frequency and percentage and motivational factors relevance, 1 year

Table 5.06: Results from the longitudinal analysis of EI motivators preeminence: Motivators

and Motivational factors relevance 5 years later...........ccococevevivieeiinieciiniecenne 182

Table 5.07: Results from four competing SCCT EI models, differing on their
conceptualization of the entrepreneurship outcome expectations (EOE) construct.

Table 5.08: Summary for Chapter’s V research questions and hypotheses results. ............... 189

Table 6.01: Descriptive statistics for both initial and final samples used in Chapter VI. ...... 203

Table 6.02: EI construct item-structure stability, for five different yearly periods, over a 5-year

timeframe: EI Items’ Pearson correlations. ..........oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 211

Table 6.03: Within-participant EI (6-item average) stability, from 1 to 5 years: Pearson

COTTELATIONS. .ottt ettt eee e et e s ee e et e eu e e et e e eseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneesaeesneseneeas 212

Table 6.04: EI absolute stability, at the group/sample level (with offsetting effects), over a 5-

year period: Constructs’ items initial mean and mean differences. .................... 213

Table 6.05: Within-participant EI (6-item average) absolute stability, at the individual level

(without offsetting effects), over a 5-year period: EI mean absolute differences.

Table 6.06: Comparing within-participant EI (6-item average) stability, from 1 to 5 years, for

extrinsic and intrinsic motivated El: Pearson correlations between the four EI

vii|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

reports (TO, T1, T3 and T5) and significance test with Fisher’s r-to-z

ATANSTOTIIIATION. ..ottt ettt e e e et e et e e e et et eeeeeeeeeeneesaeesaeesneseneeas 215

Table 6.07: Comparing within-participant EI absolute stability, at both the individual and the
group level, over a 5-year period, for extrinsic and intrinsic motivated EI: EI (6-

item) mean differences and mean absolute changes. ...........cccocoeevinrieiiiniecnennne. 216

Table 6.08: Summary of Chapter’s VI research hypotheses results. ..........c.cocovvvreeeeennes 225

viii |[Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

List of Figures

Figure 2.01: The SCCT model, adapted from Lent et al. (2017, p 108). ..cccvvevcrveeererereennee 55
Figure 3.01: Results from the final SCCT CFA measurement model. ...........ccccceeeveeennnnns 118
Figure 3.02: Results from the Baseline SCCT EI model. ..............cccovuveeeveeeeciieeieeeieeennenn. 120
Figure 3.03: Results from the Demographics EI model. .................ccooeveeeeecveeniieenieeannnn. 121
Figure 3.04: Results from the EI model based on SCCT, including only cognitive and

Figure 4.01:

Figure 4.02:

Figure 4.03:

Figure 4.04:

Figure 5.01:

Figure 6.01:

Figure 6.02:

demographic determinants displaying significant causal paths (p-value < .05),

for a sample of 835 HEI students. Estimation with bootstrap ML

(10,000SaMPIES). ..vveeeeiieeiiieeiiieeiteeeteeestee e e e reeeeeteesreeesreeesbeeenaseeenaeeens 126

Results from the GSE relative stability analysis, from TO to T5, with an SEM

MOACL (NT175). it e e et e e e e e nnees 151

Results from the ESE relative stability analysis, from TO to TS5, with an SEM

MOAEL (NZ140). .eiieeiieeeeeee et et e e e e e e eaaeeenneas 152

Results from the baseline SCCT EI model with GSE(T0) (n=835)................ 153

Results from the SCCT EI model with GSE(T0) and ESSE(T0) (n=835) ...... 157

Results from the SCCT EI model with new, population-specific, Intrinsic EOE

(5 items) measure (TO) (N=226). ....eeeeieeeeieeeeiie et 188

Results from the EI stability analysis, from TO to TS5, with an SEM model

Results from the application of an SCCT EI model to predict new business

creation, within a 5-year period (N=223). . ...ccccvveeviiieieeeeeeeee e 218

ix|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Figure 6.03:

Figure 6.04:

Figure 6.05:

Figure 6.06:

Figure 6.07:

Results from the application of an SCCT EI model to predict nascent behavior

directed toward future new business creation, within a 5-year period (n=223). .

Results from the application of an SCCT EI model to predict new business

creation, within a 5-year period, where ESE is substituted by ESSE and GSE

Results from the application of an SCCT EI model to predict nascent behavior
directed toward future new business creation, within a 5-year period, where ESE

is substituted by ESSE and GSE (1=222). ...cccceiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e 222

Results from the application of an SCCT EI model to predict new business
creation, within a 5-year period, where EI based on entrepreneurship intrinsic

motivations are identified and set as an EI and a new business creation predictor

Results from the application of an SCCT EI model to predict nascent behavior
directed toward future new business creation, within a 5-year period, where EI
based on entrepreneurship intrinsic motivations are identified and set as an EI

and a new business creation predictor (n=139). .......ccecevviiriiieniiniieien 224

x|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

List of Abbreviations

ADF - Asymptotically Distribution-Free Estimation Method

AMOS - Statistical Software (Version 25)

AVE - Average Variance Extracted

Avg. - Average

CCA - Confirmatory Content Analysis

CE - Corporate Entrepreneurship

CEO - Chief Executive Officer

CFA - Confirmatory Factor Analysis

CI95% - Two-tailed 95% confidence interval

CR - Composite Reliability

df — degrees of freedom

EB — Entrepreneurial Behavior

EC - European Commission

ECA - Exploratory Content Analysis

EEP — Entrepreneurship Education Project (an international research project)
EEP Portugal — Portuguese Research (within the international EEP)
EFA - Exploratory Factor Analysis

EI — Entrepreneurial Intentions

EO - Entrepreneurial Orientation

EOE - Entrepreneurial Outcome Expectations

ESE - Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Beliefs

ESE[2nd] —Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Beliefs Second-Order Factor
ESSE —Entrepreneurship Specific Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Fupl1 - First follow-up survey (school year 2011/12)

Fup2 - Second follow-up survey (school year 2013/14)

xi|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Fup3 - Third follow-up survey (school year 2015/16)
GEM - Global Entrepreneurship Monitor

GSE - General Self-Efficacy Beliefs

HEI - Higher Education Institutions

INE - Instituto Nacional de Estatistica

iEO - Individual Entrepreneurial Orientations

I1Q — Inter-Quartile

MAR - Missing at Random

MBA — Master in Business and Administration
MC — Motivation to Comply

MCAR - Missing Completely at Random

MI - Modification Indices (from AMOS software)
MIT - Massachusetts Institute of Technology
ML - Maximum Likelihood Estimation Method
MWB - Mental Health and Well-Being

nAch - Need for Achievement

NB — Normative Beliefs

NMAR —Missing Not at Random

OE — Outcome Expectations

PA - Personal Attitude Toward the Behavior
PBC — Perceived Behavior Control

PSED - Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics
R&D — Research and Development

SCCT - Social Cognitive Career Theory

SCT - Social Cognitive Theory

SD — Standard Deviation

xii|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

SE - Self-Efficacy Beliefs

SEM - Structural Equations Model

SEE — Shapero’s Model of the Entrepreneurial Event
SME - Small and Medium-Sized Enterprise

SN — Subjective Norms (Normative Beliefs X Motivation to Comply)
SPSS — Statistical Software (Version 25)

SSE — Activity Specific Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Std. - Standardized

TEA - Total Early-Stage Entrepreneurial Activity
TPB - Theory of Planned Behavior

TRA - Theory of Reasoned Action

USA — United States of America

1stW - First wave survey (school year 2010/11)

xiii |Page



Chapter I

Introduction



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Chapter I: Introduction

Entrepreneurship research is a fast-growing and multidisciplinary literature domain that has
been generating increased interest from researchers. Without a consensus on some of its
foundational definitions, this research domain is difficult to delimit and requires special caution
with the use of its own definitions, which should be carefully provided from the very outset of

any research venture.

In this thesis, entrepreneurship is defined as the process of creating a new business venture
(Gartner, 1989) and, consequently, entrepreneurs are those who are actively trying to start (i.e.
nascent entrepreneurs; Carter et al., 2003) and those who have recently started a new business

(i.e. early-stage entrepreneurial activity; Reynolds et al., 2005).

Entrepreneurial activity is proposed to be related to regional economic growth and
development, organizational competitiveness and survival and to individual employment and
social inclusion (e.g., Schumpeter, 1934; Kirzner, 1973; Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Audretsch
et al. 2015). As such, and given the problems associated with the shortage of entrepreneurial
behavior (EB), it is relevant to know ‘why some people act entrepreneurially, while others do

not?’ (Shane 2012).

Addressing this central question, this research focuses on analyzing entrepreneurial intentions
(EI), and their antecedents, while also providing some evidence on how these relate with
subsequent early-stage EB. This has the potential to be especially relevant for those interested
in knowing more about the social cognitive mechanisms behind EB, such as entrepreneurship

educators, policymakers and entrepreneurs.

Next section will present an overview of what research on EI has been and where this research
fits in the literature, after which, the thesis research questions, the population of interest and
methodology will be identified. Concluding this introduction, the thesis structure will be
presented, clarifying the overall research design and the relative importance of each chapter to

the thesis objectives.
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1.1 - Research Focus

Research on EI can be traced back to the early works of Shapero and Sokol 1980s (Shapero and
Sokol 1982; Shapero 1984) and, since the early 1990s, it is said to “have seen an explosion of
research using entrepreneurial intention models as a framework™ (Lifidn & Fayolle, 2015, p.

908).

Theoretical frameworks explaining EI include models specific to the field of entrepreneurship
(e.g., Shapero & Sokol, 1982; Shapero, 1984; Bird, 1988; Davidsson, 1995), as well as models
imported from social psychology (e.g., Ajzen, 1991; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994, 2002) to
analyze behaviors in general. Comparatively, models from social psychology account for most

empirical tests and applications of EI.

Due to the relative dominance of social psychology models, and the fact that entrepreneurship
specific models also derive from social psychology research, it is relevant to note how
intentions models fit this other literature. Gollwitzer (1993, p. 142) refers that the
correspondence between expressed attitudes and subsequent behavior has been a central theme
in modern social psychology, with the first generation of research finding that the attitudes-
behavior relationship is sometimes verified; the second generation of research focused on
identifying situational factors, personality variables and classes of attitudes and behaviors that
could moderate this relationship; and finally, the third generation of research, where intention
models are included, enquired “the most fundamental question of attitudes-behavior

consistency: how do attitudes guide behavior?”

In this context, it becomes clear that EI research serves the purpose of providing a more
consistent way of predicting EB. They are considered “the single best predictor of any planned
behavior, including entrepreneurship” (Krueger et al. 2000, p. 412), they signal emerging
organizations, before these can be identified by boundary and exchange processes (Katz &
Gartner 1988) and provide a conceptual framework to understand the cognitive mechanisms
that lead some people to identify opportunities and act entrepreneurially, while others do not

(Krueger, 2000).

According to Linan & Fayolle's (2015) literature review, of the 409 papers published from 2004
to 2013, El research main themes can be grouped into six different categories, namely: core EI

model, personal-level variables, entrepreneurship education, context and institutions,
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entrepreneurial process and new research areas. Furthermore, from the most researched
category (i.e. personal-level variables) the subtheme of personality/psychology factors is the

one attracting most research.

The research in this thesis can be categorized, mainly, in the ‘core EI model’ category, since it
tests social cognitive career theory (SCCT: Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994, 2002) and its model
fit to entrepreneurship and explores new ‘configurations of motivational antecedents’. It can
also be included in ‘personal-level variables’ category, as it includes the effects of the
demographic characteristics in the sample, explores students’ general self-efficacy beliefs
(GSE) and motivations and their impact on EI. And, finally, it can also be included in the
‘entrepreneurial process’ category, as it provides evidence on the link between EI and its

determinants and EB.

Given the increasing need to integrate the various contributions from all the disciplines (Ireland
& Webb 2007) and the need for careful application of all models imported from other areas of
research (Kenworthy & McMullan, 2012), the testing and exploration of the SCCT application
to entrepreneurship is also a good opportunity to contribute to the needed critical discussion of

the integration of this theory in this literature.

1.2 — General Research Questions

According to the literature, entrepreneurship is desirable, and a sub-optimal entrepreneurial
activity is a relevant problem (cf. Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Shapero, 1985). It is relevant
because some individuals could benefit themselves and their communities, by creating a new
business to take advantage of existing innovation and development opportunities and, yet,

cannot recognize such opportunities or do not feel capable of pursuing them.

This research problem can generate such different research questions as: ‘where do
opportunities for entrepreneurial activity come from’? and ‘why some people act
entrepreneurially, while others do not?’. Here, we address this second research question and,
do so, by taking a social cognitive perspective on the determinants of behavior. Based on
Chapter’s II literature review and on a sample of Portuguese higher education institutions (HEI)

students, in Chapters III to VI, the following narrower research questions will be addressed:
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Chapter III discusses the questions of whether the SCCT model is an adequate theoretical
framework to explain EI, if such model outperforms a model comprised, solely, of noncognitive
demographic independent variables, in explaining EI variance and, finally, if SCCT cognitive
antecedents fully mediate the effects of noncognitive demographic variables and distal social

support on EIL

Chapter IV covers the issue of whether the temporal stability of entrepreneurship-related self-
efficacy beliefs is associated with their level of specificity, which self-efficacy measure,
entrepreneurship self-efficacy (ESE) or general self-efficacy (GSE), better explains EI and,
finally, if, in a SCCT EI model, the distinct contributions of GSE and entrepreneurship related

self-efficacy beliefs may be clarified with the introduction of a new measure.

Chapter V investigates motivators that Portuguese HEI students most frequently cite as a
justification for self-reported EI levels, and which of these are more associated with the highest
levels of EI. Also, whether these motivations can be meaningfully associated, by combining
them into a reduced set of distinct motivational factors, and how these relate with EI levels. If
these motivational factors are stable over time, in an intra-individual analysis, and which are
the most stable factors. Whether individual demographic characteristics are associated with the
salience of a specific motivational factor. Lastly, whether a new measure of entrepreneurship
outcome expectations (EOE), based on population-specific motivational factors, can increase
explained variance of EI in an SCCT EI model when compared with its standard measure, and

if both intrinsic and extrinsic EOE measures are related with EI.

Finally, in Chapter VI it is discussed whether EI levels are stable over a period of five years, in
an intra-individual analysis, and if being intrinsically motivated for entrepreneurship has a
positive moderating effect on EI stability. Also, if an SCCT EI model can significantly predict
EB and whether this model may be improved by introducing a new operationalization, based

on the insights from the two previous chapters.

Overall, providing answers to these research questions has the potential to improve knowledge
about who, among HEI students, is more likely to create a new business in the future and why.
These insights may be found useful by several different groups, namely: for business and
entrepreneurship educators, and professionals related with career/vocational counseling who
deal with potential entrepreneurs and with those who cannot (yet) conceive new business

creation as a valid career or utility-improving action; for policymakers who want, through an
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increased rate of new business creation, to promote more dynamic markets, economic
competition, growth and development; and, last but not least, for the more self-reflective and

self-regulated entrepreneurs.

This social cognitive perspective, applied to potential entrepreneurs, may also be the basis to
know more about which institutional setups work best for triggering productive EB. And this
knowledge can later be expanded, from a focus on the creation of productive new businesses,
to the processes of productive corporate entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship and

institutional entrepreneurship.

Finally, addressing these specific research questions, this thesis also aims to provide evidence
on the interest of using SCCT as a theoretical framework for entrepreneurship research and
suggests possible improvements in its operationalization. As well as empirical evidence related
to the explanatory power of EI models when a considerable lag between self-reports and actual

EB is expected.

1.3 - Population of Interest and Methodology

This thesis empirical research is primarily based on EEP Portugal database, the Portuguese
implementation of the larger international research, the Entrepreneurship Education Project!
(EEP), designed to improve the knowledge on entrepreneurship education around the world and
collecting data from students of more than 70 countries and 400 universities (cf- Vanevenhoven
& Liguori, 2013). Given the international guidelines, in the EEP Portugal first wave survey
sample, academic programs categorized as Business and Business & Economics Related are the

most predominant and undergraduate students represent the vast majority of respondents.

College student samples comprise the majority of participants in career choice research (Sheu
et al., 2010) and EI research (Bird, 2015), something that appears to be appropriate, since
student samples reveal vocational preferences at a timely opportunity when respondents face

important career decisions (Krueger, 1993). Such samples typically include subjects with a

" The EEP was coordinated in the USA by Assistant Professor of Entrepreneurship Doan Winkel, from Illinois
State University, College of Business, and Associate Professor of Management Jeff Vanevenhoven, from
University of Wisconsin — Whitewater.
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broad spectrum of EI and attitudes and, although detailed business plans may not yet have been

made, global career intentions probably have (Scherer et al. 1989).

Business students and entrepreneurship students are also among the most represented
populations in El research samples (cf. Bird, 2015). Besides being a natural convenience sample
for business school researchers, this type of sample has some advantages. According to
Gelderen et al., (2008), the choice of an entrepreneurial career has particular relevance for
business students, as these are usually pulled (rather than pushed) towards entrepreneurship,
graduation does not provide an institutionalized professional identity, like in other areas, and
there is often enough leeway relatively to the particular profession, industry and employment

status (e.g., entrepreneur).

The EEP Portugal database is a product of a longitudinal research design which consisted of a
first wave survey followed by three other follow-up surveys - one year later, three years later
and five years later. With this research design, this thesis also corresponds to the calls for more
longitudinal studies (cf. Bygrave, 1989; Lifidan & Rodriguez-Cohard, 2008; Sheu et al., 2010;
Fayolle & Lifian, 2014). A brief description of these survey waves and its participation results

1s now presented:

- First wave (1stW) survey (school year 2010/11), with 1,309 valid surveys submitted;

- First follow-up (Fupl) survey (school year 2011/12), with 171 valid surveys submitted;

- Second follow-up (Fup2) survey (school year 2013/14), with 157 valid surveys
submitted;

- Third follow-up (Fup3) survey (school year 2015/16), with 251 valid surveys submitted.

Regarding methods in this thesis, results rely, primarily, on exploratory (ECA) and
confirmatory (CCA) content analysis, exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory (CFA) factor
analysis and structural equations modeling (SEM). Combined, these have the potential of
resulting in a richer methodology, which also corresponds to the call in the literature for more

mixed method methodologies (¢f. Shah & Corley, 2006; Molina-Azorin et al. 2012).
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1.4 - Thesis Structure

After this introductory chapter, where the research focus and its interest are stated in the wider
context of entrepreneurship research literature, Chapter II begins by briefly reviewing the
research literature on EB, where its foundations are presented, and key terms and scope are
defined, with the purpose of providing the context and attest the relevance and fit of the
cognitive intentions models to this literature. The thesis continues by reviewing the most
commonly adopted cognitive intentions models in entrepreneurship and presenting a more in-
depth literature review of the thesis theoretical framework, i.e. the SCCT. Finally, Chapter II is
concluded with a summary of this thesis research questions and hypotheses - explored and
tested in Chapters III to VI - preceded with the key supporting references in the literature, both

theoretically and empirically.

Using a large sample of Portuguese HEI students, in Chapter III an SCCT baseline model is
tested and a comparison is made with a non-cognitive model, based on demographic variables,
mainly differentiating individuals’ educational and experiential exposures. After this, a new
model is proposed and tested - which can be viewed as an extended version of the baseline
model, but which is still supported by SCCT theoretical propositions - containing both cognitive
and non-cognitive variables as determinants of EI, to test for the added value and mediating
effects of the cognitive variables. This third chapter concludes by identifying the extended
SCCT model fit, parsimonious and explanatory power, suggesting some weaknesses in its
application to entrepreneurship, some of which will be addressed, later, in the following

chapters.

Chapter IV starts by testing and comparing the temporal stability of both ESE and GSE. It then
follows to compare ESE and GSE effects on EI, aiming to contribute to the debate of whether
a general (GSE) or an activity specific self-efficacy measure (ESE) should be used as a predictor
of EI, and their relative merits. This chapter ends by proposing and testing the adequacy of a
new model, including a new measure of entrepreneurial specific self-efficacy (ESSE) and GSE,

simultaneously.

Given the small EOE-EI effect found, in the SCCT EI model tested in the previous chapter,
Chapter V explores the most meaningful conscious motivators of EI, as these are cited by a
large sample of Portuguese HEI students. This provides a very rich and empirically driven list

of the conscious motivators for entrepreneurship, for this population. To reduce the complexity
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of the results, this same list of motivators is, later, subdivided into larger motivational factors.
Both individual motivators and motivational factors are explored in their association with EI
levels and in their temporal stability. Lastly, motivational factors were used for hypotheses

testing in the SCCT model.

