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ABSTRACT
Entrepreneurship is becoming an important source of employment for women in many countries.
There are different circumstances and motives that contribute to the decision to start a business. In
this study, we developed a model that can estimate the probability of individuals becoming nascent
entrepreneurs by opportunity or necessity. The model considers individuals’ sociodemographic char-
acteristics and European economies’perceived characteristics as oriented towards efficiency or inno-
vation. Statistical logistic regression was used to test the model. The results show statistically signif-
icant differences between genders, European economies oriented either to efficiency or innovation,
and entrepreneurs who are born out of opportunity or necessity.

Introduction

Female entrepreneurship emerged as a topic in aca-
demic research most clearly at the beginning of the
1980s. The first studies appeared in the United States in
the middle of the 1970s and focused on the differences
between male and female entrepreneurs, studying psy-
chological and sociological characteristics (Schreier,
1975; Schwartz, 1976).

Research on female entrepreneurship has since
branched off from exploratory and descriptive studies
into more specialized studies (Carter & Shaw, 2006).
Overall, this theme has become a major focus of inter-
est for academics, politicians, and other stakehold-
ers who have an interest in entrepreneurship (Henry,
2007). In particular, Brush, de Bruin, and Welter
(2014), Carter and Shaw (2006), and Holmquist and
Carter (2009) conducted studies that are considered
important for a clearer contextualization of female
entrepreneurship research.

Women are one of the fastest growing populations
of entrepreneurs globally and contribute significantly
to employment, innovation, and economic growth in
all economies (Kelley, Brush, Greene, & Litovsky, 2011;
Tajeddini, Ratten, & Denisa, 2017; Ramadani, Hisrich,
& Gërguri-Rashiti, 2015; Ratten, 2016). According to
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the Global EntrepreneurshipMonitor (GEM)Women’s
Report 2012, it is estimated that 126 million women
started a business in 67 economies worldwide and
98 million had established businesses (Kelley, Brush,
Greene, & Litovsky, 2013).

Since 1999, the year in which the GEM project
began, there have been numerous authors who have
carried out studies with data obtained and subse-
quently made available through the consortium, in
the area of entrepreneurship in general (e.g., Coduras,
Urbano, Rojas, & Martínez, 2008; Crecente-Romero,
Giménez-Baldazo, & Rivera-Galicia, 2016) and female
entrepreneurship in particular (e.g., Burke, van Stel,
Hartog, & Ichou, 2014; Ramadani, Gërguri, Dana, &
Tašaminova, 2013; Driga, Lafuente, & Vaillant, 2009;
Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2011; Goltz, Buche, & Pathak,
2015; Koellinger, Minniti, & Schade 2013; Langowitz &
Minniti, 2007; Sánchez-Escobedo, Fernández-Portillo,
Díaz-Casero, & Hernández-Mogollón, 2016; Terjesen
& Szerb, 2008).

In this context, it was verified that, although there
is already some scope in the areas addressed, there is
still a lack of awareness of the motivation of nascent
entrepreneurs, both men and women, in the differ-
ent stages of development of European economies.
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Figure . GEMmodel of business phases and entrepreneurship characteristics. Source: GEM Global Report (/).

It should be noted that the study variables, such as
gender and other sociodemographic data and per-
ceived characteristics, which have been applied to
the European economies fill a gap in the literature
of the GEM, seeking to broaden the studies in the
area. Thus, this study has as its central question: Do
gender, sociodemographic variables, and the perceived

characteristics influence the motivations (opportu-
nity and/or necessity) of the women of 29 European
countries?

The main objective of this study, as noted, was
to assess the influence of gender, sociodemographic
data, and perceived characteristics onmotivations (i.e.,
opportunity and/or necessity) to become a nascent

Figure . Conceptual research model. Source: Prepared by the authors based on the literature review.
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entrepreneur of the various development stages of
European economies using the GEM 2012 database.
As such, and considering the literature, a logistic
regression was used as the main statistical technique
(e.g., Sánchez-Escobedo, Díaz-Casero, Díaz-Aunión,
& Hernández-Mogollón, 2014; Mancilla & Amorós,
2015; Sánchez-Escobedo, Diaz-Casero, Díaz-Aunión,
& Hernández Mogollón, 2014).

In addition to a brief introduction, the article struc-
ture includes a literature review, methodology, results,
conclusions, limitations, and suggestions for future
research.

