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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ENTREPRENEURIAL
CHARACTERISTICS AND ENTREPRENEURIAL INTENTION

SUMMARY

In today’s complex globalized business environment where innovation in terms of
markets and products is increasingly vital for survival of economies, entrepreneurship
IS a unique resource which should be the focal point. Not only vast majority of the
innovation comes from newly founded firms, but also start-ups lift economies by
decreasing unemployment, diversifying available products and services, increasing
efficiency of the markets and attracting investments. In other words, entrepreneurs are
the long sought key solutions for stagnated economies which are ineffectively tried to
be revived by fiscal and monetary policies.

While the benefits of entrepreneurship for the social and economic welfare are well
understood, the same thing cannot be said for the decision-making processes,
personality characteristics, thought processes of the individuals behind these
companies. Who, where and when becomes an entrepreneur is yet to be clarified and
structured in academic literature considering multitude of possible environmental,
personality, contingency and cultural factors.

The main purpose of this study is to determine whether selected personality traits;
need for achievement, tolerance for ambiguity, innovativeness, locus of control, risk-
taking propensity, self-confidence, need for autonomy, which are frequently
emphasized in the literature, influence entrepreneurial tendencies and have predictive
power for entrepreneurial intention of people. In addition to this aim, prevalence and
variability of entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial characteristics according
to demographic variables - age, gender, marital status- and two other variables;
entrepreneurship training background and entrepreneurs in the family, are tested.
Factor and reliability analyses forced us to remove self-confidence, locus of control,
tolerance for ambiguity from the study. Multivariate Regression, T-test, ANOVA and
correlation analyses were applied to the rest of the data with using SPSS. Result of
statistical analyzes indicated; all of the sample showed high entrepreneurial
characteristics and high entrepreneurial intention. Significant relationship found
between personality characteristics of innovativeness, risk-taking propensity, need
for autonomy and entrepreneurial intention. Need for achievement failed to explain
entrepreneurial intention. Males displayed higher entrepreneurial intent than females.
People who had entrepreneurial course during their careers also appeared to have
higher entrepreneurial intention, risk-taking propensity and innovativeness than who
hadn’t. Risk-taking propensity came out to decrease with age. And lastly, singles
demonstrated higher risk-taking propensity than married. Suggestions and
implications for the results are discussed in conclusion.
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GIRISIMCI KiSILIK OZELLIKLERININ
GIRISIMCILIK NIYETi UZERINE ETKIiSI

OZET

Piyasalar ve iiriinler agisindan inovasyonunun ekonomilerin rekabet edebilir olmasi igin
giderek daha fazla onem kazandigi giinlimiiziin karmasik, kiiresellesmis is ortaminda
girisimcilik, odak noktas1 yapilmasi gereken benzersiz bir kaynaktir. Inovasyonun biiyiik
cogunlugunun yeni kurulan firmalardan gelmesine ek olarak, ayni zamanda issizligi
azaltan, mevcut iirlin ve hizmetleri gesitlendiren, verimliligi artiran ve yeni yatirimlari
ceken Olgeklenebilir girisimei firmalar, ekonomilerde kaldirag gorevi gérmektedir. Diger
bir deyisle girisimciler, mali ve parasal politikalar tarafindan etkisiz bir sekilde yeniden
canlandirilmaya ¢alisilan durgun ekonomiler i¢in uzun zamandir aranan kilit ¢dziimlerdir.

Girisimciligin sosyal ve ekonomik refah i¢in sagladig1 faydalar iyi anlagilmigken, bu
sirketlerin arkasindaki kisilerin karar verme stiregleri, kisilik 6zellikleri ve diigiince
stirecleri i¢in ayni sey sdylenemez. Bir kisinin nasil, nerede ve ne zaman girisimci olmaya
karar verdigi ¢evresel, kisilik, durumsal ve kiiltiirel faktorleri dikkate alarak akademik
literatiirde sistematik olarak agikliga heniiz kavusturulmamaistir .

Bu ¢aligmanin temel amaci, literatiirde siklikla vurgulanan belirli kisilik 6zelliklerinden
secilen degiskenler olan basari ihtiyaci, belirsizlige tolerans, yenilik¢ilik, kontrol odagi,
risk alma egilimi, kendine giiven ve 6zerklige duyulan ihtiyacin insanlarin girisimcilik
niyetini etkileyip etkilemedigini belirlemektir. Bu amaca ek olarak, demografik
degiskenlere -yas, cinsiyet, medeni durum - ve diger iki degiskene ; kisinin kariyerinde
girisimcilik ile ilgili bir egitim alip almamis olmasi ve kisinin ailesinde girisimci olup
olmamasina gore girisimcilik niyeti ve girisimei kisilik 6zelliklerinin degiskenligi ve
yaygmlhigr test edilmistir . Faktor ve giivenilirlik analizlerinden ¢ikan sonuglar, kendine
giiven, kontrol odagi ve belirsizlige toleransin ¢alismadan kaldirilmasini zorunlu kilmustir.
Verilerin kalanina SPSS programi kullanilarak ¢ok degiskenli regresyon, T testi, ANOVA
ve korelasyon analizleri uygulanmustir. Istatistiksel analiz sonuclarma gére; tiim
orneklemin yiiksek girisimci kisilik 6zellikleri ve yiliksek girisimeilik niyeti gosterdigi
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Yenilikcilik, risk alma egilimi ve 6zerklik ihtiyaci ile girisimcilik niyeti
arasinda anlamli iliski bulunmustur. Basariya olan ihtiya¢ girisimcilik niyetini
aciklayamamistir. Erkeklerin , kadinlardan daha yiiksek girisimcilik niyeti sergiledigi
goriilmistiir. Kariyerleri sirasinda girisimcilik dersi almis olan kisilerin, daha yiiksek
girisimcilik niyetine, risk alma egilimine ve yenilik¢ilige sahip olduklar1 goriilmiistiir.
Risk alma egilimin yasla birlikte azalmaktadir. Son olarak, bekarlar evli olanlardan daha
yiiksek risk alma egilimi gostermistir. Sonuglara iretilen Oneriler, son bdoliimde
tartigilmustir.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Partly due to appealing success of entrepreneurially found start-ups, partly because being
suggested as an answer for stagnated economies of 21st century, entrepreneurship is and
anticipated to be a relevant and popular topic in academic research. It’s especially
important to be capable of recognizing entrepreneurial potential and determine
antecedents of entrepreneurial behavior for stimulating of, or policy making purposes

about, this valuable intangible asset.

Different approaches used in academia to explain individuals’ orientation to became self-
employed as entrepreneurs. It is possible to distinguish and mention two different major
schools of thought; contingency models and traits approach (Littunen, 2000). Contingency
thinking tries to explain individuals’ choices and behaviors with the help of situational
factors. Traits theory however is directed to individuals’ personality features for answers,
which are relatively stable across time. This thesis focuses on investigating personality
characteristics as possible predictors or explanations for entrepreneurial intention of
people, in addition it considers variability of these inclinations according to demographic

and other factors.