The thesis empirical analyses come to an end in Chapter VI, where evidence is provided on the
EI temporal stability and how this stability may be moderated by having EI based on a particular
motivational factor. Evidence is also provided regarding the intention-behavior relationship
when using an SCCT EI model, with a 5-year timeframe, in longitudinal research design.
Finally, based on Chapter’s IV and V findings, improvements to the explanatory power of an

SCCT EI model predicting EB, will be proposed and tested.

Chapter VII concludes this thesis by discussing empirical findings, considering existent

literature, and highlighting its main contributions for researchers, educators and policymakers.
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Chapter II: Literature Review

This chapter presents the general definitions and theoretical foundations of this thesis, to clarify
and legitimize its research focus and hypotheses. First, with a brief historical account on
entrepreneurship research and its definitions and, finally, with a more specific and in-depth
literature review on entrepreneurial intentions (EI) and social cognitive career theory (SCCT),
as this thesis’ fundamental focus and theoretical framework. A summary of the most relevant
literature, supporting the research questions and hypotheses, investigated in the following

chapters, is finally provided.

2.1 -The Entrepreneur & Entrepreneurial Behavior

Entrepreneurship research is an eclectic discipline that has been generating an increased interest
from researchers and research publications, in such different disciplines as economics,
management/business administration, sociology, psychology, economic and cultural
anthropology, business history, strategy, marketing, finance, accounting, operations
management, political science and geography — each with its own research traditions,
perspectives, and methods (Ireland & Webb, 2007; Acs & Audretsch, 2010; Carlsson et al.,
2013). Although, as already noted by others, “previous reviews of entrepreneurship research
focus on work that is published primarily in core entrepreneurship and management journals”

(Ireland & Webb 2007, p. 892).

The diversity of reach also extends to a diversity of definitions, with a long-standing lack of
consensus regarding some of the field’s founding concepts, such as the definitions of
entrepreneur and entrepreneurship itself (cf. Cole, 1969; Gartner, 1988; Shane, 2012). The fast
growth of the literature together with its vast, diverse and non-consensual scope, makes it
especially challenging to present a complete description of the discipline’s theoretical
foundations and empirical evidence. Moreover, regarding its empirical evidence, the potential
problem surpasses that of breadth, since, if researchers do not clearly define their terms, readers

may not be able to know which phenomena the conclusions are about.

Given this context, and to define and limit the research focus, an overview of the literature on
entrepreneurship research is provided, covering such important topics as: ‘what is

entrepreneurial behavior?’, ‘who is the entrepreneur?’, “which environmental factors influence
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entrepreneurial behavior?’, ‘what is the scope of the entrepreneurial process?’ and ‘which
relevant outcomes are attributed to entrepreneurship?’. This will validate the use of new
business creation, as a valid definition of entrepreneurial behavior (EB), as well as highlight its
economic and social relevance. It will also present entrepreneurship as a multi-stage process,
encompassing a set of different interrelated behaviors, and its temporal delimitation. Lastly, it
will present the known outcomes of entrepreneurial activity, as the foundations for its

relevance/legitimacy.

2.1.1 — Relevant Definitions and Perspectives

Entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs have been defined in many different ways and, according
to the literature, there is no generic definition (¢f. Cole, 1969; Palmer, 1971 Brockhaus &
Horwitz, 1986; Gartner, 1989; Amit et al., 1993; Shane, 2012; refer to Piperopoulos 2012, p.
464, for a summary of influential definitions). In this section, the main goal is to introduce some
of the most significant perspectives on the nature of entrepreneurship and its definitions. This
literature review, besides supporting the legitimacy of the thesis, as research on the
phenomenon of entrepreneurship, will also clarify the limitations of its narrow focus. Although
referring to some classical authors in the field, which are still influential, the intention is not to
give a historical account of how this research domain has evolved - for this the reader may refer
to other literature reviews (e.g., Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Landstrom, 2004; Murphy et al.,
2006; Landstrom & Lohrke, 2010; Carlsson et al., 2013; Busenitz et al., 2014) — but, rather, to
give the needed background, for the reader to understand where this research fits the

entrepreneurship literature in general and how it logically follows from it.

Some authors, in both research journals and popular business magazines, have taken a
personological perspective to define entrepreneurship. This portrays the entrepreneur as a
personal identity, where being entrepreneurial is seen as having an enduring personality trait,
or constellation of traits, that some individuals are born with, or have acquired through relevant
psychosociological mechanisms (de Vries, 1977; Carland et al., 1984; Gartner, 1989;
Cunningham & Lischeron, 1991; Miller, 2015; DeNisi, 2015). Other authors (e.g., Schumpeter,
1934; Kent et al., 1982; Low & MacMillan, 1988; Gartner, 1989; Shane & Venkataraman,
2000) have advocated a behavioral approach to entrepreneurship. This, focusing on the

entrepreneurial function and where the entrepreneur is an actor, playing a particular part through
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a set of relevant behaviors. In this perspective, the performance of such behaviors provides
entrepreneurs a short-lived identity or, more precisely, a temporary status. Yet, there is a third
common perspective where authors view entrepreneurship as a career type (e.g., Ronstadt,
1985, 1988; Scherer et al., 1989; Katz, 1994a, 1994b; Hirschi, 2013; Ilouga et al., 2014). Such
a perspective might be said to be an approach in-between the personological and the behavioral
perspectives. This intermediate view identifies individuals engaged in some professional
occupations or professional status — thought to require a set of entrepreneurial personality traits
and/or behaviors — as entrepreneurs. Therefore, although possibly long-lived, it is an identity
which is still limited (i.e. with beginning and end), as it is dependent on maintaining the
occupation deemed entrepreneurial. As Ronstadt (1985, p. 12) puts it: “for some the passage is

brief, but for many it presents the bulk of their adult lives”.

Regarding entrepreneurship fundamental research questions, Shane & Venkataraman (2000, p.
218) refer that organization scholars have focused primarily on three sets of questions: “(1)
why, when, and how opportunities for the creation of goods and services come into existence;
(2) why, when, and how some people and not others discover and exploit these opportunities;
and (3) why, when, and how different modes of action are used to exploit entrepreneurial

opportunities.”. This thesis tries to address this second set of research questions.

Who is the Entrepreneur?

As extensively acknowledged, ‘why some individuals and not others engage in EB?’ is a central
question in entrepreneurship research (Gartner, 1989; Douglas & Shepherd, 2000; Shane &
Venkataraman, 2000; Xie, 2014). According to Palmer (1971), classical economists, such as
Adam Smith (1776), were not concerned with the entrepreneur as a human entity, since for their
theoretical frameworks the unit of analysis was the firm itself. But, as Dewing stated (cited in
Palmer 1971, p. 33), “no business (...) ever started itself” and, as such, “who is the
entrepreneur?” quickly became the result of a natural development from the why? question

(Gartner, 1989).

Seminal research on entrepreneurship, such as the works of Schumpeter (1934) and McClelland
(1961), took an individual/psychological perspective. According to Frese & Gielnik (2014, p.
414), mainstream research changed around the years 1980-2005 to focus on explaining

entrepreneurship by using economic and strategy theories. Recently, scholars are again
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acknowledging the importance of a psychological perspective, because “entrepreneurship is

fundamentally personal” (Baum et al., 2007, p. 1).

Examples of personality traits, used to describe the entrepreneur, by these and other classic
economists are: creativity and intuition (Schumpeter, 1934), risk-taking (Mill, 1909; Knight,
1921), tolerance for ambiguity (Budner, 1962; Schere, 1982), need of/for achievement
(McClelland, 1961), internal locus of control (Rotter, 1966; Shapero, 1977), self-efficacy
beliefs (Bandura, 1977; Baum, 1994; Chen et al., 1998) and goal setting (Mace, 1935; Locke,
1968; Locke & Latham, 2002; Baum & Locke, 2004). For confirmation of these examples
relevance, and for other examples of commonly cited characteristics of the entrepreneur, the
reader may refer to Carland et al. (1984), Ahmed (1985), Shane et al. (2003) and Rauch & Frese
(2007).

According to Gartner (1985), some researchers have also found value in looking into the
entrepreneur's background, experience, and attitudes, such as: job satisfaction, previous work

experience, entrepreneurial parents, age and education.

In an effort to prove the concept’s discriminant validity and the legitimacy of the research field
itself, several other entities, and their economic functions, are frequently cited as closely related,
but yet distinguishable, from the entrepreneur and entrepreneurship, namely: the capitalists
(e.g., Schumpeter, 1934; Gartner, 1988), the inventors (e.g., Dewing, 1920; Schumpeter, 1934;
Braunerhjelm & Svensson, 2010) and managers or small business owners (e.g., Hartmann,
1959; Brockhaus, 1976; Schere, 1982; Carland et al., 1984; Perry et al., 1985; Busenitz &
Barney, 1994; Chen et al., 1998; Stewart & Roth 2001, 2007).

Gartner (1989) refers to the growing separation between ownership and management,
observable during the second half of the nineteenth century, as the cause of a more salient
distinction between the entrepreneur and the capitalist. At the beginning of the twentieth-
century writers, such as Dewing (1920), conceptualized entrepreneurs as ‘promoters’, those
who, through imagination, initiative, judgment, and restraint, transformed ideas into profitable
businesses. According to the author, “all business enterprises arise first in the mind of a single
man or a small group of men, and become actual only through the co-operative effort of many

working toward a common end”.

For those who define entrepreneurs as individuals with particular personality traits and, also,

for those who define entrepreneurship as a special type of behavior, managers and small
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business owners can (but need not to) be entrepreneurs, and have been frequently used to attest
for its special personal characteristics (e.g., Hartmann, 1959; Brockhaus, 1976; Schere, 1982;
Carland et al., 1984; Perry et al., 1985; Busenitz & Barney, 1994; Chen et al., 1998; Stewart &
Roth, 2001, 2007; Zhao & Seibert, 2006; Zhao et al., 2010; Brandstétter, 2011).

Nevertheless, as one can infer from Gartner's (1989) article if one asks ‘why?’ it should not be
taken for granted that answering to the ‘who?” question will suffice, as different exposures to

relevant environmental cues may also justify different individual behaviors.

The Dispositional-Situational Debate

In the most extreme views, the causal origin of EB can be said to solely depend on: (1) the
existence of entrepreneurs, individuals with certain personological characteristics deemed
crucial and causal of entrepreneurship — i.e. individuals who will behave entrepreneurially
irrespectively of the context in which they operate — a view in line with the concept of
autonomous agency (cf. Bandura, 1989); or (2) the existence of favorable environmental factors
which trigger individuals to act entrepreneurially — a view that inherently assumes that all
individuals are alike (in terms of their entrepreneurial perceptions and cognitions) or that the
prevalence of capable (entrepreneurial) individuals is a constant across different contexts (e.g.,
organizations and economic regions) - a view in line with the concept of mechanical agency

(cf. Bandura, 1989).

However, the autonomous agency is a conceptualization of human agency that “has few, if any,
serious advocates” (Bandura 1989, p. 1175), as “behavior should be regarded as the
consequence of person-situation interactions” (Shaver & Scott, 1991, p. 25). Shaver & Scott
(1991) state that having a person, as the unit of analysis, is not equivalent to a search for
transsituational personological variables, that lead, inevitably, to EB. To assign relevance to the
individual entrepreneur only means that, between observable environmental stimulus and
behavior, lays an organism (the individual who we wish to know) which may produce different
classes of behaviors to the same classes of stimulus. Whether these are caused by enduring
personality variables or cognitive, attitudinal or motivational variables can, unfortunately, only

be inferred.

15|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

Although the extreme deterministic views of an autonomous or a mechanical agency (Bandura,
1989) are not, currently, usually explicitly defended by entrepreneurship researchers, they are
implicitly. This, by empirical research that only takes into consideration a single unit of
analysis, while excluding the other explanatory variables (personal or contextual). According
to Sesen (2013) and Xie (2014), this appears to be the norm, although integrative approaches
exist (e.g., Gnyawali & Fogel, 1994; Xie, 2014).

According to Shaver & Scott (1991, p. 39) the study of new venture creation began with
assumptions about entrepreneurs’ psychological characteristics, however, “through the years,
more and more of these personological characteristics have been discarded, debunked, or at the
very least, found to have been measured ineffectively”. As a result, a tendency to focus on

anything, but the individual, became the norm.

Several authors pointed out the limitations of a personological perspective in EB research, with
some declaring it an empirical dead end, based on the small correlations between personality
traits and EB (e.g., Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1986; Gartner, 1989; Low & MacMillan, 1988). Yet,
more recently, authors call for the resurrection of the entrepreneur, as a meaningful unit of
analysis and as the organism between the environmental stimulus and EB (e.g., Carland et al.,
1988; Shaver & Scott, 1991; Rauch & Frese, 2007; McKenzie et al., 2007; Frese & Gielnik,
2014). A brief glance over some of these publications’ titles is sufficient to confirm the debate:
“‘Who is an Entrepreneur?’ Is the Wrong Question” (Gartner, 1989); "'Who is an
Entrepreneur?’ Is a Question Worth Asking” (Carland et al., 1988); “let's put the person back
into entrepreneurship research (...)” Rauch & Frese (2007); and “’who is an entrepreneur?’

is it still the wrong question?” (McKenzie et al., 2007).

In line with the idea that “opportunities are seized by those who are prepared to seize them”
(Krueger & Brazeal 1994, p. 92) and if one assumes that: (1) the qualities required for
entrepreneurship are not universal; (2) the distribution of capable/prepared individuals is not
homogeneous across organizations or regions; and (3) that these differences may limit an
organization’s and/or the region’s entrepreneurial activity; it becomes relevant to address
concepts related to the size and proportion of capable individuals for entrepreneurship in an
organization or economic region (cf. Schumpeter, 1934; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994; Carrier,

1994; Audretsch & Keilbach, 2005).
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To describe the availability of individuals able to perform the entrepreneurial function, concepts
such as entrepreneurial potential (Palmer, 1971; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994; Mueller & Goic,
2002; Teixeira, 2008; Gerry et al., 2008) and entrepreneurship capital (Audretsch & Keilbach,
2004, 2005; Audretsch, 2007; Jaén & Linan, 2013) have been used.

Entrepreneurial Potential and Entrepreneurial Capital

Entrepreneurial potential, possessed by those “who surface and take the initiative when a
personally attractive opportunity presents itself”, is defined as “a preexisting preparedness to
accept that opportunity” (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994, p. 91). Yet, “measures of entrepreneurial
potential seem to remain wedded to various ad hoc profiles of personality and demographic
characteristics with minimal predictive validity (e.g., Carsrud, Gaglio, & Kemochan, 1993). As
Shaver and Scott (1991) note, if we wish to understand the entrepreneur, we need to look at
people's mental representations of career characteristics and how they enact their career
environment” (Krueger & Brazeal 1994, p. 92). Addressing this gap, today EI research is
already a very significant subdomain of entrepreneurship (Linan & Fayolle, 2015) and can be

said to proxy the potential for entrepreneurial action (Krueger et al., 2000).

Entrepreneurial capital is “a region’s endowment with factors conducive to the creation of new
businesses” (Audretsch & Keilbach 2004, p. 951) it “is a specific type of social capital and
refers to the capacity of a society to generate entrepreneurial activity” (Audretsch & Keilbach,
2005). Thought to be determined by the level of individuals willing to create new business and
the context in which they operate - which can be considered favorable or not, depending on
how it favors innovation and the existence of networks how it is socially accepted and the
existence of financing partner, willing to share the risks and benefits involved (Audretsch &
Keilbach, 2004). Thus, in theory, a broader concept than that of potential entrepreneurship and
less centered in the individual and is own cognition. In practice, this concept has been proxied
by “the number of startups relative to its population” (cf. Audretsch & Keilbach 2005, p. 462)
and also by EI (Jaén & Lifian, 2013). Entrepreneurial capital, although requiring one to consider
the environment, still fits into the ‘who?’ research question. The difference, here, could be

stated as a move from ‘who has this personality?’ to ‘who has this context?’.
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The Situational Approach: The Environmental Determinants

In a review of studies that implicitly take the deterministic perspective on the influence of the
environment on new venture creation, Gartner (1985) refers, for example, factors such as:
venture capital availability, presence of experienced entrepreneurs, technically skilled labor
force, accessibility of suppliers, accessibility of customers or new markets, governmental
influences, proximity of universities, availability of land or facilities, accessibility of
transportation, attitude of the area population, availability of supporting services, living
conditions, areas with high occupational and industrial differentiation, areas with high
percentages of recent immigrants in the population, areas with a large industrial base, larger
size urban areas and availability of financial resources. The author further states that in the field

of Industrial Economics such a perspective is actually the norm.

More recently, Xie (2014) proposes that there are three main streams of research in the
environment approach to entrepreneurship — understood as the research on the impact of the
context on new venture creation — namely, the influence of role models (e.g., in their family or
workplace), broad contextual supports or constraints (e.g., political, economic, cultural, and
support institutions) and relational and spatial embeddedness (i.e. the social network of actors
and the density and proximity of venture firms, respectively). Symptomatic of the current
importance attributed to the contextual influence, is the increasing popular concepts such as
enterprising culture (e.g., Gibb, 1993; Dana, 1995) and entrepreneurial ecosystems (Isenberg,

2011, 2014; Spigel, 2017).

Behavior as a Function of Both Person and Environment

In sum, “behavior is a function of both person and environment (Lewin, in Cartwright, 1951).
Neither alone constitutes a sufficient explanation for an individual's observable behavior.”
(Shaver & Scott 1991, pp. 25-26). “Entrepreneurs do not operate in vacuums - they respond to
their environments” (Gartner 1985, p. 700). Although, at first sight, some entrepreneurs do seem
to be able to flourish in the less likely economic and political contexts (cf: Trigo, 2003). As
Shane & Venkataraman (2000, pp. 218-219) so clearly write, “since a large and diverse group
of people engage in the transitory process of entrepreneurship, it is improbable that
entrepreneurship can be explained solely by reference to a characteristic of certain people (...)

[and] when we argue that some people and not others engage in entrepreneurial behavior, we
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are describing the tendency (...) to respond to the situational cues of opportunities not a stable

characteristic”.

At the end of last century, Venkataraman (1997) wrote that most researchers had defined
entrepreneurship solely in terms of who the entrepreneur was and its behavior, but this approach
fails to recognize that entrepreneurship involves the individual-opportunity nexus: the presence
of lucrative opportunities and of enterprising individuals. Entrepreneurial opportunities, as
“situations in which new goods, services, raw materials, and organizing methods can be
introduced and sold at greater than their cost of production” (Shane & Venkataraman 2000, p.
220). Different perspectives can be taken on whether these opportunities can be seen as
something that can be created or as something that can be discovered by entrepreneurs (Kirzner,

1973; Alvarez & Barney, 2007).

Within the second perspective, Kirzner's (1973, p. 68) concept of entrepreneurial alertness -
defined by “knowing where to look for knowledge” - becomes especially relevant, as it is said
to be the very general and rare kind of knowledge that makes the basis of entrepreneurial
discovery and exploitation. Shane & Venkataraman (2000) also suggest that the discovery of a
particular entrepreneurial opportunity is, most likely, dependent on two factors: having prior
information, that is necessary to identify the opportunity, and having the cognitive

characteristics, necessary to value it.

Focusing on the role of cognitive properties, for entrepreneurial opportunity discovery, Shane
& Venkataraman (2000), citing others, refer that entrepreneurs can be differentiated from others
in terms of risk perception, the probability of counterfactual thinking and experiencing regret
over missed opportunities and less susceptible to inaction inertia. However, discovering an
opportunity is necessary but insufficient, since a potential entrepreneur has to decide to exploit

this opportunity for entrepreneurship to occur (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000).

Knowing that not all identified opportunities are exploited, it appears that such exploitation
may be best explained by the particular individual-opportunity matching. To this effect,
opportunity costs (e.g., having financial capital, social ties to resource providers, useful and
transferable information from their previous work experience) and (2) some individual
differences in perceptions and motivations (e.g., having: the willingness to bear risk, greater
tolerance for ambiguity, higher optimism, greater self-efficacy, more internal locus of control

and high need for achievement) appear to be particularly important (Shane & Venkataraman,
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2000). Yet, it has been noted that the attributes that increase the likelihood of opportunity
exploitation may not necessarily increase the probability of success (e.g., over-optimism: Shane

& Venkataraman, 2000; and risk propensity: Zhao et al., 2010).

Whether it is a privileged position regarding relevant information, a superior perception or a
favorable cognitive capacity or style, or a favorable opportunity costs profile, it is at the
individual-opportunity nexus that lies the epicenter of entrepreneurship research and only in
this greater context can one fully understand a particular EB. However, a predisposition or
general intention towards EB may be researched, regardless of the presence/perception of a
viable opportunity, since it can precede it. For example, Hills & Singh (2004) found that, out
of 472 respondents, from the PSED database, 42.1% had first decided to start their own business
and only after have they recognized their business opportunity, while the opposite sequence

was reported by 36.9% and 21.0% reported that both have occurred, simultaneously.