Entrepreneurship and gender

It is believed that the entrepreneur is the “engine of
the economy,” an agent of change (Mari, Poggesi, & De
Vita, 2016). At first, nearly all entrepreneurs encounter
challenges such as obtaining financing and the anxi-
ety of business growth; however, one can conclude that
the obstacles that are placed on female entrepreneurs
are, as a rule, higher than those experienced by male
entrepreneurs (Brush & Gatewood, 2008), in part
because entrepreneurship has, over time, been asso-
ciated with a male domain. In fact, the first studies
were based on samples of male entrepreneurs, iden-
tifying characteristics and behaviors associated with
entrepreneurship, such as risk propensity, indepen-
dence, the search for opportunities, and rationality
(e.g., Collins & Moore, 1964; McClelland, 1961; Brush
& Gatewood, 2008; Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Henry, Foss,
& Ahl, 2016; Poggesi, Mari, & De Vita, 2015).

In sociological terms, women are formatted to
pursue careers in teaching, nursing, retail or ser-
vices, rather than being encouraged to start their own
business (Brush, 1992; Mueller, 2008). Brush and Gate-
wood (2008) point out that gender perceptions have
their roots in the environmental and social messages
that influence the way men and women develop their
careers (Smith, 2004). The professional expectations
of women and the roles they are expected to fulfill are
influenced by parents, peers, school, the media, and
the environment, among others. Often, these factors
give rise to stereotypes about the types of roles that
men and women must assume and how they should
act in society.

Motivations to start a business

Motivation studies in the literature on entrepreneur-
ship have followed a path similar to organizational

psychology. Following the example of organizational
psychology, motivational theories have progressed
from static to dynamic theories (Segal, Borgia, &
Schoenfeld, 2005). On an academic level, many
studies have investigated the reasons—regardless of
gender—that entrepreneurs start a business (Alänge &
Scheinberg, 1988; Birley & Westhead, 1994; Blais &
Toulouse, 1990; Carter, Gartner, Shaver, & Gatewood,
2003; Segal et al., 2005; Shane, Kolvereid, & Westhead,
1991). Within the topic of women entrepreneurs’
motivations, on which this study focuses, a funda-
mental need still exists to examine, in more detail, the
typologies of motivations in terms of necessity and
opportunity.

One of the challenges entrepreneurs face is their
motivation to start a business and their aspirations for
entrepreneurship growth. Women who are looking for
high growth for their business have to be aware that
there is a perception, on the part of society, that they
are not able to grow a big company (Brush&Gatewood,
2008).

Although research has shown that there are many
similarities between men and women in terms of char-
acteristics (e.g., psychological, cognitive and motiva-
tional), it should be noted that there are differences
betweenmen andwomen entrepreneurs. Differences in
the choice of business area, financial strategies, growth
patterns, and women-led management structures are
highlighted (Greene, Hart, Gatewood, Brush, & Carter,
2003).

According to Carter et al. (2001), research on
the motivation of women entrepreneurs has become
increasingly specialized, so we can identify three
sub-themes: (1) differences in psychological tracings
betweenmen andwomen; (2) social status and business
differences betweenmen andwomen; (3) a relationship
betweenwomen’smotivations for self-employment and
the position of women in the job market (Table 1).

In order to explore the motivations of women
entrepreneurs, and because this study focuses on the
GEM, it becomes fundamental to approach, in more
detail, the typologies of motivations by necessity and
by opportunity.

Pull vs. pushmotivations

In the GEM 2001 report, Reynolds, Camp, Bygrave,
Autio, and Hay (2001) state that entrepreneurship
is a multifaceted phenomenon. The cited authors
also report that a distinction between push and pull
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Table . Entrepreneurial motivations regardless of gender.

Motivation subtopics Authors

Psychological traits Birley and Wright (); Brenner, Tomkiewicz, and Schein (); Fagenson (); Fagenson and Marcus
(); Langan-Fox and Roth (); Masters and Meier (); Olson and Currie (); Scherer,
Brodzinski, and Wiebe (); Sexton and Bowman-Upton ().

Social background Anna, Chandler, Jansen, and Mero (); Caputo and Dolinsky (); Carland and Carland (); Catley
and Hamilton (); Cromie (); Dolinsky, Caputo, Parsumarty, and Quazi (); Dolinsky, Caputo,
and Pasumarty (); Kourlisky and Walstad (); Marques, Leal, Santos, Marques, and Alves ();
Shim and Eastlick ().