After a long hiatus, interest in research about entrepreneurial characteristics of the
individual sparked again in the last decades (Cassis & Minoglou, 2005). Formerly, authors
concluded that there is no significant relationship between personality and entrepreneurial
behavior therefore future research is unnecessary and should be avoided (Brockhaus &
Horwitz, 1986; Gartner, 1989; Low & MacMillan, 1988; Rauch & Frese, 2007). However,
after a period, research in personality traits continued and consequently recent meta-
analyses found evidence that they have impact in entrepreneurial intention. Additionally,
it is revealed that entrepreneurs differ from non-entrepreneurs in characteristics at least in
some traits (such as risk propensity) and in some extent (Stewart Jr & Roth, 2001, 2004;
Zhao & Seibert, 2006). Therefore, personality traits is still a relevant domain in
entrepreneurship research. Although, there is no well-defined conclusion in the literature

and results are controversial (Rauch & Frese, 2007). Due to inconsistencies and technical
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errors in research designs and interpretations, new researches such as this study are
required. Figure 1.1 graphically illustrates traits and factors included in this thesis.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND
HYPOTHESES

2.1. Entrepreneurship Concept and the Entrepreneur

Although not only economists researched the phenomenon; sociologists, psychologists,
historians, anthropologists and many others also contributed the field for centuries,
entrepreneurship first studied and explored extensively in the field of economics. The
word entrepreneur was featured for the first time in 1700's, in a work written by economist
Cantillon (1755) (as cited in Hébert, 1981). John Stuart Mill later popularized the term
with his use in English literature in the 19th century. Schumpeter (1909) has put forward
a different viewpoint outside the model developed by neoclassical economists and has laid
the foundations for the economic theory of today's entrepreneurship. For J. Schumpeter
(1934), the most important social and economic contribution of the entrepreneur is to
support “creative destruction" through innovation. According to this theory, entrepreneurs
are the individuals who challenge status quo by innovation and disrupt current
progressions of markets, products and processes. Their solutions substitute present ones

because of better performance or fit for customer needs.

Due to abstract nature of the concept, it is difficult to do a concise and complete definition
of the entrepreneurship and therefore the number of them are innumerous. Morris (1998)
found that, more than 77 definitions made in academic literature even in a five-year period.
Table 2.1 illustrates definitions and characteristics attributed to entrepreneurs during

different points of time.
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Table 2.1. : Development of Entrepreneurship Theory and Entrepreneur Concept. Source : Hisrich and
Peters (1992)

17th century: Assumed as the risk taker of profit (or loss) who does engagement with the
government at a fixed price

1725: Richard Cantillon - a person who takes risk in addition /or supplying capital

1797: Beaudeau - risk taker, planner, supervisor, organizer and the owner.

1803: Jean Baptise Say- distinguished entrepreneurial profits from the capital gainings.

1876: Francis Walker, made a distinction between those who make profit from funding, who
make from managerial skills

1934: Joseph Schumpeter - Entrepreneur is an innovator and develops untested technology.
1961: David McClelland - Entrepreneur is energetic and moderately risk-taker.

1964: Peter Drucker - Entrepreneur maximizes opportunities.

1975: Albert Shapero - Entrepreneur takes initiative, organizes socio-economic mechanisms
and acknowledges the mistakes and errors.

1980: Karl Vesper — entrepreneurs evaluated by economists, psychologists, business people
and politicians differently

1983: Gifford Pinchot - An intrapreneur is an entrepreneur in an organization that is already
established.

1985: Robert Hisrich-Entrepreneurship, with spending necessary time and effort, undertaking
the financial, physical and social risks, is the process of creating a different value for monetary
awards and personal satisfaction

One particular point that deserves attention is that authors and researchers distinguished
between owners -capital providers- and entrepreneurs. In the following years, distinction
between plain managers and entrepreneurs also was made clear. However, many
characteristics can be shared between these three occupancies, namely, entrepreneurs can
reside in management of a company, at the same time, and usually, they may have
significant stake at the firm. Figure 2.1 below, emphasizes commonly found

characteristics in managers and entrepreneurs.
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Table 2.2: Comparison of attitudes of managers and entrepreneurs
Source: (Morris, Kuratko, & Covin, 2010)

Entrepreneur Manager
Visionary Planner
Creator Organizer
Innovator Director
Calculated risk taker Staffer
Thinker Motivator
Implementor of new ideas Budgeter
Change agent Evaluator

e Resource Leverager e Supervisor

e Opportunity Seeker e Coordinator

In contrast to managers entrepreneurs think ahead, they do not just follow current trends,
they don’t just try to handle present tasks, but they are also able to see opportunities in the
market and they continuously imagine how to exploit them. They know markets are not
static and they consider how to act upon the changes. They focus on improvements to gain
or sustain competitive advantage. In previous studies it is found that entrepreneurs are
more advanced at opportunity search and recognition than managers (e.g. Baron, 2006;
Gilad, Kaish, & Ronen, 1988).

2.2. Entrepreneurial Intention

The concept of intention is defined by Bird (1988) as a focus in the mind, a state of
creation-continuation and selection of a goal; the interest of the person in a way to move
toward purpose or achieve something. It is seen as a precursor step for actual behavior
such as entrepreneurial behavior, since entrepreneurial action is not a result of a random
impulse but is a type of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fayolle & Gailly, 2005). It is
justified to base entrepreneurship research on intention.

Intention

AttitUde | e——

Belief | m——

Behavior

Figure 2.1: Relation of belief, attitude, intention and behaviour
Source: Fishbein and Aizen (1975)

Entrepreneurship researches demonstrated that entrepreneurial intention is a relevant,
important and popular construct for the field and appears to be so in the future. Part of the

reason is, it is convenient to do research about intention that exists within individuals’
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mind for a period unlike actual action which is not easy to observe every time such as at
the time of academic study. Additionally, when exploring why some people became
entrepreneurs while others not, considered factors such as some personality characteristics
can change overtime and possibly developed and learned after initiation of the startup
(Hansemark, 1998, 2003; Miron & McClelland, 1979). For this reason, it is reasonable to
gauge predictability of these variables on entrepreneurial decision with the intention

before the actual action.

For the sake of understanding entrepreneurial intention better, antecedents and drivers
should be investigated and discussed. In short, factors that have potential to affect the
intention of entrepreneurship can be listed as demographic factors, personality

characteristics and environmental factors (Franco, Haase, & Lautenschlidger, 2010).