Beside this dispositional-situational debate, another popular debate in society is that related
with the question of whether entrepreneurs are born entrepreneurs, or can they be created given

appropriate social influences (e.g., through exposure to education and experience).

Entrepreneurs: Made or Born?

Schloss (1968) stated that most writers on economic development stress, as a key bottleneck
for developing countries, the shortage of entrepreneurs. More recently, Nabi & Lifian (2011, p.
325) suggest that there is an upsurge of entrepreneurship in developed countries and that “this
could be a tremendously powerful force to accelerate economic growth and development. Given
that different levels of entrepreneurship activity exist and assuming that these may be negatively
influenced by a scarcity of entrepreneurs (Palmer, 1971) or a lack of EB from individuals,
another set of relevant questions immediately prompt, namely: are entrepreneurs made or
born? (an old one, according to Krueger & Brazeal, 1994); can entrepreneurship be taught and

learned? (cf- Ronstadt 1987; Charney & Libecap, 2003; Henry et al., 2005a, 2005b).

Relatively to the first question, Schumpeter (1934) describes the entrepreneurs as a special type
because this conduct (i.e. activity) is “accessible in very unequal measure and to relatively few
people, so that it constitutes their outstanding characteristic.” (Schumpeter 1934, p. 81, footnote

2). About the conduct itself, he states its object is different - characterized by innovation - and
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that “it presupposes aptitudes differing in kind and not in degree from those of mere rational
economic behavior” (Schumpeter 1934, p. 81, footnote 2). He further describes the distribution
of these qualities in a population as one could describe a Gaussian distribution, in which most
people can be considered to have an average capacity for it, while on the distribution’s tails one
finds those who lack the needed qualities and people who could be considered as having an
entrepreneurial ability, and still, for others, in the most extreme cases, it becomes their

characterizing mark as a person.

Krueger & Brazeal (1994, p. 102), with a different position, state that “entrepreneurship (or the
entrepreneur) is not something mystical, nor is it confined to some anointed group of people:
“Entrepreneurs are made, not born. They are made through a perception-driven enactive process
that begins with forging a potential for entrepreneurship. As educators, as consultants, and as
policy advisers we can assist this process through helping to empower potential entrepreneurs

who will be better able to seize opportunities when the environment presents them”.

In respect to the second and third questions, given the extensive literature on entrepreneurship
education (e.g., Katz, 2003; Kuratko, 2005; Pittaway & Cope, 2007), at least one thing can be
presumed: that many researchers and educators believe entrepreneurial activity can be raised
and/or improved through education. On this subject, Henry et al. (2005b) conclude that there is
a fair consensus that, at least, some aspects can be successfully taught and, this becomes evident
when one considers that many institutions are teaching entrepreneurship courses and programs,
around the world (Solomon 2007). “The number of colleges and universities that offer courses
related to entrepreneurship has grown from a handful in the 1970s to over 1,600 in 2003”
(Kuratko 2003, p. 11). Posing a more relevant question regarding entrepreneurship education,
Ronstadt (1987) asks: “what should be taught and how should it be taught?”. Refer to Fiet
(2001a, 2001b) for an interesting discussion on the topic.

Acknowledging the importance of an individual who, in a complex and varying environment,
may be (or become) the distinguishable economic/social/psychological entity that we call the
entrepreneur, may not be sufficient to completely define entrepreneurship. Turning now from
the literature that defines entrepreneurship ‘as the actions performed by entrepreneurs’, to the

literature which defines an entrepreneur as ‘someone who performs a specific type of behavior’.
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What is Entrepreneurial Behavior?

According to several authors, the quest for the entrepreneur’s distinctive personality traits has
proven relatively unsuccessful (e.g., Gartner 1988; Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Mitchell et al.
2002; McKenzie et al., 2007; Shaver, 2010). Gartner (1989, p. 64), calling for a more behavioral
approach, writes “the entrepreneur is not a fixed state of existence, rather entrepreneurship is a
role that individuals undertake to create organizations”. Many years before, and without an
emphasis on organization creation, Schumpeter (1934, p. 78) also explicitly favored a
behavioral approach to the definition of an entrepreneur, as the following citation can confirm:

“being an entrepreneur is not a profession and as a rule not a lasting condition”.

So, what exactly is EB? To answer this question it may be useful to analyzed it through two
different perspectives: (1) the perspective that categorizes a particular activity, or set of
activities, as entrepreneurial; and (2) the perspective that, validates such categorization only if
the particular activity(ies) is/are related to a special type of overall economic function - with
major macroeconomic outcomes, such as economic growth and development — classified as

entrepreneurial.

According to Gartner (1985), organization creation separates entrepreneurship from other
disciplines, where the personality characteristics of the entrepreneur are ancillary to EB.
Examples of entrepreneurial activities, in the literature, have been summarized by Gartner
(1985) and have mostly resulted from the theoretical discussion based on the comparison
between entrepreneurs’ and managers’ generally observable activities. Another common
comparison is to differentiate small businesses from entrepreneurial ventures. Carland et al.
(1984), for example, categorize a business as (a) a small business venture, if it is not dominant
in its field and does not engage in new marketing or innovative practices, and (b) as an
entrepreneurial venture, if it aims for profit and growth and engages in innovative strategic

practices.

Entrepreneurial Behavior as an Economic Function

According to several authors (e.g., Schloss, 1968; Palmer, 1971; de Vries, 1977), one of the
first known uses of the definition of entrepreneur, with an economic meaning, was from an
18th-century businessman and financier, Richard Cantillon. “The term ’entrepreneur’ stems

from the French verb ‘entreprendre’ derived from ‘entre’ (between) and ‘prendre’ (to take) and
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has long been used to describe individuals who are “in the middle” of business activities”
(Terjesen et al. 2010, p. 444). According to Hébert & Link (2007, p. 273), this was “the first
writer to narrow the meaning of the term, infuse it with precise economic content, and give it
analytic prominence”. In Cantillon’s (1755) posthumously published Essai Sur La Nature Du
Commerce En General, the author defined the entrepreneur as the agent who acquires means
of production, at a certain known cost, to combine them into marketable products, for which he

does not know the price he will receive (cf. Palmer, 1971).

Later, Jean-Baptiste Say (e.g., Say & Biddle, 1851) defined the entrepreneur as the coordinator
of the business firm, playing a central role to its distributive and production functions and
translating knowledge into production, intermediating between agents of production and the
final consumer and the bearer of specific risk and uncertainty. For all this, if successful, it would
receive its own profits (Palmer, 1971; Koolman, 1971; de Vries, 1977). This later functions, the
bearer of risk & uncertainty and its compensation, i.e. the entrepreneurial profit, are also later
developed by Knight (1921) another classical author widely cited in entrepreneurship literature.
Schumpeter (1934, p. 74) relates the entrepreneur to what he describes as the fundamental
phenomenon of economic development, the enterprise — i.e. the “new combination of means of
production” — “the individuals whose function it is to carry them out we call ‘entrepreneurs’”.
Yet, contrarily to previous authors, Schumpeter (1934, p. 75, footnote 1) states that “risk
obviously always falls on the owner of the means of production or of the money-capital which
was paid for them, hence never the entrepreneur as such”. Schumpeter (1934), characterized
economic development as the carrying of new combinations, which included the following five
cases: (1) The introduction of a new good or a new quality of a good; (2) The introduction of a
new method of production; (3) The opening of a new market; (4) The conquest of a new source
of supply or raw materials or half-manufactured goods; (5) The carrying out of the new

organization of any industry, such as creating a monopoly position.

More recently, McKenzie et al. (2007) write that entrepreneurship has been related with:
contingency, creation, market pioneering, newness and organization initiation; and Shane &
Venkataraman (2000), highlight that entrepreneurship is the mechanism through which
technical information is converted into products and services, economic inefficiencies are
discovered and mitigated and change is processed. Finally, a reference to Douhan & Henrekson

(2010), highlighting the function of equilibrium disturbance.
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As it becomes apparent from this brief overview on EB, there is a vast set of behaviors and
mechanisms assigned to the phenomenon of entrepreneurship. To find which of these are most
commonly accepted and the real breadth of this scientific domain, it may be useful to look into

the most commonly used definition of entrepreneurship.

Most Common Definitions of Entrepreneurship

According to McKenzie et al. (2007, p. 28), the most frequently cited definitions of the domain
of entrepreneurship are: Gartner's (1989) definition — i.e. “Entrepreneurship is the creation of
new organizations”; Venkataraman's (1997) definition — i.e. “Entrepreneurship as a scholarly
field seeks to understand how opportunities to bring into existence ‘future’ goods and services
are discovered, created and exploited, by whom, and with what consequences”; and the
Academy of Management Entrepreneurship Division’s (2002) definition — ie. “The
Entrepreneurship Division's domain is the creation and management of new businesses, small
businesses and family firms, as well as the characteristics and special problems of
entrepreneurs. The Division's major topic areas include: new venture ideas and strategies,
ecological influences on venture creation and demise, the acquisition and management of
venture capital and venture teams, self-employment, the owner-manager, and the relationship
between entrepreneurship and economic” — which according to the author it is “a general

reflection of the research definition proposed by Low and MacMillan (1988)”.

These three definitions can be easily differentiated in terms of breadth, yet McKenzie et al.
(2007) suggest that all these are limited, in that they are all organization-based definitions,
arguing that entrepreneurship research will be richer if it is not exclusive of the business
contexts and, if entrepreneurship researchers are prepared to share custody of their research
domain. This will create “the opportunity to make a significant intellectual contribution to other
fields of endeavor such as the arts, science and social development” (McKenzie et al. 2007, p.
38). As such, the authors propose yet another definition: “entrepreneurship involves individuals
and groups of individuals seeking and exploiting economic opportunity” (McKenzie et al. 2007,
p.- 29). As a demonstration of the phenomenon real potential breath are the concepts of:
corporate entrepreneurship (cf. Burgelman, 1983; Miller, 1983; Covin & Slevin, 1989; Guth &
Ginsberg, 1990; Covin, 1991; Zahra, 1991; Sharma & Chrisman, 2007), institutional
entrepreneurship (cf. DiMaggio, 1988; Fligstein, 1997; Hoffman, 1999; Garud et al., 2007) and
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social entrepreneurship (cf. Dees, 1989, 1998; Emerson & Twerksy, 1996; Zadek & Thake,
1997; Alvord et al. 2004).

Discussing this definitional problem, Low & MacMillan (1988, p. 141) state that no definition
“captures the whole picture”, while Gartner (1989) warns about the vagueness and ambiguity
of some of the proposed definitions and Carlsson et al. (2013) adds that “the field seems to be
in the process of being refocused, involving both broadening and narrowing down”. This
presents a challenge for researchers, given that, according to Gartner (1985), much of past
research has been focusing on distinguishing entrepreneurs, or their firms, from

nonentrepreneurs, or nonentrepreneurial firms.

In sum, despite all definitional differences, there are some common themes that can be expected
in most entrepreneurship definitions, such as: The Entrepreneur, Innovation, Organization
Creation, Creating Value, Profit or Nonprofit, Growth, Uniqueness and Owner-Manager

(Gartner, 1990).

Limitations Associated with the Different Perspectives

The reason why some definitions are more commonly used than others, in empirical research,
can be multiple. It could be due to a greater consensus over the intrinsic quality of some
definitions. The possibility that some research problems — which relate more with some
particular definition/perspective of entrepreneurship — are of greater interest for researchers. Or,
still, the fact that some definitions are more convenient due to more data availability or ease of
measurement. Unfortunately, the latter cannot be ruled out, and has already been suggested
(e.g., Gartner, 1988; Bygrave, 1989; Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004 McKenzie et al., 2007). As
an example of such admission, Bygrave (1989, p. 28) wrote: “these constructs do not lend

themselves to the linear measurement of surveys and questionnaires”.

Per Davidsson & Wiklund (2001), rejecting that entrepreneurship should be measured as a
dichotomous phenomenon (e.g., New firm was created?), propose a focus on the degree of
newness from the economic activity generated by the particular enterprise, irrespectively of the
organizational context in which its implemented. Schumpeter (1934, p. 75), in a quite
contemporary position, had, already suggested an emphasis on the particular function, writing:

“[Entrepreneurs can exist] even if they are, as is becoming the rule 'dependent’ employees of a
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company, like managers, members of boards of directors, and so forth, or even if their actual
power to perform the entrepreneurial function has any other foundations, such as the control of
a majority of shares. As it is the carrying out of new combinations that constitutes the
entrepreneur, it is not necessary that he should be permanently connected with an individual
firm". Wennekers & Thurik (1999, p. 47) also made this distinction, between small businesses
and entrepreneurship, but clarifying why such equivalence may, in fact, have some supporting
rational since larger business tend to mimic smallness for entrepreneurial action. For a review
on the conditions where de novo startups are more likely to be created, the reader may refer to

Shane & Venkataraman (2000).

New Business Creation: An Example of an Entrepreneurial Behavior

The definition of EB as new business creation, is a narrower perspective, considering the entire
domain of entrepreneurship research, however, its popularity and interest merit a special focus.
Despite the (comparatively) narrow conceptualization, it is still an overarching definition that
has been refined. Gartner et al. (2010), after defining EB as the founding of independent for-
profit businesses, justify this extended definition by the necessity of distinguishing it from other
types of organizations (e.g., voluntary organizations, non-profit organizations, and
governmental organizations) which may be created in different ways. They also write that EB
is a type of behavior involving the activities associated with the creation of new organizations

and not with maintaining or changing the operations of established organizations.

To reconcile this narrower definition of EB with broader definitions, Shane & Venkataraman
(2000) suggest that entrepreneurship does not require, but includes the creation of new
organizations. Therefore, although entrepreneurship cannot be described entirely, exclusively,
by knowing everything about new business creation, the study of this phenomenon advances

the knowledge on entrepreneurship.

The Entrepreneurial Process - A Behavioral Approach

As Bygrave (1989, p. 21) stated: “Entrepreneurship is a process of becoming rather than a state
of being. It is not a steady state phenomenon. Nor does it change smoothly. It changes in

quantum jumps”. To understand new business creation, is it sufficient to focus on the single
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most decisive action that leads to this outcome, or do we need to focus on a set of different
actions that, together, form the EB pattern? Shaver & Scott (1991) support the latter perspective,
proposing the existence of a series of prior discontinuous events that, eventually, will result in

a new business being created.

According to Katz & Gartner (1988) knowing more about this preorganizational period (also
called gestation and prehistory, by others) in the life of an organization is crucial, because many
fundamental decisions are made during this time. Moreover, some authors refer that information
based on the retrospections and conclusions of current business owners, about a past time, are
destined to be biased (Gartner et al., 2010; Aldrich & Martinez, 2001). The use of such accounts
of past events, emotions or rationales are open to recall, self-justification, hindsight and
survivorship biases, which makes this information very unreliable for empirical evidence
accumulation (Cassar, 2007; Cassar & Craig, 2009). Therefore, it becomes evident that to know
more about this process, we need to inquire those who are living it, i.e. nascent entrepreneurs

(Gartner et al., 2010).

With this process perspective, some important questions arise, such as: “When does the process
actually start and end?’; ‘Which activities does it include?’; ‘How long does it take?’; ‘What is

its prevalence in the general active population?’ and ‘What have been its success rates?’.

About the Process

Cha & Bae (2010, p. 31) suggest that “the entrepreneurial process of new business creation
starts when a business opportunity is discovered or created by nascent entrepreneurs. (...) This
journey will be viewed as a combination of volitional and emergent process of transforming
potentiality into actuality, that is, opportunity realization”. Still, at a cognitive process level,
Zapkau et al. (2017), like others before (e.g., Bird & Jelinek, 1988; Hui-Chen et al., 2014),

suggest that EI could be the start of the entrepreneurial process.

However, it may be argued both that intentions are prerequisite for the process to start, and not
a first stage (and surely not a first step, i.e. behavior), or that these may occur after the process
has already started. As Degeorge & Fayolle (2011) wrote, “the entrepreneurial process is
considered as ‘triggered’ or initiated from the moment when the individual starts thinking

seriously about setting up or taking over a business and starts devoting time and resources to
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its development (Bruyat, 1993; Fayolle, 2007)” (p. 252) and “it seems difficult to know
precisely when the intention appears consciously in the individual’s mind. Intention may
precede the trigger of the process or may happen after the process has been initiated (as a

consequence of the trigger or an external factor for instance)” (p. 256).

Taking a behavioral perspective to the entrepreneurial process can simplify some of these
problems, but complexity remains. Per Davidsson & Gordon (2011, p. 861), citing others,
highlight the “extreme variability and complexity of venture creation processes”, in terms of
gestation period and normal sequence of nascent activities, adding that, while some chose the
first activity as signaling process initiation, no single activity can be pinpointed as its reliable
marker. Due to this difficulty, some authors have compiled a list of nascent EB, suggesting that
individuals who have performed at least two activities from that list should be considered in the
process of creating a new business (e.g., McGee et al., 2009), while others have simply asked

individuals if they were actively trying to start their own business (e.g., Reynolds et al., 2004).

Regarding the entrepreneurial process length, according to Gartner's et al. (2010, p. 21) review
of Reynolds (2007) study, with PSED I data, “seven years after entering the firm creation
process: approximately one third of the nascent entrepreneurs had quit, one-third reported an
on-going business, and one third were still active in the start-up process. He also found that the
median time for a new firm birth was 19 to 24 months while the median time for those who quit
was 25 to 30 months. By 36 months, approximately 75% of new firms are created, while 75%
of quits occur by 48 months”. Wagner (2007, p. 33) suggests that between one in two and one
in three, of nascent entrepreneurs, step into the next phase, becoming infant entrepreneurs in
the year following the first survey. Some factors have been found to be related with start-up
process success, such as planning (Liao & Gartner, 2008), cognitive variables, demographic
variables, nascent activity profile and business opportunity characteristics (Wagner, 2007).
Other relevant factors may be found in the following studies: Van Gelderen et al. (2006), Parker
& Belghitar (2006) and Krabel & Mueller, (2009).

Nascent Entrepreneurs

Because some potential entrepreneurs (i.e. individuals intending to create their own business)
may never actually act towards this goal, and because business owners & founders are often

designated entrepreneurs, there seems to be a need to distinguish those in the process of creating
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(or trying to create) a new business, from those who are not. Nascent entrepreneurship has been
brought to the literature, with this purpose, and it has been around for some time, now, (e.g.,
Kiehl, 1988; Spitzer Jr & Ford, 1989; Herron & Sapienza, 1992; Reynolds and White, 1997),
and with considerable popularity (e.g., Delmar & Davidsson, 2000; Carter et al., 2003; Cassar,
2010; Gartner & Shaver, 2012; Stuetzer et al., 2013; Reynolds, 2016).

Reynolds and White (1997) have defined the nascent entrepreneur as someone in the process
of establishing a business venture, which is similar to Delmar & Davidsson's (2000, p. 1)
definition, of “individuals trying to start an independent business”. However, as Dimov (2010)
notes, this is the pursuit of a perceived profitable business opportunity - i.e. based on an
individual’s own personal beliefs about the feasibility of the venture’s outcomes — meaning that
its value cannot be confirmed ex-anfte, but rather, only gradually through the nascent

entrepreneur’s own actions.

Regarding the prevalence of nascent entrepreneurs in the general population, two different
international research projects are especially relevant: the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
(GEM) and the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED). GEM predominantly within
an economic and institutional approach and PSED within a demographic and cognitive

approach (Ramos-Rodriguez et al., 2015).

In the case of the Portuguese population, from GEM PORTUGAL 2013 | 2004-2013: Uma
Década de Empreendedorismo em Portugal report (GEM last complete report available for
Portugal) the Total Early-Stage Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA) was found to be at 8.2% - which
differs across gender, namely: 9,3% for men and 6.2% for women. It is greater for the 25 to 34
years old age group (TEA of 11.9%) and for individuals with a post-graduate education level
(master and doctorate degree level; TEA of 14.8%). Numbers which are close to those reported
from other innovation-driven economies. Yet, it should be noted that TEA rates vary greatly
with the economic development level of the analyzed region. For instance, in 2013, TEA values
for innovation-driven (the most developed), efficiency-driven, and factor-driven (the least
developed) economies averaged TEA of 7.9%, 14.4% and 21.1%, respective. Although, in this
report one cannot find the numbers regarding the specific case of nascent entrepreneurs,
extrapolating from GEM Euroace 2014-2015 Report - Alentejo (Portugal), Centro (Portugal),
Extremadura (Spain) - which reports a TEA of 7.6%, divided into 4.3% nascent entrepreneurs

and 3.3% new entrepreneurs - approximately 4.6%, of the total Portuguese population between
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the ages of 18 to 64 years old, may have been nascent entrepreneurs, according to GEM

definition.