Motivation studies by country Belcourt (); Bennett and Dann (); Block and Sandner (); Collerette and Aubry (); Díaz
Garcia and Jiménez-Moreno (); Glass and Petrin (); Gonzales-Gordon (); Hisrich and Ozturk
(); Holmquist and Sundin (); Humbert and Drew (); Izyumov and Razumnova ();
Jaouen and Gurau (); Jones (); Lee (); Lee-Gosselin and Grise (); Loscocco and
Robinson (); Marques, Santos, Gerry, and Gomes (); Marques, Leal, Ferreira, and Ratten ();
Maysami and Goby (); Mroczkowski (); Padaki (); Premchander (); Ramadani,
Léo-Paul, Gërguri-Rashiti, and Abazi-Alili (); Sarri and Trihopoulou (); Spilling and Berg ();
Taormina and Lao (); Weeks ().

Relationship between women’s motivations for
self-employment and position of women in
the job market

Buttner and Moore, (); Carter and Cannon (); Cromie and Hayes (); Curran and Burrows
(); DeMartino and Barbato (); Goffee and Scase (, ); Green and Cohen, ();
Lee-Gosselin and Grise (); van der Wees and Romijn ().

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the literature review.

motivations has not explicitly been made in studies
about decision making in business creation processes.
Reynolds et al. (2001) add a new dynamic dimension
to entrepreneurial activities, “indicat[ing] whether he
[the entrepreneur] was starting and growing his busi-
ness to take advantage of a unique market opportu-
nity (opportunity entrepreneurship) or because it was
the best option available (necessity entrepreneurship)”
(Reynolds et al., 2001, p. 4). This terminology has
since been replaced by the concepts of entrepreneur by
necessity (i.e., push) and entrepreneurs by opportunity
(i.e., pull). Especially since Reynolds, Camp, Bygrave,
Autio, and Hay’s (2002) study, push and pull terminol-
ogy has no longer explicitly been used to explain new
factors affecting the decision to create a company.

Regarding the dichotomy between entrepreneurs
by opportunity or necessity, the classification adopted
by Minniti, Arenius, and Langowitz (2005) is useful.
The cited authors classify entrepreneurs who rec-
ognize a business opportunity and start a company
in order to exploit this opportunity as “opportunity
entrepreneurs.” They also make a distinction between
entrepreneurs who are “pushed” into entrepreneurship
because they are unemployed or discontent with their
current job and those who see entrepreneurship as a
positive change.

As mentioned previously, a challenge faced by stud-
ies ofwomen’s entrepreneurial activities geared towards
business growth has to do with their motivations to
create a business and aspirations for business growth.
Minniti et al.’s (2005) typology can be applied from
a gender perspective, as can the levels of economic

development defined by GEM based on the World
Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Report clas-
sification of countries by economic development. The
present study, therefore, defined the following research
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1a: In European efficiency-driven economies,
gender significantly influences an individual’s propensity
to become a nascent entrepreneur by opportunity.

Hypothesis 1b: In European innovation-driven econo-
mies, gender significantly influences an individual’s
propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur by oppor-
tunity.

Hypothesis 1c: In European efficiency-driven economies,
gender significantly influences the propensity of an indi-
vidual to become a nascent entrepreneur by necessity.

Hypothesis 1d: In European innovation-driven econo-
mies, gender significantly influences an individual’s
propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur by neces-
sity.

Sociodemographic, socioeconomic, and
socioprofessional factors

Arenius andMinniti (2005) propose the categorization
of factors that influence entrepreneurial decisions
into three main groups: sociodemographic factors,
perceived characteristics, and contextual factors. Con-
cerning the influence of earnings on entrepreneurial
decisionmaking, some studies (e.g., Evans& Jovanovic,
1989; Smallbone & Welter, 2001) have shown that
entrepreneurial decisions are positively related to
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individuals’ income, since the availability of this
income reduces their financial constraints.

In regard to the influence of professional occu-
pation on entrepreneurial decisions, various studies
(e.g., Blanchflower &Oswald, 1998; Taylor, 1996) show
that employed individuals aremore likely to start a new
business. This finding has been shown to be applicable
to men and women from different countries (Minniti
et al., 2005).

Concerning the influence of age on entrepreneurial
decision making, a few studies (e.g., Reynolds et al.,
2003) have found that, for both genders, themost active
period is between 24 and 34 years of age. According
to Shelton (2006), women tend to start businesses later
(i.e., between the ages of 35 and 40) thanmen do. Some
GEM studies’ results have inferred that age has a non-
linear relationship with the probability of starting a
business.

According to Blanchflower (2004), no clear evi-
dence has been found for a relationship between level
of schooling and entrepreneurial decision making,
although Reynolds et al. (2003) state that a requirement
to start any business is an entrepreneur’s basic literacy
skills. In general, female entrepreneurs have higher lev-
els of education, with a 9% increase in likelihood of
entrepreneurship among those who have participated
in some form of post-secondary education (Terjesen &
Lloyd, 2014).