Demographic factors such as income level, gender, age, education, marital status,
vocation, religion, size of the family, birth place can have moderating or enabling roles
for the person in their entrepreneurial intentions or behaviors. Similarly, environmental
factors such as economic, social, legal and technological advancements can play
significant role for the individuals in their decisions about starting up a company.
Examples include the incentive policies of the governments, growth trends of local and/or
global economies, availability of the financial institutions which can meet the demand for
funds, the inflation rate, tax applications, the legal infrastructure affecting business
establishments etc. Some situational factors can push individuals to became entrepreneurs
(DeCarlo & Lyons, 1980). Conversely even if a person has entrepreneurial intentions and
attitudes the social milieu which this individual resides may block or discourage the
person from taking action. Finally, psychological & personality characteristics have a role
in people’s entrepreneurial intention. This topic investigated in the following sections

extensively.

2.3. Entrepreneurial Characteristics and Personality

Personality can be described as a feature of an individual that defines the belonging person
in terms of attitudes, talents, style, external appearance, fit of its surroundings, behavior
etc. The term can be used in very diverse meanings in daily context, so a single definition

cannot cover all the aspects. Personality has been researched in field of psychology for
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many years. Researchers and psychologists investigated people in order to figure out why
people are different from each other, why people react differently to similar situations,
why some people are happier and why some people are more successful. Similarly, for the
business context psychological characteristics are explored to provide explanations for
such questions e.g. who becomes an entrepreneur and why do people become entrepreneur
because it’s believed that entrepreneurs inherently act, behave and think differently than

ordinary people.

Certain personality traits are proposed to be associated with entrepreneurial behavior and
attracted researchers’ attention. Achievement motivation, risk taking-tolerance,
innovativeness, tolerance for ambiguity, locus of control and need for autonomy, which
are included in this study, are just few of the psychological characteristics linked to
entrepreneurial intentions and frequently emphasized in literature. Yet there are more
besides these which are also examined, such as neuroticism, openness to experience, need
for affiliation, need for dominance etc. Most focused psychological characteristics
associated with entrepreneurship research are: propensity to take risks, self-confidence,
need for achievement, tolerance for ambiguity, locus of control and innovativeness (Dinis,
do Paco, Ferreira, Raposo, & Gouveia Rodrigues, 2013). Table 2.2 displays extensive list

of traits researched in academia.

Table 2.3: List of traits studied in entrepreneurship literature (Rauch & Frese, 2007)

Need for achievement Flexibility Conformity
Internal locus of control Protestant work ethic Future orientation
Risk-taking propensity Optimism Aggressiveness

Innovativeness Rigidity Passion for work
Need for autonomy Self-confidence Norm orientation
Stress tolerance Proactive personality Originality
Self-efficacy Self-esteem Benevolence
Need for dominance Goal orientation Conservatism
Tolerance for ambiguity Tenacity Neuroticism
Sobriety Higher order need Expedience
Type-A behavior Creativity Forthrightness
Practicality Enthusiasm Shyness
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Openness to experience Need for affiliation Tough-mindedness
Extraversion Skepticism Trustworthy
Emotional stability Self-reliance Endurance
Conscientiousness Dogmatism Discipline
Delay of gratification Impulsiveness Humility

2.3.1. Need for achievement

Achieving success for an individual can be defined as reaching a definite target in a
specific context which has a personal or and subsequently feeling satisfied and fulfilled.
As the target is personal it changes from person to person, when he/she finishes a difficult
task, reaches comfort, earns a contest, has received high marks from exams, or overcomes
complicated situation; an individual can think about achievement. For this reason, it can
be said that achieving success does not have universal objective criteria for everyone. In
the end, not everyone equally appreciates results, and consequently not everyone defines
outcomes as success or achievements (Ford, 1992). Nonetheless, relatively high need for
achievement and desire to reach personal targets are  associated with high job
performance, which is an objective benchmark, via direct and indirect relations (Baruch,
O'Creevy, Hind, & Vigoda-Gadot, 2004).

People with high need for achievement tend to strive to be better than others. They don’t
avoid competitive environments, on the contrary they see these settings as opportunities
to be superior than others. Thus, these people tend to get bored in monotonous and easy
tasks and prefer more challenging employment alternatives. They are likely to set more
difficult goals (Phillips & Gully, 1997).

According to McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell (1953) the high need for
achievement plays a key role and leads person to select entrepreneurial career as a
profession. For them, a strong need to achieve leads people to set numerous goals, solve

difficulties by themselves and therefore these people find their way in entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurs encounter many difficulties and obstacles in the course and that is very
difficult to withstand in psychological manner. Therefore, need to achieve is essential for

them to continue. People with need to achieve can take responsibility of difficult task as
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managing a new company requires regularly. Several meta-analyses about personality of
entrepreneurs found that entrepreneurs are different in achievement motive than managers
(Collins, Hanges, & Locke, 2004; Stewart Jr & Roth, 2004; Zhao & Seibert, 2006). Based

on the previous literature we propose that

H1: Need for achievement increases entrepreneurial intention.

2.3.2. Tolerance for ambiguity

The definitions and attributes associated with the ambiguity in the literature according to
R. W. Norton (1975) are multidimensionality, incompleteness, division, probabilistic,
non-structural, lack of information, inconsistency, contradiction and incoherence. Crigger
(1996) defines ambiguity as a cognitive condition resulting from the inability to explain
and define meaning of events in a person’s life. Tolerance for ambiguity (AT) can be

described as an individual’s ability to cope with this dire, uncomfortable situation.

The concept first originated by Frenkel- Brunswik (1949) and in the field of psychology.
It is described as a unidimensional scale, people either have low or high tolerance for
ambiguity. Individuals’ reaction to ambiguity varies greatly. People with low tolerance
experience remarkable stress, indecision and difficulty when facing ambiguity while
highly tolerant people can even enjoy the same situation (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995).
For Hofstede (2003) people’s inclination towards ambiguity also varies across cultures.
In some cultures, with less tolerance for ambiguity, well-defined structured organizations
and relations are favored. In these cultures, there is fear for uncertainty and people even

can take excessive precautions to avoid it.

In many areas of life people face ambiguities. Marriage, career selection, choosing a place
to live and similarly all major life events include uncertainties and put pressures on
individuals. Particularly necessity to make decisions about future can be frustrating
because future includes lots of doubts. Humans naturally perform poor in uncertain
environments, and ambiguity is a major factor of stress (De Berker et al., 2016). However,
business climate requires people to act and decide when there is incomplete information
and uncertain outcomes. Notably, in a newly founded firm, ambiguities are abundant and
decision makers need to move without seeing complete picture. Where and how to find a

sustainable capital? Who to employ? How to decide target markets and customers? How
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to position against the competitors? These questions often need to be dealt without

adequate time and information.

Business life incorporates a variety of uncertainties; political, economical and other
environmental dynamics are frequently changing, leaving managers in rough situations.
Entrepreneurs will need high tolerance for ambiguity in order to make sound decisions
and not abandon the business during turbulent times. In previous researches entrepreneurs
found to be better in tolerating ambiguity (Schere, 1982; Sexton & Bowman, 1985). Our
second hypothesis is accordingly:

H2: Tolerance of ambiguity increases entrepreneurial intention.