Based on PSED data, Reynolds et al. (2004) provide a very complete stratified analysis of
nascent entrepreneurs across different demographic groups in the US, which is particularly
interesting since they find significant differences between groups (e.g., age, race, education,
household income, being an organizational employee). In this study, individuals identified as
nascent entrepreneurs had to be either (1), trying to start a new business, or (2) starting a new
business/venture for their employer, as an on-going job assignment, and anticipating a full or

part ownership of the new business.

New Business Creation Activities

The start-up process can involve many different activities and stages, and different authors have
presented different subdivisions for this process. For example: the ‘prelaunch’, ‘launch’ and
‘postlaunch’ (Baron, 2007) or ‘the conception’, ‘gestation’, ‘infancy’ and ‘adolescence’

(Aldrich & Martinez, 2001).

Based on Aldrich & Martinez (2001) stages, Wagner (2007) refers to both the conception and
the gestation phases as the period where nascent entrepreneurs act. The transition between
nascency and new firm creation happens when entrepreneurs can overcome the extreme
selection forces that such ventures typically encounter. This is a period where misguided
intentions, resource access and organizational control may negatively influence the probability
of successful new firm creation. Citing others, the authors refer that only half of the nascency
efforts succeed in creating a new business and less than 10% can make these organizations grow

significantly.

Zapkau et al. (2017), following others before, suggest that the entrepreneurial process starts
with EI, is followed by the gestation stage and culminates with the creation of a legal firm or
generating the first sales revenues. The authors refer to the second and third stages as nascent
entrepreneurship and EB, respectively. Nascent entrepreneurs are defined as “individuals who
initiate serious activities that are intended to lead to the formation of a viable new venture, but

have not finally become legal business owners” (Zapkau et al. 2017, p. 56).
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With an emphasis on specific activities/behaviors, rather than abstract overarching stages,
McGee et al. (2009, pp. 973-974) suggested that, to achieve a feasible business start-up, nascent
entrepreneurs would engage in the following activities: “(1) attending a ‘start your own
business’ planning seminar or conference, (2) writing a business plan or participating in
seminars that focus on writing a business plan, (3) putting together a start-up team, (4) looking
for a building or equipment for the business, (5) saving money to invest in the business, and (6)

developing a product or service”.

Carter et al. (1996), beside also suggesting activities that signal entrepreneurial intention
strength and their temporal proximity to new business creation (e.g., preparing a plan,
developing models, saving money to invest, organizing a start-up team and looking for
facilities) also contemplate other activities, which can be said to be a step further into the new
business creation process, such as: devoting full time, investing own money, asking for funding,
getting financial support, forming a legal entity, applying for a license/patent, renting facilities

and equipment, buying facilities and equipment and hiring employees.

In sum, the evidence suggests that starting a new business does not follow a predetermined
route, that entrepreneurs and organizations are not all created equal and that new business
creation is a complex process that must fit the individual entrepreneur (or team of
entrepreneurs), the particular business venture and its environment (Gartner, 1985). All these,
implying significant challenges for research design, findings validity and generalization and

empirical evidence accumulation.

Entrepreneurship as a Career Choice

Aiming to justify and contextualize the use of SCCT as an appropriate theoretical framework,
for the empirical analysis of potential (and current) entrepreneurs, this section will briefly
present the theoretical foundations and main research topics in the entrepreneurial career

literature.

According to Katz (1994a, p. 5), “an entrepreneur going through life at work is pursuing a
career” and this perspective captures a meaningful phenomenon, although not being the most
popular research focus among both entrepreneurship and career scholars, at the time. For
Ronstadt (1987, p. 12), “most people, even entrepreneurs, still do not think of entrepreneurship

as a career. Nevertheless, the creation and development of one or more new enterprises is a
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passage, a field of pursuit, a calling, a way of life that fits the basic notion of a career”. Ronstadt
(1987) stated that the prevailing view of entrepreneurship is a venture stage and this, still,
appears to be the case. In the author’s own words, this view assumes that: “the majority of
successful entrepreneurs start and develop a single venture during their mid-thirties and pursue
this venture until they die, retire (usually forced), or somehow give or lose control to
professional managers” or that, they have gone back to work for someone else (Ronstadt 1986,
p- 32). Thus, this prevailing view assumes that the entrepreneurial career ends when the

entrepreneur-business venture relationship reaches a closure.

However, Ronstadt (1986) finds that the majority of current entrepreneurs have started more
than one company, meaning that, for example, failure (and success) should be better viewed in
terms of a career, rather than as a single venture. He also introduces a new concept, called the
corridor principle, proposing that this behavioral pattern allows the entrepreneur to gain
knowledge or capabilities to enter better subsequent ventures. A compelling argument towards
incentivizing new venture creation, despite the predictable low economic returns of startups, on

average.

A few years later, Katz (1994, p. 23), in one of his seminal papers on entrepreneurial careers,
states that there was still “little vocational theory specific to self-employment, much less
entrepreneurship”. As the author implies, the study of an entrepreneurial career adds a
longitudinal perspective to the study of entrepreneurship, going as far as to write that “studying

entrepreneurship longitudinally is in effect a study of entrepreneurial careers”.

Yet, entrepreneurial careers can be analyzed in the frame of a single business venture (e.g.,
House, 1974) - where the individual is still the unit of analysis, but where the entrepreneurial
career may have not ended - or analyzed as episodic (Carroll & Mosakowski, 1987), where
career patterns can be, for example, related with the frequency and form of these episodes and

where entry and exit may be equated to career beginning and ending, or not.

Thus, an entrepreneurial career perspective of the phenomena implies a focus on the
longitudinal analysis of an individual in self-employment, in opposition to a cross-sectional
analysis, which is more compatible with the personological perspective of ‘who is an
entrepreneur?’ and the behavioral perspective of ‘what is an EB?’. It also differs from these
other two perspectives, since it focuses on the individuals’ vocational interests and intentions

towards self-employment, its career path development and its outcomes.
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This may be a more inclusive perspective, in terms of the range of individuals and behaviors it
analyzes, since a career as self-employed may include many individuals which do not fit some
definitions of the entrepreneur (e.g., those with greater emphasis on the founding and innovation
processes). As Katz (1992, p. 31) writes: “self-employment is the civil law commonality which
unites the total population of business owners, be they founders or acquirers, small business

people or entrepreneurs”.

A career perspective, on entrepreneurship, also has the potential of overcoming the limitations
of measuring the entrepreneur’s success based only on firm performance measures, by leading
researchers to focus also on psychological wellbeing and perception of success, that reflect the
internal career. Examples of such variables, in the work and family domains, are: job, career

and family satisfaction, marital adjustment and life stress (Parasuraman et al., 1996).

Throughout this section, and given that entrepreneurial career literature originates from
research fields with different traditions, different expressions will be used to describe the same
opposing career options. Namely, on one side, we can have wage-or-salaried individual (Schein,
1978; Katz, 1992; van Praag & Versloot, 2007) or an organizational employee (Crant, 1996,
Kolvereid, 1996) while on the other side, we can have self-employed individuals (Schein, 1978,
Carroll & Mosakowski, 1987) or entrepreneurs (Katz, 1994a).

Given the scarcity of literature taking the entrepreneurial career perspective, authors have
looked elsewhere, namely Sociology and Psychology, and, more recently, Economics for
theoretical guidance and support (Douglas & Shepherd, 2002). As Katz (1994) pointed out, in
the mid-nineties, there was already a stream of literature concerned with the longitudinal
analysis of people in work situations, called Vocational or Career theory. Therefore, the author
concludes, “what is needed is the adaptation of career theory to better consider the people and

processes of entrepreneurship” Katz (1994, p. 23).

Regarding the fundamental dimensions of a theory of entrepreneurial careers, Dyer (1994, p. 7)
suggests four, which he proposes as crucial for developing a comprehensive theory: “(1) a
theory of career choice; (2) a theory of career socialization; (3) a theory of career orientation;
and (4) a theory of career progression from entry to exit”. The present section will mostly
approach the entrepreneurial career choice (and entry), which is the one closest to this thesis’
research focus. Finally, some references will also be provided for the dimension related to

career progression, from entry to exit, given the existent of relevant research.
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Entrepreneurial Career Choice and Entry

Segal et al. (2002) and Liguori et al. (2017), propose the application of SCCT, a well-
established model of career choice, to explain self-employment intentions/goals. With Segal et
al. (2002) suggesting that this model may have a superior explanatory power of EI when
compared with the more popular Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) or Shapero’s model of the

entrepreneurial event (SEE).

Some individuals may be better suited for self-employment than others and, as people with jobs
that are more compatible with their interests, values and abilities are more likely to be successful
in their jobs, a person-job fit analysis could be a promising avenue of research, also for self-
employed individuals (Feldman & Bolino, 2000). This, with an emphasis on perceptions and

their potential bias, since these may not actually materialize (Feldman & Bolino, 2000).

An interesting area of research, that deserves further investigation, is that related to special
social/professional groups, to which, general entrepreneurship findings may not directly apply.
Refer, for example, to Lee & Wong (2004) that, studying a group of academic researchers and
R&D professionals, find that certain career anchors (Schein, 1978) that are typically associated

with EI and behavior, cannot be found related with the EI of these specific individuals.

Also, role models and gender have been the subject of particular interest in the entrepreneurial
career (e.g., Scherer et al., 1989, Scherer et al., 1990, respectively). Their rationale and some
of its findings will be, later, presented in section 2.2.5 - Other Personal & Learning

Experiences, of this review.

The following examples provide a brief overview of other popular research topics, within the
choice and entry stages of the entrepreneurial career perspective: Matthews & Moser (1996),
investigating both role models and gender effects on ownership interest; Schmitt-Rodermund
(2004) on the effects of personality traits, family business background and parenting style on
entrepreneurial competence and entrepreneurial interests (viewed as antecedents of career
choice); Abebe et al. (2014), regarding minorities choice of an entrepreneurial career,
investigate social factors (e.g., perceived social status and perceived social support) as
predictors of entrepreneurial career intentions; Ilouga et al. (2014) linking volitional self-
regulation skills (e.g., higher self-determination, self-motivation, and resistance to uncertainty
about the future) with entrepreneurial intent; St-Jean & Mathieu (2015), with mentoring and

career satisfaction, and Tolentino et al. (2014), with career adaptability, all also linked with EI;
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Thébaud (2016) with woman’s prior employment decisions and self-employment choices; and,
finally, Sorgner & Fritsch (2017) on the relationship between previous occupations

characteristics and the decision of employees to start their own business.

Career Progression from Entry to Exit

Within the dimension of career progression, the topics have varied between theoretical
discussions regarding the appropriate dimension and perspectives of analysis (e.g., Katz,1994)
to entrepreneurial careers characteristics, dynamics and patterns of progression (e.g., House
1974; Katz 1994) and career outcomes (e.g., Feldman & Bolino, 2000). With special emphasis
on entrepreneurial career exit, it is worth mentioning Ronstadt's (1986) study, which provides
a very good overview on: the different nature of business ventures exits and entrepreneurial
career exits; the most common reasons for new business ventures termination; the different
typologies of entrepreneurial career length and their association of starting age; and terms of

exit modes, and how these vary in their prevalence according to (entrepreneurial) career lengths.

Also relevant, for distinguishing the career perspective from the personological and the
behavioral perspectives of entrepreneurship, Ronstadt (1986) reports that 26% of all ex-

entrepreneurs reported that their business ventures continued operating after their career exit.

A final note to refer that a good source of career exit related literature comes from the Family
Business Research area, namely, regarding the subject of family business succession (e.g.,

Brockhaus, 2004; Churchill & Hatten, 1987).

2.1.2 — Entrepreneurship Outcomes

This section presents the most meaningful outcomes attributed to EB, according to the
entrepreneurship literature. These outcomes provide legitimacy for studying entrepreneurship
by portraying, this phenomenon, as having a real practical impact, for all of us. Regarding the
present section content, the reader should note that entrepreneurial process outcomes are not
included here. Although some may consider these to belong to the entrepreneurship outcome

literature (e.g., Per Davidsson & Gordon, 2011). Here the focus is only on the ‘after process’
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outcomes of entrepreneurship. For a brief literature review on the former subtopic, please refer

to section 2.1.1, of this thesis.

Entrepreneurship is, mostly, proposed to generate positive effects on individuals, organizations
and economies & societies (cf. Schumpeter, 1934; Palmer 1971; Kirzner, 1973; Leff, 1979;
Shapero, 1985; Plaschka & Welsch, 1990; Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Audretsch, Carree, &
Thurik, 2001; Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001; van Praag & Versloot, 2007; Baptista & Thurik,
2007; Ireland & Webb 2007; Bayargelik & Ozsahin, 2014; Audretsch et al., 2015; Coad et al.,
2016).

However, it can also generate negative results, at any of these different levels (cf. Baumol,
1990; Singh et al., 2007; Desai & Acs, 2007; Sobel, 2008; Shane, 2009; Coyne et al., 2010;
Josefy et al., 2017; Failla et al., 2017). Nevertheless, given the relevance and scope of the
potential positive outcomes - as it may be confirmed next - significant attention has been given
to entrepreneurship, not only by researchers but also by policymakers and educators, that have

been trying to promote an entrepreneurial mindset and productive entrepreneurial activity.

Thus, after presenting some of the existing definitional and methodological issues, regarding
entrepreneurship outcomes, the most salient references of this literature will be presented. These
will be divided according to their most relevant outcome level, namely: research regarding
outcomes at the individual-, firm- or societal-level and always trying to display both the positive

and the negative outcomes.

Definitions and Methodological Issues

Regarding entrepreneurship outcomes, it is again imperative that one is explicit about which
type of entrepreneurial phenomenon is being defined as the causal factor of such outcomes, and
this choice is often linked with the need/ease of operationalizing it (Wennekers & Thurik,
1999). According to Shepherd (2003, p. 319), in an individual/psychological perspective, self-
employed “have been the primary focus of the entrepreneurship literature”. At the firm level,
entrepreneurship has been mainly measured analyzing past entrepreneurial activity and self-
reports of entrepreneurial strategic posture, mostly measured by corporate entrepreneurship
(CE) and entrepreneurial orientation (EO) measures (cf. Wales, 2016; Kuratko, 2017). In a
macro perspective, Wennekers & Thurik (1999, p. 49) consider that “the number of self-
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employed is the only yardstick of entrepreneurship because statistical information is available
only along the ownership dimension. This can be misleading”. These authors also cite other,
more recent, approximations to the level of entrepreneurial activity in an economy, such as the
employment share of surviving young firms (Audretsch, 1995) or the share of small firms (cf-
Audretsch & Thurik, 1997; Carree & Thurik, 1998). This diversity should not come as a
surprise, given that entrepreneurial activity may lead to relevant outcomes at different levels of
aggregation. As such, entrepreneurship researchers also need to define the phenomena at the

appropriate unit of analysis.

Individual Level Outcomes

A focus on the entrepreneur, rather than the firm or the population, often requires different
theoretical frameworks, such as those from Psychology, such as the cognitive, the emotional or
the self-regulatory (Ucbasaran et al. 2013). In general terms, at the individual level,
entrepreneurship (i.e. self-employment) can be said to be beneficial, as a career choice, when it
results in an improved satisfaction of an individual’s needs and wants (Maslow, 1943). In the
case of a successful new business venture, if these needs and wants include: social recognition,
fulfilling a role in society, greater independence & autonomy, learning (e.g., Shane et al., 1991),
a better job-person match (e.g., Failla et al., 2017), job satisfaction, a better work-life balance
(e.g., Binder & Coad, 2013), greater self-realization, economic survival and personal wealth
(e.g., Wennekers & Thurik, 1999), this career option may be expected to have a positive impact
on the individual entrepreneur’s working life. However, these expected outcomes are not
universally true, for every entrepreneur and context, and some variables are proposed to

influence the probability of their occurrence.

For example, Stephan (2018) studies the mental health, well-being, family, health and leisure
time satisfaction of opportunity entrepreneurs versus necessity entrepreneurs. Stephan (2018)
also studies the relevance of antecedents of mental health and well-being (MWB) on work
characteristics, personal characteristics, human capital, firm and financial characteristics, social
resources and stressors, and context characteristics. Another interesting example may be found
in Binder & Coad (2013) which compare the life-satisfaction of entrepreneurs with that of

organizational employees.
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Regarding the negative entrepreneurial outcomes, an individual level analysis becomes
especially beneficial, since this level of analysis may include a post firm existence period, i.e.
negative effects that exceed the life of the firm, but which are relevant for their stakeholders
(cf- Shepherd, 2003). Although having received less attention in entrepreneurship literature, this
research may unveil the real scope and magnitude of the potential negative impacts of
entrepreneurship for potential and current entrepreneurs (Singh et al., 2007). Examples related
with surviving entrepreneurs can be found in: Binder & Coad (2013) regarding average earnings
and work hours, Binder & Coad (2013) and Stephan (2018) regarding leisure time and Biggs
(2002) and Failla et al. (2017) regarding job and wage security.

Moreover, a significant proportion of new ventures actually fails (Shane & Venkataraman,
2000; Ucbasaran et al. 2013) - i.e. a fall in revenues and/or a rise in expenses that lead the firm
to become insolvent and unable to attract new funding, stopping its operations under the current
ownership and management (Shepherd, 2003). Although the virtues of failure, as a source of
learning, have been widely spread, “the aftermath of failure is often fraught with psychological,
social, and financial turmoil” (Ucbasaran et al. 2013, p. 163). This becomes quite intuitive when
one thinks about what a firm may represent (e.g., Shepherd, 2003; Singh et al., 2007; Ucbasaran
etal., 2013).

Furthermore, Ucbasaran et al. (2013, p. 181) suggest, it is likely that there are significant and
relevant interrelationships among these costs, which may help understand some decisions that
could not be fully understood in light of one single type of cost - e.g., “delaying business failure

can help balance the resulting financial and psychological (i.e., emotional) costs”.

Learning from failure appears to be related with the ability to process this event in a productive
way and, here, the concept of coping has gained some relevance. The literature regarding
involuntary job loss may be a good starting point, to explore the dynamic process of coping

with business failure. (Singh et al., 2007)

Finally, exiting an entrepreneurial career may have costs that go beyond its direct consequences
and impact the individual’s value as an organizational worker. For example, Failla et al. (2017,
pp. 162-163) find that “entrepreneurship lowers individuals’ labor market value, which in turn
hinders exit from entrepreneurship and introduces frictions at the point of re-entry in the wage
sector”. Although, this will probably depend on the particular industries and the formal

education of the ex-entrepreneur.
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Firm Level Outcomes

At the firm level, EB has been frequently addressed as corporate entrepreneurship (CE), the
process of creating new business within established firms to improve organizational
profitability and enhance a company’s competitive position or the strategic renewal of existing
business (Zahra, 1991). According to Kuratko (2017), knowledge on CE has evolved over the
last 45 years, starting slowly and gaining increased importance through the decades, but
research regarding its outcomes is still insufficient. To see a detailed account and reflection for

the evolution of the field until 1999, refer to Zahra et al. (1999).

As a summary of what outcomes can be attributed to CE, these can be observed in product,
process and administrative innovations and entry of new markets, all proposed to facilitate
growth, performance, strategic renewal and value creation for customers and shareholders
(Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Ireland & Webb, 2007; Coad et al., 2016). According to Kuratko
(2017), CE may be manifested through corporate venturing (internal and/or external) - where a
new business is created - and strategic entrepreneurship - where opportunity- and advantage-
seeking behaviors are included (e.g., strategy renewal, sustained regeneration, domain

redefinition, organizational rejuvenation, and business model reconstruction).

In empirical research, this concept has been measured, to a great extent, using a dispositional
type of CE proxy, designated Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO: Miller, 1983) and also, to a
lesser extent, using other CE measures (cf. Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra, 1991; Sharma &
Chrisman, 2007). The latter more commonly based on the firm’s past behavior (usually
regarding its activities in the last three or five years). Other concepts have also been used, but
to a lesser extent than EO and CE variables, such as: Entrepreneurial Climate (Bayargelik &
Ozsahin, 2014), Entrepreneurial Strategy Making (Dess et al., 1997) and Entrepreneurial
Intensity (Morris & Sexton, 1996).

Regarding the more popular EO, it has been conceptualized as both a unidimensional and
multidimensional construct (Lomberg et al. 2017) and the number of salient dimensions has
also varied. According to Miller’s (1983) conceptualization: innovativeness, risk-taking, and
proactiveness were the adequate dimensions, while Lumpkin and Dess (1996) suggested two
additional dimensions: competitive aggressiveness and autonomy (Rauch et al., 2009).
However, according to Wales et al. (2013), the latter much less frequently used. Despite the
high intercorrelations found between EO dimensions, recently, some scholars have suggested

that research should analyze the effects of each dimension, independently, and, even, in possible
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combinations of two (e.g., Lumpkin & Dess, 2001) since they “may relate differently to firm

performance” (Rauch et al. 2009, p. 764).