In reference to the sociodemographic factors and
perceived characteristics of potential entrepreneurs
and their relationship to the two types of economies
defined in the GEM, we defined the following research
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a: In European efficiency-driven economies,
sociodemographic factors significantly influence an indi-
vidual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur by
opportunity.

Hypothesis 2b: In European innovation-driven econo-
mies, sociodemographic factors significantly influence an
individual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur
by opportunity.

Hypothesis 2c: In European efficiency-driven economies,
sociodemographic factors significantly influence an indi-
vidual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur by
necessity.

Hypothesis 2d: In European innovation-driven econo-
mies, sociodemographic factors significantly influence an
individual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur
by necessity.

Hypothesis 3a: In European efficiency-driven economies,
perceived characteristics significantly influence an indi-
vidual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur by
opportunity.

Hypothesis 3b: In European innovation-driven econo-
mies, perceived characteristics significantly influence an
individual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur
by opportunity.

Hypothesis 3c: In European efficiency-driven economies,
perceived characteristics significantly influence an indi-
vidual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur by
necessity.

Hypothesis 3d: In European innovation-driven econo-
mies, perceived characteristics significantly influence an
individual’s propensity to become a nascent entrepreneur
by necessity.

Entrepreneurial process life cycle

The GEM (GEMPortugal, 2012) defines entrepreneur-
ship as “any attempt to create a new business or new ini-
tiative, such as self-employment, a new business organ-
isation or the expansion of an existing business by an
individual or established business.” The GEM’s data
include the entire life cycle of the entrepreneurial pro-
cess and focus on individuals, categorizing them into
three distinct phases (Figure 1). The first is when they
employ resources to start a business that they expect
to own (i.e., nascent business entrepreneurs). The sec-
ond is when they own and manage a new business that
provides salary remuneration for a period ofmore than
three months and less than 3.5 years (i.e., new busi-
ness entrepreneurs). The last phase is when they own
and run an established business that has been in oper-
ation for more than 3.5 years (i.e., established business
entrepreneurs). In the present study, we chose to focus
on nascent business entrepreneurs, as has been done
in other studies (e.g., Driga et al., 2009; Langowitz &
Minniti, 2007). Based on the previous literature review,
we developed the following conceptual research model
(Figure 2).

Methodology

The data used in this study are from the GEM 2012
project. The unit of analysis was the European coun-
tries that participated in the project (see Table 2).
In each of the 29 countries considered, a survey was
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Table . List of European countries participating in GEM .

Geographical area
Efficiency-driven

economies
Innovation-driven

economies

Non-Europe Union Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia, Macedonia,
Russia, Turkey

Norway, Switzerland

Europe Union Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland,
Romania

Germany, Austria,
Belgium, Denmark,
Czech Republic,
Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany,
Greece, Ireland,
Italy, Portugal,
Sweden

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the literature review.

conducted on a representative sample of the popu-
lation, including only those between the ages of 18
and 64, for a total of 85,042 individuals. Of these,
27.5% belong to 11 countries with efficiency-driven
economies and 72.5% to 18 countries with innovation-
driven economies (see Table 2). Notably, 52.2% of
individuals belonging to countries with efficiency-
driven economies are female, as are 50.9% of those
from innovation-driven economies.

Tables 3a, 3b, 3c, and 3d show the research variables,
the GEM database coding, a description of each vari-
able, and the dimension of each variable, as well as the
variables’ theoretical basis.

Sánchez-Escobedo et al. (2016) state, in their bib-
liometric review of GEM’s gender studies, that logistic
regression1 is the most frequently used form of statis-
tical analysis.

In the present study, we chose to use logistic regres-
sion to test four models with distinct dichotomous
dependent variables. All of these models use the same
independent variables: sociodemographic (i.e., gender,
age, education, income, and job status) and percep-
tions of entrepreneurship. The latter include if the
respondent knows someone who started a business in
the last two years and if, in the next six months, there
will be good opportunities to start a business in the
area where the respondent lives. Perceptions further
include if the respondent thinks he or she has the
knowledge, skills, and experience necessary to start a
business and if the respondent thinks that the fear of
failure conditions whether or not he or she will start a
business.

 According to Hair et al. (), logistic regression estimates the probability of
occurrence of an event, and this technique is used when the variable to be
estimated has a binary nature. In the case of the present study, the event is
becoming a nascent entrepreneur by opportunity or necessity.