2.3.3. Innovativeness
Innovation is associated with the adoption and implementation of a new idea, product or
process. In broader sense it can also exist in other organizational activities such as
marketing and organizing (Gunday, Ulusoy, Kilic, & Alpkan, 2011), sales & distribution,
financial practices etc.

Innovation and innovative behavior are evaluated by several perspectives. It can be
analyzed at firm, national or individual level. It is one of the most recurred themes in
entrepreneurship research and popularized by Schumpeter (1934). And in recent years,
papers and studies published about creativity and innovativeness grew rapidly (Anderson,
Potocnik, & Zhou, 2014).

Of'today’s competitive, harsh, rapidly changing economic environment innovation is seen
by researchers and industry veterans as a powerful and vital tool for companies’
sustainability and performance (Axtell, Holman, & Wall, 2006; Orth & Volmer, 2017,
Scott & Bruce, 1994; West, Hirst, Richter, & Shipton, 2004). Customer needs are
constantly changing demanding producers to produce better functioning, better designed,
more useful and fashionable products. Competition puts burden on price increases
encouraging process innovation to cutback costs. New advancements outpace current
technologies at a fast rate requiring R&D departments to generate new outputs
continually. In short, market dynamics push companies to regularly innovate and respond
any change in the environment; in other words, it should be adapted to the organization

culture and be persistent.
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It is essential to mention the difference between invention and innovation while
describing innovation. An invention is the emergence of a new tool, device which has not
existed before. This tool may turn into a successful product and used by masses or may
be unprofitable or impractical for production and therefore postponed. However,
innovation should include integration of new idea into a new product, process or service

and successfully marketing in contrast to invention (Popadiuk & Choo, 2006).

Vast majority of innovation and newness comes from newly and/or entrepreneurially
founded firms. Established large corporations while focusing on their concurrent products
often fail to foresee new trends and developments in the market. Additionally,
entrepreneurs need to put new and better performing products in order to compete settled

firms. As a result, entrepreneurship cannot be separated from innovation.

For an individualistic point of view, innovative people try to overcome obstacles with new
and untested ways. Comparing to ordinary, they are more inclined to take risk since their
actions are not traditional. Different thinking processes can help them approach

successfully to unsolved problems or create new products or even markets.

Studies about personality of entrepreneurs stated high innovativeness in entrepreneurially
inclined people (Chye Koh, 1996; Johnson, 1990; Robinson, Stimpson, Huefner, & Hunt,
1991). This means that innovativeness as a personality trait can be one of the important
drivers of individual inclination for entrepreneurship Consequently, our third hypothesis
is

H3: Innovativeness increases entrepreneurial intention.

2.3.4. Locus of control

Locus of control is a concept about people’s perspective of events affecting their lives. If
an individual is oriented to believe the successes, rewards, positive things or negativities
and failures are the result of his/her own effort, it is said that the person has internal locus
of control. Otherwise if a person believes results of the events in his/her life are due to bad
luck, fate or because of the other people which are out of control, this person is said to has

external locus of control. (Rotter, 1966)
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A person’s beliefs about the factors that affect their life can make a huge impact on their
decisions and therefore accomplishments. External locus of control may lead to lack of
motivation, lack of incentives to hard work and absence of action. These people are more
prone to feelings like anger, sadness or helplessness (Prociuk, Breen, & Lussier, 1976).
Contrarywise, internal locus can provide people with energy, self-confidence, positive
mood to pursue targets, ability to focus their work. In summary, people gauge the value
of their actions differently although they may perceive rewards such as money, fame,

happiness similarly.

Locus of control and its effect on individuals’ well-being, achievement and career choices
is thoroughly examined in empirical studies. Internal locus of control found to be
associated with positive attributes for instance academic high performance (Findley &
Cooper, 1983; Nowicki & Strickland, 1973) , reduced subjective job stress (Glazer, Stetz,
& 1zs0, 2004) , favorable social skills (Lefcourt, Martin, Fick, & Saleh, 1985) where
external locus of control is associated with negative characteristics such as avoidance of
responsibility (Powell & Rosén, 1999) , inefficiency in career making decision (Taylor &
Popma, 1990) , academic procrastination (Carden, Bryant, & Moss, 2004) etc.

In the business context, internal locus of control can be a useful tool for managers and
leaders for business performance via transformational leadership (Howell & Avolio,
1993). Internally inclined managers can push employee’s performance in economic
downturns, when there are lot of uncertainties. Furtherly, internal locus of control is

beneficial for employees’ job satisfaction and performance (Judge & Bono, 2001).

One other key discussion is whether people’s orientation about the locus of control can be
changed with intervention or self-effort. It’s no question that if people who has external
locus of control could change their perspective and perception about control, they can
perform better and be happier. According to Nowicki (2016) people can try to realize their
current role in the events and attempt to be more internal. Then internally inclined people
may become more prone to rely on his or her future plans about assuming entrepreneurial

risks by believing optimistically that the success is under his or her control

H4: Internal locus of control increases entrepreneurial intention.
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2.3.5. Propensity to take risks

Risk can be defined as possibility to get damaged or harmed. Risk taking is a behavior
where decision maker knows that possible outcomes may have potential to increase or
decrease the utility of the person at varying degrees. An individual wishes things turn out
to be desirable even he/she knows that possibility of unwanted outcomes is present. People
differ in their risk attitude. Most people are risk averse, meaning they are unwilling to take
risks and favor job security, choose less risky financial instruments, mostly obey the rules
and laws in the society and like planned situations. On the contrary, some people are risk-
taker and at the end of spectrum very few are risk-seeker. These people are less risk
sensitive than risk averse people and often they engage in activities that may endanger
social or financial stability of their self or of the people in their social circle. These people
are more likely to do risky investments, stand against rules, or act spontaneous. Reckless
risk taking and calculated risk taking should be differentiated, before talking about risk
taking in business context. Entrepreneurs are risk-takers however risk taking in
entrepreneurial manner does not mean taking thoughtless risks with activities done by
pathological risk seekers such as drug abuse, extreme sports, pathological gambling that
have serious health and/or other consequences. It means risking current standards of living
(Brockhaus, 1980) in order to achieve more fame, wealth and personal satisfaction.
Nevertheless, risk involved while taking entrepreneurial action also may have critical
consequences such as severe financial debt/loss, low self-esteem or confidence, loss of
social relations etc., especially if the company fails, but not necessarily.