Regarding other CE proxies - with greater emphasis on the firm’s past behavior - these have
been measured, for example, with the following dimensions or variables: perceptions of
management support for CE (attitudes and resource availability), work discretion,
rewards/reinforcements, time-availability and organizational boundaries (Hornsby et al., 2002;
Kuratko et al., 2014); measures related with the percentage of new businesses, products and
markets accounted in the firm’s total sales and the number of joint ventures and new SIC added
to the firm’s business (Zahra, 1991); and the number of high-risk projects (with expected high
rates of return), the commitment to R&D, technological leadership and innovation and CE

strategy compatibility (Zahra & Covin, 1995).

At the firm level, entrepreneurial attitudes and activities have been proposed to have positive
performance implications for the firm and the empirical research literature, appears to confirm
such relationship, with both EO (e.g., Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003) and CE (e.g., Zahra & Covin,
1995). Besides innovation-type of performance outcomes, such as measures of new products,
methods of production and markets and adoption of new technology (Wiklund & Shepherd,
2003; Boso et al., 2013), there is a high diversity of more general performance indicators linked

to CE, both nonfinancial and financial.

According to a meta-analysis exploring the magnitude of the EO-performance, by Rauch et al.
(2009, p. 761), which analyzed a combined sample of 14,259 companies, “the correlation of
EO with performance is moderately large (r = .242)”. Moreover, although internal and
environmental moderators could be identified, their results indicated that EO has a “similar
relationships with perceived financial performance, perceived nonfinancial indicators of
performance, and archival performance” (Rauch et al. 2009, p. 780). Still, there may be a time
lag effect, in the translation of entrepreneurial attitudes and activities to performance, which

would make this correlation a conservative estimate (cf. Zahra & Covin, 1995; Wiklund, 1999).

The rationale behind this CE — performance relationship, is that risk-taking, innovation, and
aggressive competition will improve the identification and pursuit of lucrative opportunities -
making them more likely to focus their attention and effort on opportunities (Wiklund &
Shepherd 2003) - and are the basis of greater competitiveness (Zahra & Covin, 1995). Yet there

are some conditions (moderators) where certain entrepreneurial postures, to strategy making,
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may be more beneficial than others (e.g., Lumpkin & Dess 1996, Garcia-Quevedo et al., 2014;
Engelen et al., 2015; Coad et al., 2016; Lomberg et al., 2017) and, in some cases, even detract
from performance (Hart, 1992; Kuratko, 2017) and there is already relevant research regarding
the management of this potential downside (e.g., Covin & Miles, 1999; Shepherd et al., 2009
Josefy, 2017).

Societal Level Outcomes

At the societal level, relevant entrepreneurship outcomes are measured comparing economies
start-up rates (e.g., Audretsch & Fritsch, 2002; Acs & Armington, 2004; Audretsch & Keilbach,
2005) or by measuring the outcomes from entrepreneurial and conservative firms, within the
same economy (cf. Carree & Thurik, 2010). In either case, usually, new or smaller firms are
taken as evidence of entrepreneurial activity and large or mature incumbent enterprises, as
evidence of conservative management. Young firms are considered the product of EB and,
while not fully established, the entrepreneurial processes may be said to be ongoing (cf- venture
emergence; Dimov, 2010); Size and, more specifically, being an SME is usually recognized as
being more dynamic and responsive to environmental changes, particularly in high-tech
industries (Biggs, 2002). Alternatively, the level of entrepreneurial activity has been measured
using inputs into the innovative process, such as expenditures on formal R&D and outputs of
the innovative process, such as patented inventions (c¢f. Acs & Audretsch, 2005). All these
attributing to EB, a role that traditional growth models would credit to capital accumulation and
where technological progress would be considered an exogenous factor (Carree & Thurik,
2010). Relative to the limitations of research using these measures of entrepreneurial activity,
the reader may refer, for example, to Biggs (2002), Acs & Audretsch (2005) and Haltiwanger
et al. (2013).

Taken together, the results from all this literature, dealing with the societal level benefits of
entrepreneurship, have frequently suggested the following outcomes: competitiveness (Porter,
1990; Wennekers & Thurik, 1999), increases in productivity (McGrath, 1999), economic
growth (McGrath, 1999; Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Landstrom & Lohrke, 2010; Carree &
Thurik, 2010), job creation and employment (McGrath, 1999; Ireland & Webb, 2007; Shane &
Venkataraman, 2000; Lindquist et al., 2015), innovation, technological progress and the
revitalization of economies (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Ireland & Webb, 2007; Lindquist et
al., 2015), shaping of global cultures (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Ireland & Webb, 2007),
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disturber of an institutional equilibrium by reforming or offsetting inefficient institutions
improving welfare (Douhan & Henrekson, 2010), and solutions for practical problems, raised
living standards and economic development (Schumpeter, 1934; McGrath, 1999; McKenzie et
al., 2007; Terjesen, Acs, & Audretsch, 2010; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). For an extensive
references source, for the economically relevant outcomes of entrepreneurship, the reader may
also refer to several special issues of entrepreneurship journals (¢f. David Audretsch & Pefia-
Legazkue, 2012). This link has been proposed and tested, not only at the national level but also
at the regional level (e.g., Audretsch & Fritsch, 2002; Acs & Armington, 2004; Audretsch &
Keilbach, 2005).

According to McGrath (1999, p. 13), “scholars often regard entrepreneurship as quite a good
thing”, however, the relationship with economically relevant outcomes may not be linear (U-
and S-shaped relationships, have been suggested) neither be immediately observable (Zahra &
Covin, 1995; Baptista & Thurik, 2007) and it may actually work both ways — i.e.
“entrepreneurship may impact economic development, which in turn may impact
entrepreneurship® (Terjesen et al. 2010, pp. 436-437). Despite this generally positive
background, in some circumstances, successful EB at the individual, or at firm levels, may be
unproductive, or even detrimental, to the economy as a whole (Baumol, 1990; Per Davidsson
& Wiklund, 2001; Sobel, 2008; Coyne et al., 2010). On the contrary, in the case of
entrepreneurial failure, if the resulting learning can later be capitalized with increased economic
output and market efficiency, by the entrepreneur and/or its competitors, the net

economic/societal levels outcomes may still be positive (Carree & Thurik, 2010; Josefy, 2017).

A central goal of public policy, across economies, is the promotion of growth and employment
opportunities (Carree & Thurik, 2010). Recent initiatives, from the European Commission (EC)
and from the Portuguese Government, attest for the topic’s present relevance. The fact that the
EC states as one of its objectives to promote youth employment and entrepreneurship is already
self-evident, of the importance the EC representatives attribute to it, and so is the Portuguese

four-year national strategy for entrepreneurship named Startup Portugal?, from 2016.

The link between entrepreneurship and economic growth and development has been attributed
to the newness that start-ups and innovations bring to the markets, the increased competition

(Wennekers & Thurik, 1999) and the creative destruction (Schumpeter, 1942). More

2 Source: http://www.portugal.gov.pt/pt/ministerios/meco/docs/20160606-mecon-startup-portugal.aspx
(Accessed in 14-June-2016).
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specifically, the association of new and young firms with these relevant outcomes seems to be
especially, and increasingly, appropriate in this new economy. An economy where: products
and technologies become obsolete much faster than before (Acs & Audretsch, 2005),
globalization and deregulation result in higher levels of uncertainty and appear to push the
industry structures toward lesser concentration and decentralization, and where the comparative
advantage of modern economies is shifting toward knowledge-based economic activity (Carree
& Thurik, 2010). According to Carree & Thurik (2010, p. 557), “entrepreneurial activity,
measured in terms of firm size and age, is positively related to growth”. Finally, the fact that
R&D expenditures and outputs are also used as proxies for EB, may be attributed to the fact

that “the outcome of the investments is uncertain” (Carree & Thurik, 2010, p. 573).

Recognizing a positive outcome bias, with the literature mostly researching the benefits of
entrepreneurship, and the lack of knowledge on the actual strength of the relationship with these
benefits, van Praag & Versloot (2007) studied the economic value of entrepreneurs in
comparison to non-entrepreneurs. In this study, they find that: on one hand, relative to their
size, these create more jobs than their non-entrepreneurial firms, even when one accounts for
their higher firm resolution; on the other hand, these jobs have a disadvantage regarding their
stability/security, due to a higher firm dissolution rate, and are of lower quality, on average,
since they pay lower wages (except in the case of some superstars) and offer fewer benefits and
hire employees with inferior human capital levels. Some authors have proposed explanations
for why these less positive outcomes may not impede wanting to work for an entrepreneurial
firm and why these may actually be undervalued (e.g., van Praag & Versloot, 2007; Astebro &
Chen, 2014; Sorgner et al., 2017).

Regarding the potential negative side of EB, Baumol (1990, p. 898) proposed that, although
typically associated with societal level benefits, “the entrepreneur is fundamentally engaged in
activity aimed at increasing wealth, power and prestige”. Societal level benefits of EB are
influenced by the existing institutional setup which defines “the rules of the game” or “the social
structure of payoffs” (Baumol 1990). Therefore, the author concludes, the problem of lacking
(productive) entrepreneurial activity may reside in that the entrepreneurial talent is being
allocated into unproductive or even destructive entrepreneurial activities, rather than residing
in the lack of such talent. Empirically support for this proposition can be found in Sobel (2008)
and Bosma et al. (2018).
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Interestingly, another relevant societal level outcome of EB may be institutional change itself,
since “institutions become targets for entrepreneurial innovativeness because changing their
workings is a means of earning or enhancing entrepreneurial profit” (Douhan & Henrekson
2010, p. 630). This institutional entrepreneurship disturbs the institutional equilibrium and has,

also, the potential to be welfare-improving or welfare-destructive (Douhan & Henrekson,

2010).

2.2 - Entrepreneurial Intentions

2.2.1 - Introduction and Definitions

According to Bird (1988, pp. 442-443), “intentionality is a state of mind directing a person’s
attention (and therefore experience and action) toward a specific object (goal) or a path in order
to achieve something (means)” and “entrepreneurial intentions are aimed at either creating a
new venture or creating new values in existing ventures” which are the basis for the
organizations initial form, direction and subsequent outcomes, such as survival, development,
growth and change. Cha & Bae (2010, p. 31) conceptualize it as “the obsessive motivation and
internal driving forces that catalyzes the entrepreneurial journey as entrepreneurial intent:
entrepreneurial mindset that can be defined as an aroused state of entrepreneurial motivation to
initiate, drive and sustain the entrepreneurial journey until the opportunity is completely
transformed to real business”. According to Ajzen (1991) “intentions are assumed to capture
the motivational factors that influence a behavior; they are indicators of how hard people are
willing to try, in order to perform the behavior in question” and are proposed as an immediate
antecedent of behavior”. For a brief summary on the theoretical basis of the intentions

constructs, read, for example, Gollwitzer (1993).

Epistemologically, intentions research is coherent, with an interpretivist approach, highlighting
“human intentionality as a key determinant of behavior, in addition to other internal and
external causal factors”. This conflicts with the functionalist paradigm (dominant in
entrepreneurship), often favoring deterministic causes alone. Thus, entrepreneurship is
“understood to be a chosen course of action toward the subjective ends of the entrepreneur”

(Packard 2017, pp. 536-537).
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EI research may be said to be included in a wider category of research named entrepreneurial
cognition, a broader concept that includes many other different topics (Linan & Rodriguez-
Cohard, 2008). Grégoire et al. (2011, p. 1445) based on the literature on cognitive research from
the social sciences in general, social psychology and the management sciences, propose three
key features to characterize this research area: “(1) Mentalism, i.e. a focus on studying the
mental representations of the self, of others, of events and contexts, and of other mental states
and constructs. (2) A process orientation, i.e. a concern for studying the development,
transformation, and use of these mental representations and constructs. (3) The operation of
cognitive dynamics across different levels of analysis”. According to Baron (2004, p. 221), a
cognitive approach is deemed beneficial in the investigation of the entrepreneurial process and
to answer such important research questions as “(1) Why do some persons but not others choose
to become entrepreneurs? (2) Why do some persons but not others recognize opportunities for
new products or services that can be profitably exploited? (3) Why are some entrepreneurs so
much more successful than others?”. Also, besides the potential benefit for researchers, Baron
(2004) proposes that it may be beneficial for practitioners and educators wanting to assist

entrepreneurs to create new and successful ventures.

Apparently, not only single behaviors but also goal achievement may be (and have been)
predicted by intentions frameworks. In a meta-analysis of theory of reasoned action (TRA),
Sheppard et al. (1988) finds that the model offers inferior results when predicting goals, rather
than single behaviors, which were the initially proposed to be the adequate context for the
model’s application, according to their proponents (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1975, 1980b; Fishbein
1980). In this particular context, some of the most important differences between goals and
behaviors are that: the former may be comprised of innumerous different behaviors, there may
be more than one way to achieve the same goal, the goal achievement may be outside the full
control of the individual, and it may be impossible for him/her to have all of the necessary
information to form a completely confident intention (Sheppard et al., 1988). As it can be easily
recognized, conceptually, the creation of a new business venture falls into the goal-type of
intentions. However, when there is a component outside the volition control of the individual,
goal achievement expectation/estimation are posited to be better predictors of goal achievement
than ‘pure goal intentions’ (i.e., ‘It is likely that...” versus ‘I intend to...”) (Sheppard et al.,

1988).

It is also, “common to distinguish between two types of intentions: choice intentions and

intentions to perform a given behavior (...) [and] a person's employment status choice
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intentions can be conceived as the choice between pursuing an entrepreneurial career in life or

a career path as an employee” (Kolvereid 1996, p. 26).

Career choice literature distinguishes a stage prior to intent, interest (Lent et al., 1994), leading
Krueger (2009, p. 69) to ask: “where ‘intent’ really begins?”. Lent and Brown (2006, p. 17)
define interests, as referring to “people’s pattern of likes, dislikes, and indifferences regarding
different activities”. In the entrepreneurship context, entrepreneurial interests have been
measured, for example, by asking subjects to evaluate statements such as ‘I like to read business
journals’ (1= not true; 5= true) (Schmitt-Rodermund, 2004). However, interests, wishes and
desires may be in conflict or even contradict each other, given limited time or resources, and,
while these are not resolved, no actions are expected to be taken in their direction. Intentions,
as an internal resolution, resolve this internal conflict and commit the individual to a coherent
course of action and are found to be more correlated with the intended behavior, than attitudes

(Gollwitzer, 1993).

Other constructs that are conceptually close to EI, and yet believed to be anterior to
behavior/goal intention are: attitudes (Ajzen, 2001; Yang, 2013) entrepreneurial potential
(Krueger & Brazeal, 1994), individual entrepreneurial orientation (iIEO; Krauss et al., 2005)
and propensity for entrepreneurship (Oakey et al., 2002; Prieto et al., 2010; Ribeiro et al., 2013;
Belas et al., 2017).

Regarding EI relative position, in time, with opportunity identification, Engle et al. (2010 p.
40) report that “Gartner and Carter (2005) examined the question of which came first, the
entrepreneurial idea or the desire, and found 44 percent of the entrepreneurs first had the desire
to start a business, 34 percent first had the business idea or opportunity, and 21.5 percent felt
both came at the same time”. Thus, it is not unlikely to think that some of those desiring to start

a business had already intentions to act on such desire when such opportunities appeared.

Given that intentions may be developed long before a new venture opportunity is even identified
(Shook et al., 2003) other cognitive constructs have been proposed to mediate the intentions-
behavior link and to lay closer to behavior. Examples of such constructs are implementation
intentions (Gollwitzer 1999) and entrepreneurial commitment (Fayolle & Lifian 2014).
Gollwitzer (1999, p. 493) views implementation intentions as committing the individual to
“specific plans as to when, where and how the latter are to be achieved (...) delegate[ing] the

control of goal-directed responses to anticipated situational cues, which (when actually

46 |Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

encountered) elicit these responses automatically”. Entrepreneurial commitment, defined as
“the moment when the individual starts devoting most of his or her time, energy, and financial,
intellectual, relational and emotional resources to his or her project” (Fayolle & Linan 2014, p.

665).

In terms of its operationalization, EI have been measured in many different ways (Bird, 2015)
and it is advisable that researchers confirm that its operationalization actually matches what it
is supposed to measure (i.e. face validity; Hardesty & Bearden, 2004). Bird (2015, p. 160), from
her review of the literature on EI measurement, concludes that “while each of these 69 studies
purportedly measured intention as a dependent measure, the measures were often muddled,

unique, and sometimes not available to the reader to determine what exactly they measured”.

According to Bae et al. (2014) (and also Bird 2015), two EI measures, in particular, are
commonly used, namely, Kolvereid (1996a, 1996b) and Lifidn and Chen’s (2006, 2009). For a
summary of these and other measures of entrepreneurial intention refer, for example, to

Thompson (2009, p. 673, Table 1) and Bolton & Lane (2012, pp. 224-225, Table III).

Also popular is a 6-Item scale developed by Thompson (2009, p. 680, Table 2), named
Individual Entrepreneurial Intent Scale, that questions respondents how true or untrue are the
following statements for them: “1. Intend to set up a company in the future; 2. Never search for
business start-up opportunities (R); 3. Are saving money to start a business; 4. Do not read
books on how to set up a firm (R); 5 Have no plans to launch your own business (R); 6. Spend
time learning about starting a firm”, on a scale from ‘1’ very untrue to ‘6’very true. Contrarily
to other EI measures who mix intentions with their cognitive predecessors, this measure
includes some items that already relate to nascent behavior. This, although it may be seen as a
confirmation that those intentions really exist, it conceptually ventures into the very actions it

intends to predict.

On the use of students’ samples and the validity and foundations of their EI, some particularities
may exist. For example, Farashah (2015, p. 455) write: “in order to develop entrepreneurship
literature further, researchers need to study real entrepreneurs at the aggregate level (Fernandez
et al. 2009). It is necessary to sample actors who are developing and shaping their
entrepreneurial intention in a real setting, rather than students who prioritize interests over
environmental contingencies (Rotefoss and Kolvereid 2005; McGee et al. 2009)”. Frazier &

Niehm (2006, p. 3) suggest that time-limited conceptualizations of EI may not be appropriate
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for college students samples, citing others, writing that “long-term intentions seem to be a more
appropriate measure of entrepreneurial intention among college students, as short term intent is
indicative of imminent start-up activities, which is likely to be relatively rare in college

students”.

Regarding its conceptual importance, as a research topic, EI is concerned with finding an
answer to one of the key questions of entrepreneurship research: ‘Why do certain individuals
start firms when others, under similar conditions, do not?’ (cf. Gartner, 1989). More than a
topic this is a distinct approach to this question, as a less deterministic and descriptive approach
is taken, to favor the analysis of the cognitive processes associated with the behavior — processes
that are based on perceptions that vary across both individuals and situations, that can be subject
to change and self-determination — rather than just recognizing the personality traits most

associated with the behavior (cf. Bird, 1988; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994).

Entrepreneurs are believed to be able to enhance their cognitive resources through deliberate
practice, with impact, for example, on their capabilities for identification, evaluation, and
exploitation opportunities (Baron & Henry, 2010). Katz & Gartner (1988) state that they can be
a relevant form to identify emerging organizations, which will only be apparent later when
some choices have already been made. Katz (1992, p. 29) proposes a psychosocial cognitive
model of employment status choice, writing: “existing models treat the individual decision
process largely in ‘black box’ terms, providing little insight on how family history or social
forces shape the individual decision process [and] disregard[ing] the individual”. Investigating
the particularly important role of intentions as mediators of a long-researched attitude-behavior
relationship and emphasizing the mediating role of intentions, in the attitudes-behavior
relationship, Bagozzi et al. (1989) state that for attitudes to cause behavior, one must first have

the intention of performing that behavior.

Finally, in terms of its popularity and scope, according to Lifidn & Fayolle's (2015) systematic
literature review, El is a rapidly evolving field, comprised of many themes that can be grouped
into six different categories, namely: core EI model, personal-level variables, entrepreneurship

education, context and institutions, entrepreneurial process and new research areas.
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2.2.2 - The Intentions-Behavior Link

Summarizing the relevance of the intention-behavior link, Sommer (2011) states that behavior
is governed either by intentions or by automatic processes. Although behavior can be
unconscious and unintended (Krueger 2009), a new business venture is not likely to be the
product of such type of behaviors. Often, extended searching, planning and marshaling of
resources (cf. Mcgee et al., 2009) are needed to create a new business venture, and these do not
just happen, by chance. In this same line of reasoning, Krueger et al. (2000, p. 411) write: “in
the psychological literature, intentions have proven the best predictor of planned behavior,
particularly when that behavior is rare, hard to observe, or involves unpredictable time lags (...)
thus, entrepreneurship is exactly the type of planned behavior (Bird, 1988; Katz and Gartner,

1988) for which intention models are ideally suited”.