Turning now to the logistic regression models, we
used the following formula for the occurrence of
an event considering an indeterminate number of
predictors:

P (Y ) = 1
1 + e − (β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + · · · + βbnXn + εi)

P(Y ) is the probability of Y occurring, while e is
the basis of the natural logarithms, with the remain-
ing coefficients forming a linear combination with each
other, which is comparable to simple linear regres-
sion. The values of the parameters were estimated
using themaximum likelihoodmethod. Similar to how
multivariate linear regression presents the coefficient
of determination R-squared (R2) as an indicator of
the adjustment of the regression, logistic regression
presents some measures that can be used as analogous
to the coefficient of determination. Among these mea-
sures, we focused, in particular, on Cox and Snell’s R2

and Nagelkerke’s R2.

Results

In the first phase, the procedure consisted of conduct-
ing the analysis according to stage of economic devel-
opment, efficiency-driven economy, and innovation-
driven economy. Based on the results, we developed
logistic regression models, including entrepreneurs
by opportunity and countries’ economic development
phase. Table 4 shows the results for this phase of the
analysis.

The second phase of the analysis allowed us to create
logistic regression models, including entrepreneurs
by necessity and countries’ economic develop-
ment phase. Table 5 provides the results for this
analysis.

Discussion

The first model sought to explain the probability that
nascent entrepreneurs will create a business based
on opportunities in efficiency-oriented countries. The
results show that fewer women report this intention;
although this number is less among women than men,
women still reveal a significant intention to become
nascent entrepreneurs by opportunity, thus support-
ing Hypothesis 1a. Regarding age groups, in general,
when the age of respondents increases, the probability
of these individuals becoming entrepreneurs decreases,
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Table a. GEM  variables.

Variables Code Description
Variable
dimension Authors

Emerging
Entrepreneur, for
Opportunity

SUBOPPyy Individuals who at the time of the inquiry were attempting to start a
business by opportunity, alone, or with others, for whom they had
already allocated resources and who expected to have, totally or
partially Answer Yes / No

Motivation Langowitz and
Minniti ();
Driga et al.
()

Emerging
Entrepreneur, for
necessity

SUBNECyy Individuals who at the time of the inquiry were trying to start a business
out of necessity, alone, or with others, for whom they had already
allocated resources and who expected to have, totally or partially
Answer Yes / No

Langowitz and
Minniti ();
Driga et al.
()

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the literature review.

Table b. GEM  variables.

Variables Code Description Variable dimension Authors

Gender GENDER Respondents were asked to provide their
gender

Demographic and
economic variables

Sánchez-Escobedo et al. ()
Driga et al. ()
Langowitz and Minniti ()
Arenius and Minniti ()
Blanchflower ()
Blanchflower and Oswald ()
Taylor ()

Age Agec Respondents were asked to provide their year
of birth and divided into six age cohorts

Six categories: – yrs; – yrs; – yrs;
– yrs; – yrs; – yrs

Education GEMEDUC Respondents were asked to provide the
highest degree they had earned. Responses
were then harmonized across all countries
into a five-category variable

Five categories: Some secondary school;
Secondary degree; Post-secondary degree;
Grad exp; No education

Household income GEMHHINC Respondents were asked to provide
information about their household income
and were divided into three categories
based on the income distribution of their
country of origin

Three categories: Lower %; Middle %;
Upper %

Work status GEMWORK Respondents were asked to provide their
occupational status at the time of the survey
Six categories: Full/Full or part-time;
Part-time only; Retired/disabled;
Homemaker; Student; Not working.

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the literature review.

Table c. GEM  variables.

Variables Code Description Variable dimension Authors

Knowing entrepreneurs KNOWENT Respondents were asked whether they knew
someone personally who had started a
business in the  months preceding the
survey

Perceptual variables Koellinger et al. ()
Driga et al. ()
Langowitz and Minniti

()
Arenius and Minniti ()YES/NO Answers

Opportunity perception OPPORT Respondents were asked if they believed that,
in the six months following the survey, good
business opportunities would exist in the
area where they lived

YES/NO Answers
Self-confidence SUSKILL Respondents were asked whether they

believed they had the knowledge, skill, and
experience required to start a business

YES/NO Answers
Fear of failure FEARFAIL Respondents were asked whether fear of failure

would prevent them from starting a business
YES/NO Answers

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the literature review.
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Table d. GEM  variables.