Risk and risk-taking attitude is an important part of entrepreneurial behavior and research.
Even though initial studies found no meaningful difference (Brockhaus & Horwitz, 1986;
Chell, 1985; Perry, 1990) according to Norton and Moore (2006) risk taking ability is an
important feature of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs are taking more risks than non-
entrepreneurs (Begley & Boyd, 1987; Stewart Jr, Watson, Carland, & Carland, 1999).
They also argued that entrepreneurs were more at risk than managers, stating that
entrepreneurs were faced with a more ambiguous environment, and that they were taking
all the risks of starting a business while managers only take occasional risks in some

managerial settings.
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Nature of the entrepreneurship inherently involves major risks in early and later stages.
An entrepreneur needs to bear important risks to his/her financial income, social
recognition and even health when initiating a company. Quitting a routine paying job and
starting a new company, requires high risk propensity. Both early pioneers e.g. Knight
(1921), Marshall (1890), Cantillon (1755) and contemporary researchers (Herranz, Krasa,
& Villamil, 2015; Kan & Tsai, 2006; Nie3 & Biemann, 2014) agree that entrepreneurs are
risk takers comparing to population. So, our related hypothesis is:
H5: Risk-taking propensity increases entrepreneurial intention.

2.3.6. Self-confidence and self-efficacy

Self-confidence is a subjective phenomenon that results from a positive self-evaluation of
an individual. It is the belief of the self in his/her abilities and skills to be successful in a
demanding context.

People may have high or low self-confidence and also it may change to some extent over
time, as it is considered related to individuals’ experiences in life such as perceived
failures, disappointments or achievements, fulfillments and emotions associated with
these experiences. As an illustration, a person may experience similar negative situations,
again and again, consequently the person can become insecure, loses his self-confidence
during the course. If, however, an individual can fulfill his expectations repeatedly,
accompanying satisfactory feelings can boost his self-confidence.

The confidence of the individual in himself and his abilities plays a key role in
entrepreneurial, business context or personal success. Lack of confidence may inhibit
individual’s processes that could lead him to success even though the person possibly has
required abilities and skills. Firstly, when starting companies, entrepreneurs need to
acquire capital to finance operations, salaries, working capital etc. before the beginning of
profitable sales. In order to do that they need to present their business plan, idea to
investors like angel investors or venture capital firms. In these pitching sessions, investors’
decision will be affected by entreprencur’s self-confidence either consciously or
unconsciously. Not just because it is believed that self-confidence is one of the demanded
properties in entrepreneurs (Timmons, 1978), but also high confidence eases persuasion

subconsciously. In later stages of the company, an entrepreneur would still need self-
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confidence e.g. he may need to act and decide speedily in though and ambiguous
situations.
On the other hand, in extremes confidence can bring harm; over-confidence is commonly
accused for defeats, losses and failures. Study done by Camerer and Lovallo (1999) proves
high-failure rates observed in start-ups can partially explained by overconfidence of
entrepreneurs. An overconfident entrepreneur has an inflated view about his abilities,
skills where he thinks he is better than other entrants or already settled firms in average
and therefore he has an opportunity to succeed in the market.
Self-efficacy is a strongly related phenomenon to self-confidence. Compared to self-
confidence it is more narrowly defined as an individual’s trust in his ability to perform a
specific task or succeed in a specific situation (Bandura, 1977). As stated by Bénabou and
Tirole (2002) a higher self-confidence enhances the motivation to act. If people believe
they are capable of finishing or accomplishing a task they display a more confident
approach, yet if people doubt their abilities they are more likely to give up. Accordingly,
we propose that:

H6: Self-confidence is positively related to entrepreneurial intention.

2.3.7. Need for autonomy
Acting autonomous is possibility to freely behave without getting approval or order from
someone. The need for autonomy is the desire to reach this state and to avoid any kind of

limits in order to be independent and free.

Humans tend to prefer flexibility in their actions and choices (Zhang, 2007). This includes
working conditions context. Individuals with high level of autonomy need prefer to work
alone, control their own working speed, be free from orders and others. Excessive rules or
procedures often bother them and lead them to autonomy-friendly jobs or positions.

Starting up a new venture can be one of the remedies for these people.

When looking up definitions of entrepreneurship, it is seen that the concept of autonomy
or autonomy is frequently mentioned. Although autonomy need is frequently linked with
entrepreneurial orientation in firm-level analyses it can be also said to associated with

individuals. Need for autonomy is highly correlated with entrepreneurs. For Watkins
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(1976), need for autonomy is one of the primary reasons for entrepreneurs in their start-

up action.

Similar to self-confidence, need for autonomy is also developed for the person from the
experiences. In early years and adolescence, exposure to power, strict rules and control
can advance individual need for the autonomy. If a girl for example is not allowed to
choose how she can live, e.g., which dress she dresses, which food she eats, which
activities she can do etc. she can develop a need to avoid restrictions. For some people
these constraints can make them dependent to other people making them unable to decide
their own. But for some others, these pressures can make them to desire independency in

their life choices like career.

As previously explained in detail, need for autonomy is one of the identifying
characteristics of entrepreneurs. Despite the substantial risks, entrepreneurship can deliver
solid rewards such as wealth, recognition and autonomy (BarNir, Watson, & Hutchins,
2011). Subsequently, an entrepreneur may work harder in order not to work under a boss
(Baum, Frese, & Baron, 2014).

Entrepreneurs found to have higher need for autonomy than non-entrepreneurs (Rauch &

Frese, 2007). Therefore, we propose:

H7: Need for autonomy is positively related to entrepreneurial intention.

2.4. Demographics
2.4.1. Gender

Putting gender as a variable in entrepreneurial intention studies is quite common. (BarNir
et al., 2011; Diaz-Garcia & Jiménez-Moreno, 2010; Gupta, Turban, Wasti, & Sikdar,
2009; Haus, Steinmetz, Isidor, & Kabst, 2013; Shinnar, Giacomin, & Janssen, 2012;
Wilson, Kickul, & Marlino, 2007) Roles associated with the genders in a society can
influence peoples’ career choices like whether to become an entrepreneur or not. In a
given society women’s economical freedom may not be very important comparing to other
societies and different responsibilities can be assigned to them so that may influence their

decisions. According to Eagly and Wood (1991) these society assignments causes women
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and men to choose different career paths. Gupta et al. (2009) found that entrepreneurship
is seen as masculine phenomena. Examinations in the literature revealed that risk taking,
which is a kind of prerequisite for entrepreneurial behavior, is largely associated with men
(Bajtelsmit & Bernasek, 1996; Grable, 2000; Slovic, 1966; Sung & Hanna, 1996). Most
of the established entrepreneurs are males (Verheul, Uhlaner, & Thurik, 2005; Zhao,
Seibert, & Hills, 2005) and entrepreneurial intention differs across genders (Buttner &
Moore, 1997; Zhao et al., 2005). So, our eighth hypothesis is