In a meta-analytic review of TPB (Ajzen, 1991), Armitage & Conner (2001) found that
intentions only explained 27% of the variance in behavior. According to Sheeran & Conner
(2017), reviews on health-related actions typically report that only half of the intended
behaviors are realized. Sheeran & Conner (2017) suggest that two factors have been mainly
cited as influencing the likelihood of intentions leading to actions, namely, intention strength
and the basis of intention. Relative to intention strength, Sheeran & Conner (2017, pp. 3-4)
write that “intention strength refers to properties beyond the intention’s direction (intend versus
do not intend) and intensity (how much one intends to act) that influence rates of intention
realization. The most extensively studied property of intention strength is temporal stability
(...) and accumulated evidence indicates that intention stability is a powerful moderator of the

intention-behavior relation”.

Kautonen et al. (2015), discussing the variability of Armitage & Conner (2001) results, suggest
the need for entrepreneurship specific empirical evidence to validate intention as a predictor of
start-up behavior. Adam & Fayolle (2016, p. 81) also state that “the entrepreneurial intention-
behavior link still has a lot to reveal, leaving a gap in the literature”. This need is most apparent
when Lent & Brown (2006) raise some concerns, on intention’s potential for behavior
predictability, in contexts where goals are not clearly stated, are not set proximally to the

intended behavior, or refer to actions that are not subject to personal control.

Regarding studies that focused on testing the EI — EB link, empirically, Schlaecgel & Koenig

(2014) cited four studies with several methodological idiosyncrasies that may justify some of
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the results variability, namely: Hulsink & Rauch (2010), reported 39.1% of explained variance
and a std. loading of .443, but their measurement of EB was based on the number of nascent
entrepreneurial activities students add engaged after one year; Kolvereid & Isaksen (2006),
reported 67.1% of explained variance and a std. loading of .62, but EI was measured as the
intention to become self-employed within one year and the longitudinal analysis conducted for
a 19-month time window; Kautonen, van Gelderen, & Tornikoski (2013) reported 39% of
explained variance and a std. loading of .168, but measured EB for a 3-year period and as an
ordinal variable (measuring engagement levels in the entrepreneurial process); Kautonen et al.
(2015), reported 31% of explained variance and a std. loading of .49, but EI was measured as
the intention to engage in activities aimed at starting a business in the next 12 months and
measured EB with a 3-item scale based on self-reported effort, time, and money invested in

business start-up activities and, also, with the number of nascent activities.

More recently, Lifidn & Rodriguez-Cohard (2015), reported 12,8% of explained variance and a
std. loading of .357 - but measured EB as equal to a status of self-employment, three years later
- and Delanoé-Gueguen & Lifidn (2018) reported 29,9% of explained variance and a std. loading
of .247.

Given that intent may form well before the actual intended goal or behavior is achieved or takes
place (Shook et al., 2003) and high levels of EI may be reported by individuals with a wide
range of career decision making decidedness (Hirschi, 2013), intentions stability is key, for the
validity and interest of intentions cognitive models, to predict EB (cf. Ajzen, 1991; Sheeran &
Conner, 2017) and for EI models in particular (c¢f. Heuer et al., 2009; Linan & Rodriguez-
Cohard, 2008). For example, Heuer et al. (2009) suggest that the evolution from intention to
behavior is mediated, mainly, by two factors: the temporal stability of intentions (i.e.
persistence of intentions in memory) and the degree of intention formation (i.e. high versus low

intensity).

The possibility that EI do change does not appear to be unfounded, since these “may change as
a result of new information or unforeseen obstacles to action” (Sheeran et al. 1999, p. 725) and
variables measurement reliability decreases with time (Lifidn & Rodriguez-Cohard, 2008). Yet,
as Hirschi (2013, p. 6) writes, “theoretically, we can assume that career intentions that
correspond to advanced statuses of [career decision making] and vocational identity are more
likely to be stable over time because they are more likely to be self-congruent, realistic, and

sustained and motivated by high choice commitment”.
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However, regarding new business creation, “very few efforts have yet been made to analyze
the temporal progression of intention” (Lifidn & Rodriguez-Cohard 2015, p. 78) and future
research, on this subject, has been called for already by many (e.g., Heuer et al., 2009; Lifidan &
Fayolle, 2015; Walter & Heinrichs, 2015). Empirically, Matthews & Moser (1996, p. 33) found
a decrease of 14% in the number of individuals expressing a strong interest in small business
ownership, 5 years after the initial study. With EI measures, Lifian & Rodriguez-Cohard (2008),
report TPB constructs item-structure stability, for the general sample and for a three-year
period, but identify some differences between subgroups according to the timing of their initial
labor experience. However, they found a correlation coefficient of .14, which is evidence of
low stability. Liidn & Rodriguez-Cohard (2015), with approximately the same sample, but a
regarding El relative stability, find that EI(T2) is not explained to a great extent by EI(T1), in a
structural equations model (SEM). This despite finding a high correlation, of .623, between

EI(T1) and EI(T2) item averages. In terms of absolute change, no significant change was found.

2.2.3 - Theories of Entrepreneurial Intentions and their Antecedents

According to Linan & Fayolle's (2015) systematic review of the literature on EI, one framework
from social psychology and another from entrepreneurship stand out as the most relevant
contributions to the theoretical foundations of EI research. These are the theory of planned
behavior (TPB: Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2012) and Shapero's model of the ‘entrepreneurial event’
(SEE: Shapero & Sokol, 1982). More recently, from career literature, social cognitive career
theory (SCCT; Lent et al., 1994; 2000; 2002) has also been used as a theoretical basis for EI

models, given its robustness across domains and contexts (Liguori et al., 2017).

A common feature of these models is the reliance on perceptual variables, rather than more
objective measurable reality. This is proposed to be appropriate, given that “actions are based
more on what people believe than on what is objectively true, thoughts are a potent precursor
to one’s level of motivation, affective states, and actions” (Markman et al., 2002, p. 152). There
is, however, a potential for problems when perceptions are far from reality. This may not be
critical for intentions models but may be so for their time stability, and their predictability of

actual behavior (cf. Ajzen, 1991; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994; Lent et al., 1994).
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In this section, and after a brief description of TPB and SEE, particular emphasis and detail will
be provided on SCCT, since this thesis analyses rely on a dataset built within this theoretical

framework.

Theory of Planned Behavior

As an extension of the theory of reasoned action (TRA: Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980) - necessary by the original model’s limitations in dealing with behaviors over
which people have incomplete volitional control - Ajzen's (1991; 2012) TPB states that there
are three key cognitive antecedents of intentions, which are all intercorrelated: (1) personal
attitude toward the behavior (PA), representing the collective value attributed to a set of
expected outcomes associated with the behavior; (2) subjective norms (SN), consisting of
normative beliefs (NB), i.e. the likelihood that important referents approve or disapprove a
given behavior, weighted by the motivation to comply (MC), i.e. how much the respondents
cared whether the referents approve or disapprove the behavior; and (3) perceived behavioral
control (PBC), i.e. people’s perception of the ease or difficulty of performing the behavior -
PBC is compatible with Bandura's (1977; 1982) SE. TPB proposes this construct as an indirect
antecedent of behavior, through intentions, as well as a direct antecedent, together with
intentions. Krueger & Brazeal (1994) state that, although most research into behavioral
intentions has focused on proximal behaviors, rather than long-term goals, TPB appears

applicable to entrepreneurship.

This theory, like other cognitive models, proposes that individuals processing of available
information mediates the effects of other biological and environmental factors on behavior
(Ajzen 1991). TPB has been found to have a strong predictive power for many different kinds
of behavior, and “39% and 27% of the variance in behavioral intention and behavior itself,
respectively, can be explained using the TPB (Armitage & Conner, 2001)” (Yang 2013, p. 368).
Given that entrepreneurship is a type of planned behavior, for which prior intention are thought
to be required, TPB could be used to predict an individual’s EI (Yang 2013). For an updated
description of the theory, refer, for example, to Krueger (2009) and Ajzen (2012).
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Shapero's Entrepreneurial Event Model

Contrarily to TPB, SEE (Shapero & Sokol, 1982) “recognized that there were forces that
moderated the intent-behavior linkage. Complex goal-focused behaviors may require some sort
of precipitating factor, whether the perceived presence of a facilitating factor or the removal of
a perceived critical barrier. Interestingly, the Ajzen framework assumes that the target behavior
is within one’s volitional control (no barriers or facilitators can intervene)” (Krueger 2009, p.
57). As a more entrepreneurship specific model of EI this model highlights the importance of

opportunity and propensity to act, for a behavior to occur.

In sum, Shapero’s model argues that EI are dependent on perceptions of perceived desirability,
“as the personal attractiveness of starting a business, including both intrapersonal and
extrapersonal impacts”, perceived feasibility, as “the degree to which one feels personally
capable of starting a business” and propensity to act, as the “personal disposition to act on one’s
decisions, thus reflecting volitional aspects of intentions (‘I will do it”)” (Krueger et al. 2000,

p. 419).

Krueger (1993b) was the first to empirically test this theory, finding significant support for its
propositions and reporting that these variables explained more than half of the variance in EI
and with feasibility being the most relevant. A development from the original model, termed
Shapero—Krueger model (Shapero & Sokol, 1982; Krueger, 1993; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994),
was also proposed that “further explored the applicability of the Shapero model to multiple
settings (i.e., both organizational and individual entrepreneurship) by adding insights from

Ajzen’s work to Shapero’s original conception” (Krueger 2009, p. 57).

According to Krueger & Brazeal (1994), the SEE model assumes the inertia of human behavior
until something disturbs that inertia. The author views credibility as a sum of both desirability
and feasibility, which, together with propensity to act, account for the individual potential for
entrepreneurship. As with TPB, other factors influence individual intentions indirectly, through
situational perceptions of desirability and feasibility and through propensity to act (specific to
Shapero’s model), but not through intentions or behavior directly (Krueger & Brazeal 1994).
Comparing both TPB and SEE, Krueger et al. (2000, p. 419) write that these “are largely
homologous to one another. Both contain an element conceptually associated with perceived
self-efficacy (PBC in TPB and perceived feasibility in SEE) and TPB’s other two attitude
measures correspond to perceived desirability, from SEE. Both Krueger et al. (2000) and
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Schlaegel & Koenig (2014) are good references for the reader interested in comparing both

models.

Social Cognitive Career Theory

According to Lent & Brown (2006), self-efficacy theory (Bandura 1997) and its overarching
social cognitive theory (SCT: Bandura, 1986), have been very popular among researchers on
career behavior since the beginning of the nineteen eighties. Following the seminal work of
Miller & Dollard (1941) - where social modeling is recognized as an important learning
mechanism, besides the traditional direct trial and error learning that resulted from the
association between behaviors and the corresponding punishers or reinforcers (e.g., Thorndike,
1898; Skinner, 1938; c¢f. Bandura, 1965) - SCT ( Bandura, 1986) expands the limits of social
modeling as a learning mechanism, and proposes a novel approach to understand human
motivation, thought and action. SCT proposes a triadic reciprocality model where
“environmental events, personal factors, and behavior all operate as interacting determinants of
each other” and “accords a central role to cognitive, vicarious, self-regulatory, and self-reflected
processes” as determinants of personal psychosocial functioning (Bandura 1986, p. xi). Self-
beliefs are key in this new perspective and perceived self-efficacy is paramount to SCT, as a
mechanism in human agency for self-development, adaption, and change (cf. Bandura, 1977;

1982; 1986).

A little more than a decade after Hackett and Betz’s (1981) seminal article stated the relevance
of SE for career development process, according to Lent and Brown (2006, pp. 12-13) “a
sufficient research base had been accumulated on self-efficacy and related social cognitive
variables to warrant development of a social cognitive career theory (SCCT: Lent, Brown, &
Hackett, 1994). SCCT was intended to help organize this rapidly expanding literature and to
provide specific hypotheses, anchored in general social cognitive theory, aimed at directing
new inquiry”. It covers interrelated topics, such as, academic/career interest development,
choice, performance and satisfaction (Lent & Brown, 2006), thus its application to

entrepreneurship appears unproblematic.

Although SCCT acknowledges the usefulness of personality traits to explain certain career
outcomes, it focuses on more dynamic and contextual personal aspects and environments, such

as self-views and future expectations (Lent & Brown, 2006). As Lent (2005, p. 103) describes
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it, “by focusing on cognitions, behavior, and other factors that, theoretically, are relatively
malleable and responsive to particular situations and performance domains, SCCT offers an
agenda that is complementary to that of the trait-factor perspective - namely, how people are
able to change, develop, and regulate their own behavior”. Next, in Figure 2.01, the reader can

see a graphic representation of the SCCT model.

As major cognitive antecedents of career interest, intentions/goals and actions, SCCT proposes
career specific self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations (Lent et al., 1994). Self-efficacy
beliefs (SE) are defined as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to attain designated types of performances. It is concerned not with
the skills one has but with judgments of what one can do with whatever skills one possesses”
(Bandura 1986, p. 391). PBC (from TPB) has been considered the same as self-efficacy beliefs
(cf- Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, 2002; Fishbein & Cappella, 2006), although some authors disagree and
find the opposite (cf. Tavousi et al., 2009).

Figure 2.01: The SCCT model, adapted from Lent et al. (2017, p 108).
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Entrepreneurial self-efficacy beliefs (ESE) have been already related with firm performance
also (Miao et al., 2017), however, results suggest that high ESE may not always benefit firms
(e.g., Hmieleski & Baron, 2008; 2009). Outcome expectations (OE) are defined as the beliefs
about the consequences of performing particular behaviors (Lent & Brown, 2006) and “career-
related outcome expectations may map fairly neatly onto, and incorporate, traditional categories
of work values (e.g., altruism, compensation, autonomy). (...) [such as] people’s beliefs about
the extent to which they will be able to satisfy their primary values if they were to pursue

particular career paths” (Lent 2005, p. 104).

As already pointed out, a key issue related with the predictability of capabilities, in intentions
models, is that of the time lapse between intentions assessment and actual behavior. The lower
the temporal gap between intentions and actual behavior the more accurate are intentions
models posited to be. “This is because goals, self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and so forth
are fluid percepts that are subject to change with increasing experience” (Lent & Brown 2006,
p. 23). Nevertheless, Lent & Brown (2006, p. 32) also suggest that cognitive variables’

coefficients stability may improve “as skills crystallize and performance experiences mount

2

up”.

Personal inputs, such as, predispositions, gender and race, are also emphasized by the SCCT
model, as important sources of learning experiences on which cognitive determinants of career
choice/intentions, both career specific SE and OE, are based upon and, also, as antecedents of

particular environmental supports and barriers (Lent et al., 1994).

SCCT places an emphasis on the variables that enable individuals to influence their own career
development (cognitive-person variables), as well as those in the environment, that enhance or
constrain personal agency (extra-person variables) (Lent et al. 2000). These variables can be
grouped into two different categories, according to their proximity to the actual career choice-
making process (e.g., Distal: career role models and particular academic or extracurricular
activities; and Proximal: informal career contacts or exposure to discriminatory hiring

practices) (Lent et al., 2000).

Relatively to the latter, the proximal environmental supports are the favorable environmental
conditions that are assumed to strengthen intentions/goals and their likelihood of promoting
consistent behavior. Proximal environmental barriers are the unfavorable environmental
conditions that are assumed to lessen intentions/goals and their likelihood of promoting

consistent behavior. According to Lent and Brown (2006), these contextual supports and
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barriers can be objective or perceived aspects of the environment and should be specific enough
for one to assume that these may promote or deter career behavior and that these might be
fruitful targets for intervention. They should, also, refer to the conditions that one expects to
encounter while in pursuit of a given choice option (e.g., receiving social support for one’s
choice goal) and may be associated to process expectations (Lent et al., 2000) or OE (the latter,

related with the outcomes one anticipates to receive after attaining one’s choice goal).

Considering the existence of cognitive mechanisms that process/interpret the personal inputs
and environmental contexts before these lead to behavior - is both theoretically sound (cf.

SCCT: Lent et al., 1994; TPB: Ajzen, 1991; and SEE: Shapero & Sokol, 1982) and useful.

It is sound because a reasoned/planned behavior, such as entrepreneurship, is supposed to be
determined by cognitive mechanisms, which capture all perceived personal and environmental
effects and translate them into purposeful actions. For example, Ajzen (1991, p. 203) wrote that
“if an important factor is missing in the theory being tested, this would be indicated by a
significant residual effect of past on later behavior”. Therefore, in the same line of reasoning,
if direct effects of noncognitive variables on EI are found to account for significant extra
variance explained, this signals the existence of a relevant cognitive mechanism which is not

being considered in the model.

It is useful, in a developmental approach, demographic variables are not easily changed, thus
identifying the cognitive mechanisms that mediate the effects of these on intention and behavior
have the potential for more effective interventions to condition behavior propensity and
behavior persistence (cf. Bandura, 1986), despite personal and environmental contexts (cf.
Armitage et al., 2002). This has long been a basis for the legitimacy of entrepreneurship

education effectiveness (cf. Krueger & Brazeal, 1994).

On the superior theoretical soundness/completeness of SCCT, in relation to TPB, as it applies
to the entrepreneurship context, Lucas & Cooper (2012, p. 4) state that many of the behaviors
used in the general TPB literature are largely under the individual’s own control and can be
performed in the near future, without “requiring a long-term commitment to a major course of
action. By contrast, the choice of a career is subject to an array of external limitations and
involves a number of years of invested effort, and would on its face seem closer to

entrepreneurial processes than TPB”.

SCCT has had a modest influence on entrepreneurship literature, despite its potential to provide

a more complete image of the determinants of entrepreneurial interest, intentions and behavior,
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than more popular EI models (Liguori, 2012). According to Liguori et al. (2018) “recent
empirical work paves the way for SCCT’s adoption into entrepreneurship”. The application of
SCCT to entrepreneurship is scarce but has already been reported. One of the first examples
can be found in Segal et al. (2002), who tested a structural model to predict self-employment
goals/intentions, of 115 USA business students, and find strong effects from ESE (.669) and
EOE (.506) to EI, and from ESE to EOE (.392). The authors conclude that this model appears
to have a much higher explanatory power than other models, with an adjusted r-square of .509
for El, against results of .350 found for TPB and .408 for Shapero-Krueger, found in Krueger
et al. (2000).

More recently (Zhao et al., 2005; Vazquez et al., 2010; Lent et al., 2010; Liguori, 2012; Chen,
2013; Lanero et al., 2015; Pfeifer et al., 2016; Austin & Nauta, 2016), SCCT EI models have
been found to provide the following results: EI variance explained, between .330 and .532
(Lanero et al., 2015; Chen, 2013; respectively); Main effect from ESE to EI, between .350 and
.391 (Lanero et al., 2015; Chen, 2013; respectively); Main effect from EOE to EI, between not
significant to .288 (Lanero et al., 2015; Chen, 2013; respectively); and main effect from ESE
to EOE, between .310 and .368. All ranges which have lower top values than those reported in

Segal et al. (2002), except for EI variance explained which is in range.

In terms of other personal inputs and contextual supports and barriers used in SCCT EI models,
the following variables have been used: gender (e.g., Liguori, 2012; Pfeifer et al., 2016), prior
entrepreneurial experience (e.g., Liguori, 2012; Pfeifer et al., 2016), family entrepreneurial
experience and role models (e.g., Liguori, 2012; Pfeifer et al., 2016; Austin & Nauta, 2016),
work experience (e.g., Liguori, 2012), entrepreneurship education exposure (e.g., Liguori,
2012; Pfeifer et al., 2016), subjective norms (e.g., Chen, 2013; Pfeifer et al., 2016) and higher
education level (first-year versus last-year students: Vazquez et al., 2010; and graduate students:

Pfeifer et al., 2016).

2.2.4 - Direct Cognitive Antecedents of EI according to SCCT

Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Beliefs

The first authors to propose the use of ESE as a meaningful antecedent of EI were Boyd &

Vozikis (1994). In their own words, “self-efficacy is proposed as an important explanatory
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variable in determining both the strength of entrepreneurial intentions and the likelihood that
those intentions will result in entrepreneurial actions” (Boyd & Vozikis 1994, p. 66). ESE is
here seen as a broader construct than, the similar construct of perceived feasibility (cf. Krueger
& Brazeal, 1994), that had already been introduced by Shapero (SEE: 1984) and Krueger
(1993). Boyd & Vozikis (1994) also suggest that the concept of PBC (TPB: Ajzen, 1991) is
closely related to the concept of self-efficacy. Therefore, ESE appears as an inevitable
dimension of cognitive reasoning for intent and actions and, as such, it is included in all three

EI models (i.e. SCCT, TPB and SEE).