Variables Code Description Variable dimension Authors

Countries Identifies the European country Context variable Driga et al. ()
Economic Development Level Identification of economy type

according to the GEM
classification

Reynolds et al. ()
Sánchez-Escobedo et al. ()

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the literature review.

which is corroborated by Reynolds, Bygrave, and Autio
(2003). We also found a greater probability of becom-
ing a nascent entrepreneur by opportunity among indi-
viduals with higher incomes, which is corroborated by
Evans and Jovanovic (1989) and Smallbone andWelter
(2001), and among self-employed individuals, which is
in accordance with Blanchflower (2004). In addition,
we verified a lower propensity to become entrepreneurs
in the student group, by which Hypothesis 2a is par-
tially supported.

Regarding perceived characteristics, a greater
propensity to be a nascent entrepreneur by opportu-
nity exists among individuals who think they have the
knowledge, skills, and experience necessary to start a
business. This is also true for those who know people
who started a business in the last two years and who
think that, in the next six months, good opportunities
will arise to start a business in the area where they
live. We verified a decrease in the propensity to be a
nascent entrepreneur in participants who are afraid

Table . Opportunity: European economies driven by efficiency and innovation.

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Opportunity SU SU

Variable B OR IC B OR IC

Women −,∗∗∗ . ,; , −,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
–  —  —
– . ,; , −,∗ . ,; ,
– −,∗ . ,; , −,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
– −,∗∗∗ . ,; , −,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
– −,∗∗∗ . ,; , −,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
Lower than secondary school  —  —
Some secondary school . ,; , . ,; ,
Secondary degree . ,; , . ,; ,
Post-secondary degree . ,; , . ,; ,
Grad exp . ,; , . ,; ,
Lowest % . —  —
Middle % . ,; , . ,; ,
Upper % ,∗ . ,; , . ,; ,
Full: full or part-time  —  —
Part-time only . ,; , . ,; ,
Retired, disabled . ,; , −,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
Homemaker . ,; , . ,; ,
Student −,∗ . ,; , −,∗ . ,; ,
Not working . ,; , . ,; ,
Self-employed ,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
Knows someone personally
who started a business in
the past two years

,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,

Thinks that, in the next six
months, there will be
good opportunities for
starting a business in the
area where he/she lives

,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,

Thinks that they have the
knowledge, skill, and
experience required to
start a new business

,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,

Thinks that fear of failure
would prevent him/her
from starting a business

−,∗∗∗ . ,; , −,∗∗∗ . ,; ,

Constant −,∗∗∗ . −,∗∗∗ .
R(Cox&Snell) . .
R(Nagelkerke) . .

χ()= .; p< . χ()= .; p< .
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Table . Necessity: European economies driven by efficiency and innovation.

Necessity Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Necessity SU SU

Variable B OR IC B OR IC

Women −,∗∗ . ,; , . ,; ,
–  —  —
– . ,; , . ,; ,
– . ,; , . ,; ,
– . ,; , . ,; ,
– . ,; , . ,; ,
Lower than secondary school  —  —
Some secondary school . ,; , . ,; ,
Secondary degree . ,; , . ,; ,
Post-secondary degree . ,; , . ,; ,
Grad exp . ,; , . ,; ,
Lowest %  —  —
Middle % . ,; , . ,; ,
Upper % . ,; , . ,; ,
Full: Full or part-time  —  —
Part-time only ,∗∗∗ . ,; , . ,; ,
Retired, disabled −,∗ . ,; , . ,; ,
Homemaker ,∗ . ,; , . ,; ,
Student . ,; , . ,; ,
Not working ,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
Self-employed ,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,
Knows someone personally
who started a business in
the past two years

,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,

Thinks that, in the next six
months, there will be
good opportunities for
starting a business in the
area where he/she lives

. ,; , . ,; ,

Thinks they have the
knowledge, skill, and
experience required to
start a new business

,∗∗∗ . ,; , ,∗∗∗ . ,; ,

Thinks that fear of failure
would prevent him/her
from starting a business

. ,; , . ,; ,

Constant −,∗∗∗ . −,∗∗∗ .
R(Cox&Snell) . .
R(Nagelkerke) . .

χ()= .; p< . χ()= .; p< .

to fail. This fear creates adverse conditions for those
individuals who are thinking about starting a business.
All perception variables support Hypothesis 3a. All
of these results are corroborated by several studies,
such as Koellinger et al. (2013), Driga et al. (2009),
Langowitz and Minniti (2007), and Arenius and
Minniti (2005).