H8a: Males have higher entrepreneurial intention than females

H8b: Males have higher entrepreneurial characteristics scores than

females

2.4.2. Marital status

Married people cannot easily undertake similar risks which singles can take. Having
responsibility against children and a partner, to cover living costs of the family may have
greater importance than personal ambitions. Emphasis on financial security may inhibit
desires about risky career choices like entrepreneurship. Analysis done by Cohn,
Lewellen, Lease, and Schlarbaum (1975) showed married couples are more risk averse
than singles, putting less risky assets in their portfolio. Several studies concluded risk
tolerance is more prevalent in singles (Baker & Haslem, 1974; Grable, 2000; Lazzarone,

1996; Sung & Hanna, 1996). For that reason, we expect:

H9: Married people have lower risk propensity scores than singles

2.4.3. Age

Common understanding in literature states that younger people takes more risks than older
ones. As people grow older realizing a risk may have devastating and long-term effects.
An older adult may not have enough energy, time or motivation like a young one, to
reconstruct disrupted career and financial security if a risk comes true, so he simply avoids

risks. Many studies using different methodologies to assess risk taking habits of people
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found that risk taking diminishes with age. (Kanodia, Bushman, & Dickhaut, 1989; Riley
Jr & Chow, 1992; Vroom & Pahl, 1971). Therefore, our hypothesis is:
H10: Younger people have higher risk propensity than older ones.

2.5. Education and Relatives

2.5.1. Entrepreneurship course

Although whether individuals become entrepreneurs or born entrepreneurs is
controversial, possibility of transforming potential entrepreneurs into real ones is
intriguing.  Increasingly, researchers and practitioners believe in the idea that
entrepreneurs can be ‘made’ and entrepreneurship can be taught (Drucker, 1985; Gorman,
Hanlon, & King, 1997; Kuratko, 2005; Neck & Greene, 2011). Consequently, many
analyses found altering effects of entrepreneurship education on attendees’ perception and
attitude about entrepreneurship. (Fayolle & Gailly, 2015; Oosterbeek, Van Praag, &
Ijsselstein, 2010; Peterman & Kennedy, 2003; Tkachev & Kolvereid, 1999) Therefore, we
expect different entrepreneurial intention in entrepreneurship education receivers:

H1la: People who had already taken entrepreneurship course have higher
entrepreneurial intention than others.
H11b: People who had already taken entrepreneurship course have higher
entrepreneurial characteristics scores than others.

2.5.2. Entrepreneurs in the family

In psychology role model is defined as the person whom an individual takes as an example
for himself / herself. The person is often the mother, father, a popular artist or a famous
public figure but not necessarily. The role model influences the person in many aspects
like how to behave, how to dress, how to act etc. When there is lack of information in
decision making processes, such as career path choosing, role models can be guides. A
handful of studies linked role models with career making choices (Quimby & Santis,
2006) and entrepreneurial intention (BarNir et al., 2011). Accordingly, we suppose
H12 : People who have entrepreneurs in their family have higher entrepreneurial

intention
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3. RESEARCH METHOD, ANALYSES AND RESULTS

3.1. Sample and Data Collection

A single internet survey administrated to collect data. It was sent to vast number of email
addresses related to engineering schools and alumni networks. Written questionnaires also
distributed in Istanbul Technical University. Among the responds, 607 of them selected
due to fullness and consistency. For the sampling, required precautions are undertaken in
order to circumvent selection biases. As a result, we observed respondents are located
across various parts of Turkey and also differentiating in demographics, age, gender,

income, family size, education level, and background as expected.

3.2. Scales

For the measurement of entrepreneurial intentions, scale developed by Linan and Chen
(2009) which consists of 6 items is used. This scale is cross culturally validated and quite
popular, being one of the two commonly used measurement tools for entrepreneurial

intentions in researches. (Bae, Qian, Miao, & Fiet, 2014)

In order to measure tolerance of ambiguity, locus of control and self-confidence scale
created by Chye Koh (1996) which is also used by himself in a similar study about
entrepreneurial characteristics of MBA students in Hong Kong. Lastly for the other
characteristics —need for autonomy, need for achievement, innovativeness, risk-taking

propensity- questionnaire developed by Ozer (2017) for her PhD thesis is used.
3.3. Analyses and Results

3.3.1. Factor analysis

Factor analysis is used to in order to find common latent theoretical structure variable
underlying in sets of large number of variables (questions). Factor analysis, reported in
the Table 1, produced five factors namely entrepreneurial intention, innovativeness, need

for achievement, risk-taking, and need for autonomy. Every question except “My desire
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to be independent in my work is very high.” has shown to evaluate the intended construct

with 68.79 % of the variance explained. For this item, we took into consideration only it’s

loading on need for autonomy. High Cronbach’s alphas (¢=0,930, a= 0,916 o =0,884,

a=0,885, 0=0,820) of the factors reassure internal consistency of the scales.

Table 3.1. Factor Analysis Results

Factorg
Survey
ltems

Entrepreneurial
Intention

Innovativeness|

Need for
IAchievement

Risk
taking

Need for
Autonomy

I’m determined to create a firm in the future.

875

I will make every effort to start and run my own
firm.

.859

I’ve got the firm intention to start a firm
someday.

.840

My professional goal is becoming an
lentrepreneur.

821

I have very seriously thought in starting a firm.

754

I[’m ready to make anything to be an
entrepreneur.

124

I'm open to new ideas.

.810

\When 1 do things, | try new ways, new methods.

.801

I like to try new things.

.789

| see myself as innovative.

.748

I can create spontaneous solutions to new
problems.

.697

I like to deal with unsolved problems.

.621

My desire to be successful in my work is very
high.

.823

I master what I'm doing.

791

I'd like to do the best | can at the job.

775

I plunge into tasks with all my heart.

.748

I give great importance to being more
successful than others at the job

.686

I aim to reach targets above certain standards.

.654

My job strategy is taking high risks.

.833

I generally do not avoid taking risks.

.832

| don't avoid investments possibly with high
returns just because they are risky.

774

I usually do not stop taking risks because of fear
of making mistakes

773

I do not hesitate to take the risk, even if | cannot
foresee the results of some investments clearly.

124

| prefer a risky job that gives premiums and
profit shares to sales over a fixed salaried job
that has a pay guarantee.

.619

I set my work methods myself, without regard to
others' considerations.

.760
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I do not mind being different if | need to be .697
independent.
In my work assignments | try to be my own boss .655
Instead of taking orders from others, | would .592
like to make my own decisions about my work.
My desire to be independent in my work is very 401 .550
high.
% of variance 15.957 15.631 14.250 14.139 8.819
Cronbach’s a 0,930 0,916 0,884 0,885 0,820

Total variance explained: 68.79 %

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

3.3.2. Frequencies

Table 3.2. Frequencies of gender and marital status

N %
Gender Male 499 82.2
Female 108 17.8
Total 607 100.0
Marital Status Single 417 68.7
Married 190 313
Total 607 100.0
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Table 3.3 Frequencies of course and family

N %
Entrepreneurship Course Yes 198 32.6
No 409 67.4
Total 607 100
Entrepreneurs in the family None 388 63.9
First-degree relatives 175 28.8
Second-degree 44 7.2
Total 607 100
Table 3.4. Frequency intervals for age
N %
Age range 20-25 349 57.5
26-30 101 16.6
31-35 80 13.2
36-40 56 9.2
40+ 21 35
Total 607 100.0

Majority of the sample are single (68.7%) and males (82.2%). Only 32.6 % of the
respondents appeared to have entrepreneurship course in their career. Again only 175 out
of 607 participants reported that they have entrepreneurs in their core family. Sample
mostly consists of people aged between 20-25 years (%57.5). In brief most (about two
third) of our respondents seem to be young and single males which did not taken
entrepreneurial courses and entrepreneur relatives in their family (as seen in Tables 1,2,3).