Self-efficacy beliefs major source of information comes from personal performance
accomplishments (i.e. mastery experiences of the behavior) and, on a second level of influence,
from observing believable models of the behavior (i.e. vicarious learning), verbal and social
persuasion, and physiological and affective states (Bandura, 1986). “The degree to which these
informational sources actually affect self-efficacy depends on such factors as how the individual
attends to, remembers, and interprets them. For instance, even significant successes will not
much affect self-efficacy if they are discounted, forgotten, or attributed to luck” (Lent & Brown
2006, p. 16). Farashah (2015) provides the following examples of sources of ESE: personal
mastery - Business ownership experience, entrepreneurial job experience and past
entrepreneurial experience; vicarious learning - exposure to role models; Social persuasion -
perception of entrepreneurial success stories in public media; and for emotional state - fear of

failure.

In social psychology self-efficacy beliefs relate with important cognitive and behavioral
outcomes, such as: self-set goals, their difficulty, initiating and persisting at behavior under
uncertainty, the consequences of goal attainment satisfaction and their motivational
consequences, the likelihood of exposure to mastery experiences and reducing threat-rigidity
and learned helplessness (Bandura, 1986; Markman et al., 2002). In sum, a crucial cognitive
construct related with very meaningful outcomes, being “central to most human functioning”

(Markman et al. 2002, p. 152).

Based on previous research, Markman et al. (2002, p. 152), provides the following reasons of
why higher self-efficacy should predict entrepreneurial outcomes: “people avoid careers and
environments they believe exceed their capabilities (regardless of the benefits these may hold),
but they readily undertake vocations they judge themselves capable of handling (Krueger &
Dickson, 1994), and the higher their self-efficacy, the more challenging the activities they
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pursue. Individuals high in self-efficacy not only prefer challenging activities but also they
display higher staying power in those pursuits (Bandura, 1997) (...) under taxing

circumstances, individuals with higher self-efficacy perform more adeptly”.

In a meta-analysis, Sheu et al. (2010) found that SE were usually found to have better predictive
power than OE, although proposing that, overall, the latter is also conceptually worthy. They
find some studies where OE actually produced larger direct effects. Sheu et al. (2010) propose
that the relative predictive utility of SE and OE could be moderated by cultural, field-specific,

sampling or measurement issues.

The measurement instrument for ESE is a very relevant issue, due to several reasons, for
example: (1) How detailed should this measure be? From a single-item ESE measure (e.g.,
”How confident are you that you have all the necessary knowledge, skills, and abilities to
perform the tasks and activities necessary to become an entrepreneur?”’; Segal et al., 2002) to a
multi-item and multi-dimensional ESE measures (e.g., McGee et al., 2009); (2) Against which
standard should respondents compare their perceived capabilities? From none, measuring an
absolute capability perception (e.g., asking for general confidence levels in one’s ability to
perform specific tasks/activities) to providing a very specific comparison, measuring a relative
capability level (e.g., asking a direct comparison to other kids in their grade or others in the
business world; Wilson et al. 2007b); (3) How technical should the language of the measuring
instrument be (e.g., Moberg, 2013); (4) Should it include questions about critically important
abilities/resources for the activity and for the focused population (e.g., guanxi for Chinese
population - Trigo, 2003; Yang, 2013). For a more detailed review on the most common

conceptualizations and measures of SE in SCCT, refer to Lent & Brown (2006).

However, when conceived at its most global level, SE loses its domain-specificity and may be
considerably closer to trait-like variables, such as: locus of control or generalized self-efficacy
(GSE) (Lent & Brown 2006). Lent (2005, p. 104) state that self-efficacy “is not a unitary or
global trait, like self-esteem”, it is proposed, rather as a “dynamic set of self-beliefs that are
linked to particular performance domains and activities”. Yet, there is already some evidence
on the limitations of ESE measures, when it is measured at the task/activity level. Crespo et al.
(in press), for example, find that reaching the highest EI levels does not require individuals to
believe that they can master every single entrepreneurial activity, rather the highest EI levels

are compatible with different ESE profiles.

60| Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

As a possible alternative solution to ESE, some entrepreneurship scholars have proposed the

special relevance of a GSE measure and its superiority to a more activity specific ESE measure.

Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Beliefs versus General Self-efficacy Beliefs

The debate about the utility and theoretical soundness of using a measure of GSE (e.g., Sherer
et al., 1982; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995; Chen et al., 2001), rather than a specific SE measure
(e.g., De Noble et al., 1999; Chen et al., 1998; McGee et al., 2009), is an on-going one (e.g.,
Chen et al., 2001; Bandura, 2012; Jackson et al., 2012). According to Chen et al. (2001, p. 63)
“GSE captures differences among individuals in their tendency to view themselves as capable
of meeting task demands in a broad array of contexts”, which when compared with specific SE
appears to reflect a more stable disposition, like a personality trait (Poon et al., 2006; Liguori,
2012; Jackson et al. 2012), although GSE has been found susceptible to being increased through
training (e.g., Eden & Aviram, 1993; Agarwal et al., 2000).

Regarding the debate, Chen et al. (2001) suggest that despite the mounting empirical research
on GSE, social cognitive researchers continue to argue the lack of interest/utility of studying
GSE for both theory and practice, claiming that GSE measures result in weak or inexistent
relationships to specific SE and to behavior. These authors relate the poorer performance of
GSE, predicting specific activities, in light of the concept of ‘specificity matching’, proposing
that the better the match between the specificity of the measure and the behavior, the greater

the predictability.

Citing standing empirical evidence, Chen et al. (2001) report that GSE has predicted general
performance best and that specific SE has been better at predicting specific domain
performance, concluding that GSE is not proposed as a substitute of specific SE, but, rather, a

supplement expected to be useful when the performance is generalized.

Jackson et al. (2012, p. 748), also advocating the merits of GSE and directly addressing this
debate, by comparing the relevance of GSE with that of other personality traits, write that “the
distinction between GSE and contextualized self-efficacy is similar to the distinction between
traits and contextualized assessments. GSE scores positively correlate with self-efficacy scores

specific to different occupational contexts (Chen, et al., 2001), suggesting that while GSE might
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not perfectly capture self-efficacy for any one domain, there is evidence that GSE is capturing

something that is shared across domains”.

Proposing a more progressive definition of traits, they suggest that a polarized and dogmatic
stance on this discussion may be a waste of energy and time, recommending, instead, that
researchers continue to build bridges between generalized constructs (e.g., the Big Five and
GSE) and specific SE, (Jackson et al., 2012). They also propose that although specific SE may
better predict behavior within specific contexts, broader traits can better predict behavior in

novel situations.

Regarding entrepreneurship research, Schmutzler et al. (2018) write that empirical research has
provided ample support for both the broad concept of GSE and ESE, as essential drivers of EI,
but that disagreements about which is the best, still remains. Nevertheless, in entrepreneurship
research ESE is largely dominant (Mauer et al., 2017), though some studies have used GSE
(e.g., Markman et al., 2002; Markman & Baron, 2003; Rauch & Frese 2007; Khedhaouria et
al., 2015) while only a couple of others have used both (e.g., Dimov, 2010, Liguori, 2012).
Recently, in a meta-analysis based on 27 independent samples and an overall sample of 5,065
entrepreneurs, ESE has also been related to firm performance (Miao et al., 2017), but the effect
size .309 is not significantly different than .247, found by Rauch & Frese (2007), in a meta-
analysis based on 116 independent samples and an overall sample of 26,700 entrepreneurs,

based on GSE measures.

According to Liguori et al. (2018), those advocating for the use of the GSE in entrepreneurship,
suggest that entrepreneurs must have a diverse set of skills related to multiple domains (e.g.,
marketing, human resources, sales, finance, accounting) and that it is unpractical to list all the
specific tasks related to the entrepreneurial process. Khedhaouria, et al. (2015) addressing the
same issue, of practicality, propose that it is much easier to conceive a GSE measure and it is
much easier to answer by those with no direct entrepreneurial experience (e.g., nascent
entrepreneurs). Rauch & Frese (2007) justify the merits of proposing a relationship between
GSE and business creation and success, on the matching between the characteristic of high GSE
individuals and some of the characteristics associated with successful entrepreneurs, such as:
being confidence in a broad array of tasks, often unanticipated and often in a context of
uncertainty; having perseverance and being challenge seeking; having personal initiative and
optimism, regarding success; and actively search for information and taking a long term

perspective.
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Regarding studies on EI that have used both GSE and ESE, Dimov (2010) found that
opportunity confidence related to venture emergence, while GSE did not. Nevertheless, GSE
was found to be significantly related to the specific SE, opportunity confidence (subdimension
of ESE). Liguori (2012) results indicate that GSE positively impacts both ESE and EOE and
that ESE mediated the relationship between person inputs (including GSE) and both EOE and
EL

Liguori et al. (2018) using SCCT as a framework, explore how SE shapes EI, by trying to clarify
the unique roles and importance of both ESE and GSE. For this, they propose that individuals
with higher levels of GSE will report higher levels of both ESE and EO, than those possessing
lower levels of GSE. Before, Liguori (2012), in his doctoral thesis, proposed to clarify the
relationship between GSE and ESE by conceptualizing them as distinct contributors to the
development of EI. However, when ESE is posited to be influenced by GSE (Chen et al., 2001)
and empirically correlated (r = .410; Liguori, 2012) and is placed in the EI model as a mediator
of the GSE-EI relationship, this distinctiveness goal may be said not to be fully attained.

Entrepreneurial Qutcome Expectations - Motivators

In general, SCCT models have mostly measured positive EOE (e.g., Liguori, 2012; Pfeifer et
al., 2016), although EO may also be negative (Lent & Brown, 2006). When EOE are positive
and valuable, they can become reasons/motivations for EB. Some of these motivations (e.g.,
need for achievement; need for autonomy — ¢f- Rauch & Frese, 2007) have long been proposed
to differentiate entrepreneurs from other economic agents (e.g., inventors, capitalists and small
business owners: Schumpeter 1934; Carland et al., 1984), although results have not been

especially predictive of EB (c¢f. Gartner, 1989).

This may be due to many different reasons that can lead to a lower impact on EI and on EB.
For example: not all people expect the same outcomes from entrepreneurship and, thus, some
people with equivalent motivations, may differ in considering EB as an option to satisfy their
needs; and, some of these and other motivations (e.g., need for affiliation and creativity) can
also be compatible with organizational employment, that provides equal satisfaction of the

underlying needs (cf. Kolvereid 1996).
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Also, when differentiating entrepreneurs’ motivations from those of non-entrepreneurs, one
cannot forget that some end up creating their own business without this being their preference,
while others, who are not yet entrepreneurs, may well end-up becoming. For example, in line
with previous findings, Seva et al. (2016) suggest that ‘necessity’ entrepreneurs are less creative

and less motivated by the need for independence than other entrepreneurs.

Others have proposed that these different motivations could, rather be the basis of different
entrepreneurial events (Politis 2005). For example, entrepreneurial motivations have been
related with: successful new business creation (e.g., Cassar, 2007(Cassar, 2007)(Cassar,
2007)(Cassar, 2007)(Cassar, 2007)(Cassar, 2007)(Cassar, 2007)(Cassar, 2007)(Cassar, 2007)),
type of business and workplace intended (e.g., Kolvereid, 1992; Edelman et al., 2010; Carsrud
& Brénnback, 2011), entrepreneurial career choices and paths (e.g., Politis, 2005; Barba-
Sanchez & Atienza-Sahuquillo, 2011), individual and firm goals and firm’s success (e.g.,
Carsrud et al., 1989; Naffziger et al., 1994; Feldman & Bolino, 2000; Lee & Wong, 2004),
work-, life- and family-satisfaction (e.g., Feldman & Bolino, 2000; Sevi et al., 2016) and exit
and failure (e.g., DeTienne et al., 2008). Researched populations have also varied, from
latent/aspiring/potential entrepreneurs, students (e.g., Urban, 2007; Almobaireek & Manolova,
2013) or others (e.g., Sevé et al., 2016), to current entrepreneurs/business owners (e.g., Carsrud

etal., 1989).

A related topic has been to link specific entrepreneurial motivations with special types of
entrepreneurs which, then, are described as a source of specific entrepreneurial process events,
for example: likely business goals, development/growth intentions and behaviors and success
likelihood (e.g., Bird, 1988; Birley & Westhead 1994; Krueger & Brazeal 1994). As an
illustration, one can refer to Bird's (1988, p. 448) examples, such as: “‘opportunistic-
entrepreneurs’ become entrepreneurs in order to build an organization which they can lead. As
it might be expected, opportunistic entrepreneurs develop larger and more complex

organizations”.

Another interesting line of research has to do with finding patterns of association between
different motivations for the same activity. An association based on, one individual citing
motivator ‘x’, being more likely to cite also ‘y’ and ‘z’, for example, which can then be better
described as a motivational factor or profile (e.g., Shane et al., 1991; Barba-Sanchez & Atienza-
Sahuquillo, 2011; Giacomin et al., 2011). This can be also related to the possibility that some

motivations may be only instrumental for achieving another final goal (Carsrud & Briannback
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2011). Two examples may be found in Bird (1988, p. 447), who writes: “personal wealth and
organizational finances are often more a means of keeping score than highly valued ends in
themselves” and in Schumpeter's (1934, p. 91), writing: “there may be rational conduct even in
the absence of rational motive”, written as the prelude to his argument, that there may be

economic behavior even without economic motive.

Furthermore, personal differences (e.g., age, gender, race, social economic status) and personal
and cultural values (e.g., individualism/collectivism) may influence the likelihood that certain
motivations may be more readily cited than others, due to being more readily conscious or due
to being perceived as more socially desirable or accepted (e.g., Schumpeter, 1934; Urban, 2007:
Belchior & Lifan, 2017). In fact, something that has long been proposed in the entrepreneurship
literature, the same person may have varying motivational profiles through their lifetimes (e.g.,
after gaining work experience or, even, becoming a parent) (cf. Schumpeter, 1934; Naftziger et

al., 1994; Kolvereid, 1996; Carsrud & Briannback, 2011).

In sum, this is a relevant research focus in entrepreneurship literature, and has practical
implications for those wanting to understand and promote entrepreneurship, since it is
suggested to be of critical importance to study of entrepreneurial cognitions and their
conversion into EB (Carsrud & Brinnback 2011; Shane et al., 2003). Yet, despite the lower
interest in the topic in recent past, when compared to the period that followed McClelland

(1961) work, motivations’ role is again being considered (Fayolle et al. 2014).

Motivation has been defined in several ways (cf. Shiraz et al., 2011, p. 271), for example: as
“the psychological process that gives behavior purpose and direction (Kreitner, 1995); a
tendency to behave in a purposive method to achieve specific, unmet desires (Buford, Bedeian,
& Lindner, 1995); an inner force to gratify an unsatisfied need (Higgins, 1994); and the will to
accomplish (Bedeian, 1993) (...) as the inner force that drives individuals to achieve personal

and organizational goals”.

According to Shaver & Scott (1991, pp. 30-31), “of all the personological measures presumed
to be associated with the creation of new ventures, need for achievement has the longest history.
Remarkably, although the search for the personality characteristics of the successful
entrepreneur "is now thought quixotic, achievement motivation remains perhaps the only

personological variable whose association with new venture creation appears convincing”.
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Nevertheless, the need for achievement is not the only motivation associated with new business
creation. Before McClelland, Schumpeter (1934) had already made a quite colorful and
insightful motivational profile of the entrepreneur: spiritual ambition, snobbery, the will to
conquer, the impulse to fight, to prove oneself superior to others, to succeed for the sake, the

joy of creating, of getting things done, or exercising one’s energy and ingenuity.

More recently, Carsrud & Brannback (2011) state that, traditionally, the reasons for starting a
new business have been considered to be economic, although it also has been acknowledged
that other types of motives, being economic, are not based on the ultimate goal of maximizing
economic gains (e.g., lifestyle entrepreneurs). The author cites artists or craftsmen as intuitive

examples.

Entrepreneurship research has been supportive of the idea that no single motive accounts for
the reason to create one’s own business venture. Different people are motivated by different
types of motives to become entrepreneurs (cf. Shaver & Scott, 1991; Feldman & Bolino, 2000;
Cassar, 2007). This is probably related to the fact that such a complex and diversified type of
phenomena or process can be or mean different things, depending on the perspective one takes.
As an example, someone may intend to climb because he likes climbing, climbing is the most
efficient way of getting where he needs to be, he likes the challenge of climbing, etc. Yet, this
is not to say that it is indifferent starting one’s own business venture with motivation ‘A’ or
‘B’. For example, if one is motivated to become an entrepreneur to balance professional and
family life, it is unlikely that business growth intentions are as high as they are for someone

motivated by a need for power.

Shane et al. (1991) and Birley & Westhead (1994), based on a wider international study and a
related pilot study (surveying over 1,000 entrepreneurs from 11 countries), consider a total of
23 different reasons for establishing one’s own business. As an example, Birley & Westhead's
(1994, p. 11) top 5 reasons were: “To have considerable freedom to adapt my own approach to
my work; To take advantage of an opportunity that appeared; To control my own time; It made

sense at that time in my life; To give myself, my spouse, and children security.

Based on a Portuguese sample of University students, Raposo, Pago, & Ferreira (2008), find
several different personal profiles, mixing both personal attributes and motivations, related with
the propensity for start-up creation. Such profiles included the following motivators:

‘commanding an organization and/or a team’, ‘prestige or status’, ‘obtain personal patrimony’,
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‘create something by itself’, ‘obtain personal independence’, ‘economic independence’,

‘possibility to practice own ideas’ and ‘schedule flexibility’.

An important division that may be made to distinguish studies on reasons/motivations for self-
employment is based on the type of question made to described and analyze those reasons,
namely closed versus open-ended questions. In fact, some studies support their researched
motivations on ex-ante literature (Shane et al. 1991; Birley & Westhead, 1994; Jayawarna et
al., 2011), enabling researchers to find differences in the relative strength of already known
reasons. While other studies are empirically driven and describe and analyze any cited
motivation emerging from their respective data (e.g., Kolvereid, 1996). The latter, enabling
researchers to get a full view of the main reasons for entrepreneurship, for that specific
population but, contrarily to the former, not being able to find, empirically, an association
between these motivations which will likely coexist, simultaneously (cf. Birley & Westhead,

1994),

According to Kolvereid (1996), although several studies were published before on the reasons
leading to self-employment, his was the first empirically based classification scheme of reasons
for employment choice. About the choice of closed versus open-ended question, the author
noted that the problem of adopting a limited set of categories defined a priori from the theory
is that important reasons may be disregarded. An open-ended approach, rather, allows the
researcher to capture the real points of views of others, without presetting these, through prior

selection.

Regarding open-ended questions research, Kolvereid (1996) identified a few previous studies
but found that these all investigated founders who had successfully become owner/managers of
their business, noting that these are different from studies of career preferences and intentions,
since self-employment may be reached without a new business having to be created (e.g.,
purchase, inheritance, or marriage), creating a new business may not lead (or be intended to
lead) to self-employment (e.g., created for subsequent sale, to be managed part-time or managed
by others) and studies of existing businesses cannot provide information regarding firms that

have failed and business ventures that never became firms.

Additionally, Carter et al. (2003) suggest and Cassar (2007) confirms the existence of
substantial recall bias, when career reasons of entrepreneurs are reported after the new venture

is already operational. Namely, finding that the importance attributed to self-realization and
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financial success becomes lower. Thus, recall bias may influence the likelihood of motivation

citation and the importance attributed to specific motivators.

According to Kolvereid (1996, pp. 24-25), “one of the very few existing empirical studies on
reasons for employment status choice was carried out by Brenner, Pringle, and Greenhaus
(1991)”. However, their “results indicate several conflicting perceptions. Both groups were
found to feel that their preferred career provides greater opportunity for continued development,
to earn a higher income, and to work with people they admire and respect”. Contrarily,
Kolvereid (1996), finds no significant conflict between the reasons citation frequency, across
employment preferences (self-employment / organizational employment), The author
concludes: “security, social environment, workload, avoid responsibility, and career are reasons
usually given for preferring organizational employment; while economic opportunity,
authority, autonomy, challenge, self-realization, and participate in the whole process are

reasons usually given for preferring self-employment.

Given the large number of different motivators that have been cited as reasons for new business
creation, some researchers (e.g., Kolvereid 1996) have recognized the need to reduce this
complexity to a manageable degree, by looking for linear associations between these
motivations (e.g., cluster, component and factor analysis) and grouping them into meaningful
motivational factors (e.g., Shane et al., 1991; Kolvereid, 1992; Birley & Westhead, 1994;
Giacomin et al., 2011). These motivational factors can then be ordered in their prevalence in a
population (or in subsets of this same population), across different populations/cultures, and be
associated with relevant entrepreneurial outcomes. For example, Edelman et al. (2010) find
race/minority differences in start-up motivations and growth intentions, and Giacomin et al.
(2011) propose relevant cultural differences based on their findings related with national

differences.