The second model sought to explain the probabil-
ity of nascent entrepreneurs by opportunity to start
businesses in innovation-oriented countries, with
results that reveal a lower propensity among women;
although fewer in number, women still demonstrate a
significant intention to become nascent entrepreneurs
by opportunity, which supports Hypothesis 1b. When
a respondent’s age increases, the probability that these
individuals will become an entrepreneur decreases,

which is corroborated by Reynolds, Bygrave, and
Autio (2003). Pensioners and students also have a
lower propensity for entrepreneurship, as opposed to
a greater propensity for entrepreneurship by oppor-
tunity among self-employed individuals, which is
in accordance with Blanchflower (2004). Because
there was no significant relationship with some of the
sociodemographic variables, such as the degree of edu-
cation or income, we can affirm that Hypothesis 2b is
partially supported. Although there were some signif-
icant relationships with occupation—namely, a lower
propensity on the part of retired people and students
and a greater propensity on the part of self-employed
individuals (Blanchflower & Oswald, 1998; Taylor,
1996)—here was no significant relationship with such
sociodemographic variables as degree of education or
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income; thus, we can affirm that this hypothesis is par-
tially supported. Regarding perceived characteristics,
the model reveals a greater propensity to be nascent
entrepreneurs by opportunity for those who think they
have the knowledge, skills, and experience necessary to
start a business. This is also true for those who person-
ally know someone who started a business in the last
two years and who think that the next six months will
bring good opportunities to start a business in the area
where they live. However, we found a decrease in the
entrepreneurship intention of participants who believe
that the fear of failure will prevent them from starting
a business. All perception variables are supported
by Hypothesis 3b. All of these hypotheses are sup-
ported by Koellinger et al. (2013), Driga et al. (2009),
Langowitz and Minniti (2007), and Arenius and
Minniti (2005).

The third model sought to explain the rate of
nascent entrepreneurs by necessity in efficiency-driven
countries. The results shows that, as far as gender is
concerned, the odds of becoming entrepreneurs by
necessity decrease by 31.8% for women compared to
men, although women do reveal a significant inten-
tion to become nascent entrepreneurs by opportunity,
by which Hypothesis 1c is supported. In regard to
professional occupation, self-employed individuals
have a greater propensity to become entrepreneurs,
which is in accordance with Blanchflower (2004),
followed by those who are unemployed, part-time
employees and, finally, domestic workers. We also
found a lower propensity among retired respondents.
There was a greater intention among those with
higher income (Evans & Jovanovic, 1989; Smallbone
& Welter, 2001) and those who are professionally
employed (Blanchflower & Oswald, 1998; Taylor,
1996), and less propensity on the part of students
to become nascent entrepreneurs by necessity; how-
ever, there was a greater propensity on the part of the
self-employed individuals (Blanchflower & Oswald,
1998; Taylor, 1996). Thus, Hypothesis 2c is only par-
tially supported. Regarding perceived characteristics,
a greater propensity to be a nascent entrepreneur
by necessity exists among those who think that they
have the knowledge, skills, and experience neces-
sary to start a business, as well as for those who
personally know people who started a business in
the last two years, so Hypothesis 3c is only partially
supported.

The fourth model sought to explain nascent
entrepreneurs by necessity in innovation-oriented
countries, revealing a lower propensity among the
unemployed and a greater propensity among self-
employed individuals, which is in accordance with
Blanchflower (2004), but there were no significant rela-
tionships with the other sociodemographic variables—
age, degree of education, or income—so we can affirm
that Hypothesis 2d is only partially supported. Regard-
ing perceived characteristics, a greater propensity to
become a nascent entrepreneur by necessity appears
among those who think that they have the knowledge,
skills, and experience necessary to start a business.
This also proved to be true for those who know peo-
ple who started a business in the last two years, so
we can affirm that Hypothesis 3d is only partially
supported.

Conclusion

Considering the results of the application of logistic
regression to the defined conceptual research model,
we reached the conclusion that, in efficiency-driven
European economies, female nascent entrepreneurs
have a higher educational level but their male coun-
terparts are able to earn higher incomes (e.g., Evans &
Jovanovic, 1989; Smallbone & Welter, 2001). In regard
to motivations, women undertake starting a business
more out of necessity and a desire for independence
and men do so more because of chance opportu-
nities and the possibility of increased income (e.g.,
Carter et al., 2003). Concerning perceived character-
istics, women are more likely to fear failure, and men
demonstrate greater self-confidence in their ability to
start a business (e.g., Koellinger et al., 2013; Langowitz
& Minniti, 2007).