3.3.3. Means and standard deviations

Table 3.5. Means and standard deviations of the variables

Descriptive Statistics N Mean Std. Deviation
Entrepreneurial Intention 607 3.4717 1.10657
Innovativeness 607 4.2098 715733
Need for Achievement 607 4.3844 .66807
Risk Propensity 607 3.0780 91910
Need for Autonomy 607 3.8626 75721
Valid N (listwise) 607
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Means of the five-point Likert scale shows us individuals in the sample are inclined to all
of the assessed entrepreneurial characteristics and entrepreneurial intention. Achievement

motive of the sample is remarkably high with a mean of 4.3844 out of 5. Risk propensity

came out to be has lowest average with 3.0780.

3.3.4. Correlation analysis

Table 3.6 Correlations of the variables

Need for Need for Risk Entrepreneurial
Achievement Autonomy Innovativeness Propensity Intention Age
Need for Achievement 1
Need for Autonomy 510" 1
Innovativeness .630™ .618™ 1
Propensity to Take Risks 275" .384" .384" 1
Entrepreneurial Intention .323" 413" 423" .485™ 1
Age .093" .025 .061 -.135" -.018

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Correlation analysis demonstrated all of the assessed entrepreneurial characteristics are
positively related to each other and also to participants’ entrepreneurial intention at
p<0.01. As hypothesized risk-taking propensity showed negative correlation with age (r=
-135) which also significant at p<0.01. This means as age increases risk taking propensity
decreases. Meanwhile another finding has come about age is the positive correlation with
need for achievement at p<0.05. This means as age increases need for achievement

increases too.
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3.3.5. Multivariate regression analysis

Table 3.7. Effects on Entrepreneurial Characteristics on Entrepreneurial Intention

Independent Beta coefficients T-values Significance
variables
(Constant) -.119 .905
Innovativeness A67** 3.398 .001
Need for Achievement .043 973 331
Risk Propensity 351** 9.429 .000
Need for Autonomy 153** 3.435 .001

R% 0,313 F: 70,18** 0,00

**significant at the 0.01 level.

Multivariate regression analysis exhibited on Table 3.3 revealed that innovativeness, risk

propensity and need for autonomy factors are impacting positively on the dependent

variable, confirming the following hypotheses: H1, H3, H4. However, the need for

achievement’s effect on entrepreneurial intention is found insignificant rejecting H2 as

depicted on Table 5.
3.3.6. T-Tests

3.3.6.1. Gender

Table 3.8. Gender Statistics & T-Test

Std. Sig. (2- .
t ] Mean Difference
Gender | N Mean Deviation tailed)
Entrepreneurial Intention Male 499 3.5438 1.12951
3.479 0.001 0.40487
Female | 108 3.1389 .92796
Need for Achievement Male 499 4.3985 .68486
1.115 0.265 0.07902
Female | 108 4.3194 .58278
Innovativeness Male 499 42211 T7772
0.792 0.428 0.0637
Female | 108 4.1574 .65561
Need for Autonomy Male 499 3.8910 .75611
1.99 0.047 0.1595
Female | 108 3.7315 .75190
Propensity to Take Risks Male 499 3.0695 .95566
-0.49 0.624 -0.04781
Female | 108 3.1173 72925
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Table demonstrates, with p value of 0.001 and t-value of 3.479, the mean scores of males’
and females’ entrepreneurial intentions are significantly different. Males reported higher
entrepreneurial intention with the average of 3.54 over females’ mean of 3.13 in 5-point
Likert scale. As for entrepreneurial characteristics only need for autonomy indicated
slightly significant difference between men and women in such a way that men’s need for

autonomy is a bit higher.
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3.3.6.2. Marital status

Table 3.9. Marital Status Statistics

Mean
t Sig. (2-tailed)
Marital Status N Mean | Std. Deviation Difference
Entrepreneurial Single 417 3.4748 1.08762
. . 0.102 0.919 0.00991
Intention Married 190  3.4649 1.14995
Need for Achievement | Single 417 4.3305 .69841
. -2.962 0.003 -0.1721
Married 190 4.5026 .58052
Innovativeness Single 417 4.1851 .76302
. -1.192 0.234 -0.07898
Married 190 4.2640 74379
Need for Autonomy Single 417 3.8312 76742
. -1.517 0.13 -0.1004
Married 190 3.9316 .73157
Propensity to Take Single 417 3.1479 .92593
. . 2.791 0.005 0.22332
Risks Married 190 2.9246 .88716

Mean risk-taking scores of singles came out to be higher than married participants as
expected with p<0.005 and t-value 2.791. Moreover, need of achievement scores of
married people appeared to be higher than single ones with p<0.003 and t-value -2.962.

3.3.6.3. Entrepreneurship course

Table 3.10. Entrepreneurship Course Statistics

Entrepreneurship Std. . Sig. (2- Mean
Course N Mean | Deviation tailed) | Difference
Entrepreneurial Yes 198 3.6902| 1.09722
. 3.415 0.001 0.3243
Intention No 409 |3.3659| 1.09683
Need for Yes 198 | 4.4428 .69693
. 1.499 0.134 0.08661
Achievement No 409 | 4.3562 .65265
Innovativeness Yes 198 | 4.3005 .73366
2.059 0.04 0.13465
No 409 | 4.1659 .76554
Need for Yes 198 | 3.9333 79797
1.603 0.109 0.10497
Autonomy No 409 | 3.8284 .73523
Risk Propensity Yes 198 | 3.3232 .89330
4.651 0.001 0.36398
No 409 | 2.9593 .90889
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As predicted, respondents who had enrolled previously in an entrepreneurship course

showed higher entrepreneurial intention with p<0.001 and t-value of 3.415. Additionally,

these people displayed higher risk-taking propensity with p<0.001, t value of 4.651 and

higher innovativeness with p<0.04, t value of 2.059.