Relative to the possibility of grouping different motivations, Carsrud & Brannback (2011) note
that motivation can be intrinsic or extrinsic, or a mix of both. With intrinsic motivation referring
to a personal interest in the entrepreneurial activity and extrinsic motivation referring to external
reward(s) that are expected to follow EB. They further add that, although most entrepreneurial
research assumes that the entrepreneur is motivated by external rewards (e.g., money, power,
status, etc.), the reality is that some people get involved in entrepreneurial tasks as an end, in
itself. Krueger & Brazeal (1994) had, also, already suggested the relevance of intrinsic interest

in entrepreneurship research. These subdivisions have been found to, explicitly or implicitly,
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be the basis of some of the proposed associations of individual motivators into, larger,

motivational factors (e.g., Kuratko et al., 1997; Lanero et al., 2015).

Table 2.01 (below) summarizes the findings for some of the most relevant studies conducting
exploratory factor analysis to find motivational factors related with start-up behavior (Shane et
al., 1991; Kolvereid, 1992; Birley & Westhead, 1994; Kuratko et al., 1997, Giacomin et al.,
2011, and Stephan, Hart, & Drews, 2015). A more detailed and complete summary may be
found in Delano&-Gueguen & Linan (2018). To extract motivational factors with dimension
reduction technics, several of these studies rely on the same set of 23 different start-up reasons,
that emerged from a multi-country study from 1986 (¢f. SARIE study; Kolvereid 1992),

although in each study independent populations and samples were used.

Noteworthy, differences in career and entrepreneurial motivations have been found related to
individuals’ educational background (e.g., Solesvik, 2013), entrepreneurs’ industry of choice
(cf. Roberts, 1989; Cassar 2007) and nationality and gender (e.g., Shane et al., 1991; Kuratko
et al., 1997; Almobaireek & Manolova, 2013). Kolvereid & Isaksen (2006) also report
significant correlations between some demographic variables — e.g., age, gender, education,
parental background in entrepreneurship, and prior EB - and motivational factors. A more
recent report analyzing articles published between 2008 and 2013, also, confirm this
association, but, overall, empirical evidence appears to still be scarce (c¢f. Stephan, Hart, &

Drews, 2015).

It follows that, given this diversity of reasons, “it seems reasonable to suggest that entrepreneurs
with different kinds of career motivations can be expected to seek different types of
entrepreneurial events” (Politis 2005, p. 413). More recently, the same conclusion is taken by

Stephan, Hart, & Drews (2015).

Regarding the link between motivations and EI levels, Douglas & Shepherd (2002) found EI
positively related with attitudes towards risk and independence and that, both the income and
the work effort motivations, were not significant determinants of EI. Kolvereid & Isaksen
(2006), report significant correlations between some of TPB constructs (i.e. PA, SN, PBC, EI
and entry into self-employment) and for their proposed four motivational factors (i.e. autonomy,
authority, economic opportunity and self-realization) and with (self-employment) EI and self-
employment entry only the authority and economic opportunity factors were found significantly

correlated (positively).
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Reference

Shane et al. (1991)

Kolvereid (1992)

Birley & Westhead (1994)

Kuratko et al. (1997)

Giacomin et al. (2011)

Stephan, et al. (2015)

Initial Motivators /Reasons

Secondary source

Secondary source

Secondary source

Secondary source

Secondary source

Secondary source

(SARIE study — 23 reasons
for start-up behavior)

(SARIE study — 23 reasons for
start-up behavior)

(SARIE study — 23 reasons for
start-up behavior)

16 different goal statements
(fromthe literature),
Applied to entrepreneurs’
motivation to sustain

business development efforts.

16 different motives for
starting businesses
(from the literature)

Sample

597 entrepreneurs
from New Zeland, UK and
Norway

250 entrepreneurs
from Norway

405 owner-managers
from Great Britain

234 owners-managers from
USA (Midwest)

2,093 university students from|
USA, China, India, Spain and
Belgium

51 studies from
(2008-2013)

Independence/Autonomy

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Need for Approval, Status & Recognition

Yes

Yes

Achievement

Achievement, Challenge & Learning

Pursuit of Profit and Social Status

Perceived Instrumentality of Wealth

Income Security & Financial Success

Welfare

Opportunity

Taxes

Extrinsic Rewards

Roles

Follow Role Models

Family Security

Family & Roles

Community & Social Motivations

Need for Personal Development / Learning

Intrinsic [i.e. Internal] Rewards

Creation

Professional Dissatisfaction
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Carter et al. (2003), although recognizing that reasons cited for getting into business are
traditionally considered to be the basis of intentions, note that according to both TRA and TPB,
salient beliefs concerning the activity in question determine the PA and not intentions, towards
it. Therefore, they propose and test motivational factors towards self-employment as an

antecedent of PA toward self-employment and not EL

Lin & Si (2014) study Chinese peasants EI and find that ESE positively moderates the
relationship between the need for power and entrepreneurial intention, i.e. the positive effect of
the need for power on EI is stronger when associated with high ESE. Hui-Chen et al. (2014)
integrate TPB EI model with motivation-opportunity-ability theory to try to improve the
understanding of the processes of becoming an entrepreneur. They also propose a complete
mediated model, where motivations (and opportunity and ability) appear as influencing EI
through the determinants of TPB PA, SN, and PBC. Yet, it should be noted that their
entrepreneurial motivations measure, may be said to be closer to an interest measure

operationalization.

Motivational profiles also offer an interesting opportunity to test EI stability, given that some
motivations may not be exclusive of an EB/career and, therefore, result more likely of being
associated with lower stability EI. In this line of reasoning, Sheeran et al. (1999, p. 732) already
found some relevant results, namely, “that intentions based on attitudes may offer better
prediction of behavior than intentions based on PBC. That is, intentions based on the desirability
of the behavior may have greater motivational impact than intentions based on the feasibility

of the behavior”.

Research on the association between motivations and meaningful organizational outcomes, is
also an interesting focus and some results (significant or not) can already be found, for example:
firm success (Carsrud et al., 1989); revenue and employment growth aspirations (Kolvereid,
1992); firms’ subsequent size, growth and wealth creation (Birley & Westhead, 1994); success
in creating one’s own business, growth preferences, intended and achieved employment
growth, intended size of the venture and achieved growth (Cassar, 2007); and persistence and
commitment escalation - related with the costs associated with delaying the failure decision

DeTienne et al. (2008).

Regarding the construct’s operationalization, within SCCT research, the most common

approach to assessing OE is based on Vroom’s (1964) expectancy-value model of work

71|Page



Determinants of Entrepreneurial Intentions & Behavior

motivation and asks related motivators importance and how likely it is that each will be satisfied
if they were to take a particular action, however this two-step process (obtaining both valence
and instrumentality) has often been reduced to a single step, by only measuring the latter, i.e.

instrumentality (Lent & Brown 2006).

Within SCCT EI models, Segal et al. (2002) do measure EOE by combining instrumentality
(i.e. what do you think is the probability of...) and valence (i.e. how important is it for you...),
by asking about the following likely expected outcomes: ‘earning lots of money’, having
‘financial security’, ‘being independent’ and ‘satisfying need for achievement’, and calculating

the product of the outcome valence level and the estimated probability level of attaining it.

Only using the instrumentality dimension of expectancy theory, one can find the following
studies: Vanevenhoven & Liguori (2013) describing the EOE measurement in the international
EEP; Lanero et al. (2015) which suggested a subdivision of the EOE measure into two different
dimensions, an extrinsic and an intrinsic EOE; Farashah (2015), used the following single
question: “Do you feel that greater independence, increase or maintain personal income, income

or higher status, and respect, is an important motive for pursuing an entrepreneurial career?”.

Finally, a number of directions for future research on entrepreneurial motivations have been
proposed by Carsrud & Briannback (2011, p. 19), based on identified gaps in the literature, for
example: “How does motivation impact the decision not to create a venture?”’; “Does Ach
impact intentions directly?”; “How do motivations and goals for entrepreneurs change over
time?”’; “How does context impact entrepreneurial motivation?”’; “How does Ach impact self-
efficacy in entrepreneurs?”. Additionally, one of the most cited promises of entrepreneurial
motivations appears to be the added knowledge regarding the intentions-behavior relationship

(Carsrud & Bréannback, 2011; Kuratko et al., 1997; Fayolle et al., 2014).

Considering that intentions levels can be high, even when temporally distant from behavior,
and that for this behavior to actually happen these have to also be high immediately before it
starts, EI stability may be key for explaining intention-behavior link. According to Cassar
(2007), beside his own study, no extant research empirically investigates the stability in
entrepreneurial-stated career reasons over time. To this respect, the author provided empirical
support of an instability effect, caused by the event of new business emergence, on career

reasons of entrepreneurs.
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Current empirical evidence indicates a very small direct effect of EOE on EI (e.g., Lanero et
al., 2015; Chen, 2013), suggesting that a greater explanatory power of EI may be gained by
accommodating (the often-disregarded) valence component of expectancy theory and having

cultural-specific motivations when measuring EOE.

Besides explicit motivations, a variety of other different EI antecedents have been empirically
supported, so far (Pittaway & Cope, 2007). This literature review will now provide a brief
review of some of the most prominent research regarding contextual supports and barriers and

other personal variables that fit into the SCCT (Lent et al. 1994, 2000).

2.2.5 — Other Personal Inputs & Learning Experiences

SCCT highlights the cognitive and behavioral determinants of career interest, choice, and
performance, mainly due to its proponents focus on elaborating on the role of self-reflective
and self-regulatory mechanisms in career development (Lent et al., 1994). However, they also
propose a second layer of variables to the model to achieve a more comprehensive account of
the career development process and clarifying some of the models’ predictions, namely,
personal inputs and career-relevant learning experiences and contextual influences (Lent et al.,
1994). This section deals with the first two components and, the next, with contextual supports
and barriers. As Gore & Leuwerke (2000, p. 238) summarize it, “interest development and
choice behaviors are a function of life-long exposure to experiences, cognitive appraisal of

those experiences, and the presence or absence of environmental obstacles”.

Lent et al. (1994) describe the personal inputs and learning experiences impact on the other
cognitive and behavioral variables in the SCCT model as serving as their precursors, moderators
of their relationships or direct facilitators or deterrents. They then follow to discuss some of the
SE and OE sources, such as: personal activity related experiences, which, depending on their
success, may serve to lower or higher their levels and is thought to be the most influential source
of efficacy information; observing similar others to succeed or fail in such activities (modeling),
especially when no direct experience exists; Social persuasion may help individuals to attempt
or sustain certain activities; and physiological state when performing (or thinking of
performing) the behavior. The authors also note that the availability to some of these efficacy
and outcomes information may be conditioned by individual characteristics, such as sex and

race. Finally, they mention that these sources of information do not operate directly and have
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to be processed through various cognitive screens, such as bias and personality, which affect

the way reality is perceived, weighted, and incorporated into one’s SE and OE judgments.

Thus, it is likely that it is not sufficient to pinpoint events, where an individual is exposed to a
particular source of information, to conclude causal deterministic and constant effects on SE
and OE judgments. The same experiential event may produce different levels of impact on the
SCCT cognitive variables, depending on the particular individual. Accordingly, Politis (2005,
p. 415) writes, “it is also argued that there is a need to reconsider the predominant static view
on entrepreneurial learning, which presumes a direct link between a particular experience and

the knowledge gained from this experience”.

Regarding personality traits influence on career interest, choice and behavior, a clarification of
cognitive mechanisms relative to their impact, is still needed here. For a more detailed account
regarding personality traits usually proposed to be related to entrepreneurship, the reader may
refer back, to section 2.1, from the present literature review. However, it should be mentioned
that Rauch & Frese (2007), in their meta-analysis, find it useful to identify a direct rational link
between the specific activity tasks and the characteristics of proposed personality traits, more
specifically, they find traits that matched to entrepreneurial tasks are the most strongly related
to EB. These authors, recognizing a literature gap, also propose for future research, that
processes and conditions, that affect the link between personality traits and EB link, must be
addressed and that personality descriptions have to include the underlying mediation processes

(e.g., motivation, intentions, goals, and self-regulatory processes).

Well-fitting with SCCT, Rauch & Frese (2007) describe personality traits as distal dispositions
of entrepreneurs and Jackson et al. (2012, p. 746) as “neurophysiological structures that cause
relatively enduring, automatic patterns of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors that tend to manifest
in certain ways under certain circumstances”. The latter authors adding that these “do have
explanatory and predictive powers, and moreover, traits and social cognitive variables, such as
self-efficacy [GSE], can be meaningfully integrated”. These authors express their concern
regarding a troubling “view that personality traits reflect a ‘behavioral fixedness’ (Bandura,
2012: 26), where someone will behave in the same manner regardless of the situation”.
According to them, definitions of personality traits have never included such claim and

commonly suggest expected cross-situation variations.
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Rauch & Frese (2007) state that, regardless of the genetic component of many personality traits
and a high test—retest stability across adult life, personality traits can change, inclusively due to
success, which presupposes the possibility of reverse causality. That is, starting a business
successfully may lead to changes in personality traits (e.g., business success may increase
entrepreneurs’ GSE). Jackson et al. (2012, p. 750) conclude that “a promising avenue for future
research is to examine how self-efficacy [GSE] can help us understand why broad personality
traits demonstrate such impressive predictive validity for important life outcomes (Roberts et
al., 2007). Conceptually, this can be thought of as a typical mediation model, with the causal
pathway between broad-level traits and a specific outcome going through more narrow

measures of self-efficacy”.

In entrepreneurship, researchers have employed several different variables related human
capital, such as: formal education, training, employment experience, start-up experience, owner
experience, parent's background, skills, knowledge, and others” Unger et al. (2011). Similarly,
Katz (1992) proposes, as sources of past experience and self-employment information: family,
education, peers, prior work, age, race, gender, ethnic, and geography. For an extensive list of
references regarding some individual characteristics that have been found fruitful to analyze

the entrepreneur's background, experience, and attitudes refer, for example, to Gartner (1985).

Rauch & Frese (2007) state that, the traits associated with entrepreneurship that were found to
significantly correlate with EB (business creation and success) were: the need for achievement,

GSE, innovativeness, stress tolerance, need for autonomy, and a proactive personality.

There is already, also, some research involving the effects of other personal inputs and learning
experiences on the cognitive models of EI. For example, regarding TPB, some authors propose
that other variables should impact EI, only through their more direct cognitive antecedents. For
example, Lifidn & Chen (2009) suggest that education and experience, entrepreneurial
knowledge and personal data, requiring human capital and demographic information, should

not affect intention directly, but rather through PA, SN, and PBC.

In terms of empirically tested SCCT EI models, not all included personal inputs and learning
experiences variables (e.g., Segal et al., 2002; Chen, 2013; Lanero et al., 2015; Vazquez et al.,
2010), but a few did, for example: Liguori (2012) with gender, minority status, prior work
experience, prior entrepreneurship experience, prior family business exposure and GSE;

Farashah (2015), examined all the proposed ESE sources, namely: personal mastery (i.e.
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business ownership experience, entrepreneurial job experience and past entrepreneurial
experience), vicarious learning (i.e. exposure to role models), social persuasion (i.e. perception
of entrepreneurial success stories in public media) and for emotional state (i.e. fear of failure);
Pfeifer et al. (2016), studied personal differences (i.e. gender, minority, marital status, family
wealth and residential area), situational inputs (relatable with learning experiences; i.e. family
business exposure and own business exposure) and educational inputs (i.e. entrepreneurship
major, being graduate or undergraduate and being a full or part-time student); and, finally,
Austin & Nauta (2016) tested ‘number of entrepreneurial role models’, ‘intensity of role-model

interaction’ and ‘same-sex role model’.

Given the overall entrepreneurship literature, and the regression results from studies using the
SCCT model, next, empirical evidence will be identified relative to some of the most studied
personal inputs and learning experiences variables, namely: age and gender, education, prior

work experience, prior entrepreneurship experience and prior family business exposure.

Age and Gender

Schlaegel & Koenig, (2014), who used meta-analytic data from 114,007 individuals (reported
in 98 studies), present a systematic review of the literature and compare and integrate the two
most popular theories in EI research. In their analysis of the literature on TPB (applied to EI)
and SEE, they find that: being a male appears to have a direct positive effect on EI, and an
indirect effect through desirability. In terms of feasibility, no significant difference was found
between males and females, nevertheless, for males, its internal component ESE appears to be
lower and its external component PBC appears to be higher. In relation to desirability, being
male increases both the positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship and the motivation to
perform the behavior. Despite its negative effect from subjective norms, Age appears to
increase EI directly, and indirect through making individuals perceive themselves as more

efficacious and by increasing entrepreneurship desirability for them.

Specifically on age, in Lifidn & Rodriguez-Cohard's (2008) review of the literature, it is reported
that University graduates from 25 to 34 years old are the segment of the population with the
highest probability of becoming entrepreneurs and, according to Minola et al. (2016), the effect
of age on EI and EB is, most likely, better described as a non-linear effect, which is moderated

by cultural factors, as well.
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In terms of gender-specific differences, some authors have proposed the following reasons for
this stylized empirical finding: greater risk aversion, different expected family and social roles,
direct discrimination and perceived financial constraints (Thompson & Kwong, 2016); different
growth expectations and preferred industries, and local versus international scope of EI

(Mengzies, et al. 2006) and the influence of the gender stereotypes and lower ESE (Yang, 2013).

In the context of SCCT EI models, Liguori (2012) finds an insignificant correlation between
gender and GSE, ESE and EOE. However, when the effects of other variables are controlled
for (including GSE), being a man is found to have a significant negative effect on ESE, which
exceeds, in magnitude, the direct effects of all other covariates in the model, except the GSE
significant positive effect; however, gender is found an insignificant predictor of EOE. When
El is regressed on either ESE or EOE, gender is found to be negatively related with EI (p-value
=.00), with an effect that exceeds, in magnitude, the direct effects of all other covariates in the
model, except for the positive effect of ‘prior family business exposure’ (in the case of EI

regressed on ESE).

Farashah (2015) using a dataset from the GEM survey including a total of 183,049 people,
representing populations of 54 countries, found both age and gender to be related to ESE.
Namely, a 10-year increase in age decreased the odds of having ESE by 10% and being a

woman decreased those odds by 30%.

Pfeifer et al. (2016) find no significance, in a ¢-fest comparing the mean ESE levels of males
and females (66.91 and 67.67, respectively; in a 0 to 100 scale), but find a significant small
difference regarding mean EI levels, with males having, on average, slightly higher EI than
females (4.39 and 4.13, respectively; in a 1 to 7 scale). In a logistic regression model set to
explain the event of an EI level higher than 4, the authors do not find gender a significant

predictor of EI.

FEducation

According to Sorgner & Fritsch (2017), human capital is one of the main drivers of the decision
to start and run one’s own business, since it is supposed to lead to higher levels of
entrepreneurial ability and, consequently, to a higher quality of new businesses, higher growth

ambitions and better chances of survival. Moreover, Thompson & Kwong (2016) refer that
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those with more formal education are found to show better opportunity recognition and broader
networks, which may lead into greater entrepreneurial engagement and they do find that being

graduated from a University has a significant impact on EI.

Entrepreneurship education has been, and it still is, one of the hot topics in entrepreneurship
research (Kuckertz & Prochotta, 2018), for an overview on the scope of this research topic, the
reader may refer to Pittaway & Cope's (2007) systematic literature review. Regarding its
purpose and impact, Thompson & Kwong (2016) refer that, given the uncertain prospects and
timing of starting a business, it is crucial to create an enduring interest. The authors further add
that, enterprise education as a role in consolidating this interest by providing diverse,
continuous and repetitive exposure until they are ready to engage in entrepreneurial activities.
Finally, they state that this will also make individuals more willing to support others and,

thereby, contributing to a more entrepreneurial society.

Yang (2013), with a sample of 1,300 college students in China, finds that entrepreneurship
education significantly affects PBC and EI. Yet, Bae et al. (2014), in a meta-analysis of 73
studies (total of 37,285 individuals), found that the relationship between entrepreneurship
education and EI has provided mixed results. They did find a significant small correlation
between entrepreneurship education and EI, but, when pre-education EI are controlled for, the

relationship between entrepreneurship education and post-education EI was not significant.

In a provocative take on the different effects of business and entrepreneurship education for El,
Bae et al. (2014, p. 220) - who found a significant difference between both effects in favor of
entrepreneurship education - citing others, write: “an understanding of the entrepreneurship
education — entrepreneurial intentions relationship requires an understanding of business
education because it could be a more effective driver of entrepreneurial intentions.
Entrepreneurship education is assumed to enhance an ‘awareness of entrepreneurship as an
alternative career path to employment’ (Slavtchev, Laspita, & Patzelt 2012, p. 3), whereas

business education assists students to work at established companies (Grey, 2002)”.

Specifically on the impact of business & economics education, Karhunen & Ledyaeva (2010),
based on the premise that business/economics students will h