Nascent entrepreneurs in European innovation-
driven economies show a higher percentage of males
in the 25–34 age group and females in the 35–44 age
group. This confirms what we found in the literature
(e.g., Shelton, 2006): women start their entrepreneurial
activity later. Men have higher yields and, in general,
undertake starting a new business because of oppor-
tunities, while women do so out of necessity (e.g.,
Langowitz & Minniti, 2007). Among those who
become entrepreneurs by opportunity, men’s motiva-
tion to earn a higher income (e.g., Koellinger et al.,
2013) is especially important. Concerning the question
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of whether the respondent thinks that fear of failure
could prevent him or her from starting a business,
statistically significant differences exist between men
and women, with women showing greater fear than
men (e.g., Koellinger et al., 2013; Langowitz &Minniti,
2007).

Given the limitations of this study, future research
could provide other perspectives, not only on how
these variables relate and interact with each other, but
also on which other variables need to be included and
which additional contexts and characteristics could be
explored. Because of the GEM database’s size, further
studies have to test the proposedmodel with other con-
text variables so that further relationships between the
dimensions can be extracted and researchers can pro-
cess data from specific subsamples.

In addition, we suggest that future studies could
apply the proposed model to other phases of the
entrepreneurial cycle—that is, new and established
businesses—to understand more fully the behavior of
the variables under study. This approach could also be
used for other geographical areas, in which other con-
texts can be explored. In terms of statistics, we suggest
that a longitudinal study would allow researchers to
observe the evolution of nascent entrepreneurs’ moti-
vations.
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Appendix A

Efficiency driven Innovation driven

M F M F

N % N % p N % N % p

Motivation aw
Opportunity: Increase household income  24.8  . 0.046  .  . 0.007
Opportunity: Independence  .  .  .  .
Opportunity and necessity  .  .  .  .
Necessity  .  41.0  .  26.2
Perceived characteristics
Role model  .  . .  .  . 0.023
Opportunity  .  . .  .  . .
Self-confidence in skills  .  . .  .  . 0.020
Risk tolerance  .  . 0.009  .  . 0.004
Age group
–  .  . .  .  . 0.024
–  .  .  .  .
–  .  .  .  .
–  .  .  .  .
–  .  .  .  .
Educational attainment
Less than secondary  .  . 0.004  .  . .
Some secondary  .  .  .  .
Secondary degree  .  .  .  .
Post-secondary  .  34.5  .  .
Higher education  .  17.8  .  .
Income
Lowest %  .  . 0.012  .  . <0.001
Middle %  .  .  .  .
Highest %  .  .  .  .
Work status
Full: Full or part-time  .  . <0.001  .  . <0.001
Part-time only  .  .  .  .
Retired, disabled  .  .  .  .
Homemaker  .  .  .  .
Student  .  .  .  .
Not working  .  .  .  .
Self-employed  .  .  .  .
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Appendix B

Nascent Entrepreneur, Opportunity—Efficiency Driven

Mean N          

. Nascent Entrepreneur, opportunity .  
. Gender .  −,∗∗ 
. Age .  −,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Education .  ,∗∗ −,∗ −,∗∗ 
. Income .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Occupation .  ,∗∗ −. −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 
. Role Model .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Opportunity .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Self-confidence in skills .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Risk tolerance .  −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 

Nascent Entrepreneur, Opportunity—Innovation Driven
Mean N          

. Nascent Entrepreneur, opportunity .  
. Gender .  −,∗∗ 
. Age .  −,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Education .  ,∗∗ ,∗∗ −,∗∗ 
. Income .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Occupation .  ,∗∗ ,∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 
. Role model .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Opportunity .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Self-confidence in skills .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Risk tolerance .  −,∗∗ ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 

Nascent Entrepreneur, Necessity—Efficiency Driven
Mean N          

. Nascent Entrepreneur, necessity .  
. Gender .  −,∗∗ 
. Age .  −,∗ ,∗∗ 
. Education .  . −,∗ −,∗∗ 
. Income .  . −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Occupation .  ,∗∗ −. −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 
. Role model .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Opportunity .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Self-confidence in skills .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Risk tolerance .  −. ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 

Nascent Entrepreneur, Necessity—Innovation Driven
Mean N          

. Nascent Entrepreneur, necessity .  
. Gender .  −,∗∗ 
. Age .  −. ,∗∗ 
. Education .  . ,∗∗ −,∗∗ 
. Income .  −. −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Occupation .  ,∗∗ ,∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 
. Role model .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Opportunity .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Self-confidence in skills .  ,∗∗ −,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ ,∗∗ 
. Risk tolerance .  −,∗∗ ,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ −,∗∗ 
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