3.3.6.4. Entrepreneurs in the family

Table 3.11: Entrepreneurs in the family statistics

Entrepreneurs N Mean Std. Deviation| t  |Sig. (2- |Mean Difference
in the family tailed)
Entrepreneurial Intention| No 432 3.4016| 1.12675 |-2.462 .014 -.24314
Yes 175 3.6448 1.03807
Need for Achievement No 432 4.3549| .69640 -1.710 .088 -.10220
Yes 175 4.4571] 58796
Need for Autonomy No 432 3.8134 .77400 -2.525 012 -.17057
Yes 175 3.9840, .70154
Innovativeness No 432 4.1860| .76978 -1.218 224 -.08261
Yes 175 4.2686 .72446
Propensity to Take Risks| No 432 3.0270, .92913 -2.153 .032 -.17680
Yes 175 3.2038| .88393

T-test revealed that people who have entrepreneurs among their close family members

have significantly more entrepreneurial intention than people who don’t have with p<0.14,

t value of -2.462. Moreover, our analysis showed these people have significantly higher

need for autonomy (p<0.12, t value of -2.525) and propensity to take risks (p<0.32, t value

of -2.153)
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1. Summary of the Findings

People in our sample self-reported very high levels of innovativeness and risk-taking
propensity. Their two other entrepreneurial characteristics and their entrepreneurial
orientations were rather at moderate to high levels. As for the hypotheses about the drivers
of this intention, on one hand all the entrepreneurial characteristics were found positively
correlated to the entrepreneurial orientation; but on the other hand, regression analysis
revealed that the effect of the need for achievement was overshadowed by the other
characteristics’ stronger effects and then became non-significant. Therefore,
innovativeness, need for autonomy, and risk-taking propensity are found positively
impacting on the intention of becoming an entrepreneur. A plausible explanation why the
need for achievement is not among these confirmed drivers may be that the satisfaction of
this need is also possible even without starting a risky venture. An individual even with
innovative ideas may still choose a secure professional career path where achievement

means promotion not profit.

Our analysis emphasizes entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial characteristics can
vary greatly according to demographic variables- age, gender, marital status- and other
variables like exposure to entrepreneurial education and entrepreneur family members.
Males displayed higher entrepreneurial intent than females. People who had
entrepreneurial course during their careers also appeared to have higher entrepreneurial
intention, risk-taking propensity and innovativeness than who hadn’t. Risk-taking
propensity came out to decrease with age. Singles displayed higher risk-taking propensity
than married. Although even after categorizing into groups, all of the sample showed high
entrepreneurial characteristics and high entrepreneurial intention. Following table

summarizes the findings and status of the proposed hypotheses.

45



Table 4.1. Hypotheses’ Acceptances or Rejections

Hypothesis Statements Status
H1: Need for achievement is positively related to entrepreneurial Rejected
intention

H2: Entrepreneurially inclined people have higher tolerance of ambiguity. -

H3: Innovativeness is positively related to entrepreneurial intention. Accepted

H4: Entrepreneurially inclined people have internal locus of control. -

H5: Risk-taking propensity is positively related to entrepreneurial Accepted
intention.
H6: Self-confidence is positively related to entrepreneurial intention. -

H7: Need for autonomy is positively related to entrepreneurial intention. Accepted

H8a: Males have higher entrepreneurial intention than females Accepted
H8b: Males have higher entrepreneurial characteristics scores than Partially
females Accepted
H9: Married people have lower risk propensity scores than singles Accepted
H10: Younger people have higher risk propensity than older ones Accepted

H11a: People who had already taken entrepreneurship course have higher | Accepted
entrepreneurial intention than others.
H11b: People who had already taken entrepreneurship course have higher | Partially
entrepreneurial characteristics scores than others. Accepted
H12: People who have entrepreneurs in their family have higher Accepted
entrepreneurial intention

4.2. Managerial Implications

Policies of retention of intrapreneurs within the company or support for entrepreneurship
& start-ups seems to be conflicting with each other. However uncovering drivers of
entrepreneurial intention and characteristics may help both policies. In this concern
according to our findings, promising candidates for entrepreneurship or intrapreneurship
are those people who are young male (since their risk propensity, need for autonomy and
entrepreneurial intention are higher) candidates who have entrepreneur relatives and have
already taken entrepreneurship course. Specifically, for women (since their
entrepreneurial intention is lower), married people and elderly people (since their need for
achievement is higher but risk-taking propensity is lower) intrapreneurship may be a better

career path. In today's global competitive environment, businesses face scarcity in talent.
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Because of that, managing human resources effectively is a must for sustaining
competitive edge. Managers should be conscious about their employees’ orientations and
characteristics and assign positions and tasks accordingly. Entrepreneurially oriented
workers can both be assets and risks for the organization at the same time. They have
possibility of quitting in improper times and burdening the company’s work flow.
Particularly for start-ups where every employee has a key role, turnovers can hurt
company’s strategies and outlook massively. On the other hand entrepreneurially minded
people can foster innovation, calculated risk-taking, out of box thinking if directed
properly. For these reasons, managers should be aware of their employee’s both
entrepreneurial characteristics and intentions. Intrapreneurs should be appreciated and
compensated for their work and it is important to keep them motivated. Those managers
who try to avoid any risk related to losing their entrepreneurial assets should establish
such an intrapreneurial climate where various kinds of support (Bulut & Alpkan, 2006)
and benefit are provided to the innovative, courageous and independent-minded skillful

employees to keep them committed to the organization.
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4.3. Limitations and Future Research Suggestions

Numerous factors can have an impact on people’s choice of and orientation to
entrepreneurship. These factors (e.g. income level, gender, age, education, marital status,
culture, size of the family, environment, personality characteristics etc.) can have
substantial effects on people’s decision to become an entrepreneur or their intentions. In
some other countries, demographic and other variables may not vary similarly. This
survey is conducted only on Turkish participants in Turkey, where a national culture could
have played a role. If it can be administrated in multiple different countries, languages
and contexts, more precise conclusions would be achieved. The previously mentioned
factors also may act like moderators, influencing people’s decisions. Prospective
researchers should count these aspects and consider longitudinal studies in order to

overcome simultaneity bias or other methods for more direct and causational linkages.

This study tested the effects of only a limited number of entrepreneurial characteristics as
possible predictors of the entrepreneurial intention. There are certainly several other well-
established constructs or traits such as big five — neuroticism, extraversion-introversion,
openness to experience, conscientiousness, agreeableness- among others which can be

linked to entrepreneurial intentions.

Beside the survey method based on the self-reported evaluations of the respondents, other
sources of information could be tried to use e.g. observations or experiments about their
risk taking, autonomy or innovation inclinations. Additionally, survey is conducted on
limited number of participants and there can be respondent bias as questionnaire is

distributed via online form and all the questions were required to be answered.
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APPENDIX A

Anket Formu

Degerli Katilime,

Size sunulan anket formu Istanbul Teknik Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Isletme Yiiksek Lisans
programinda Prof. Dr. Liitfihak Alpkan damigmanhiginda hazirladigim ¢’ Girisimei Kisilik 6zelliklerinin
girisimcilik niyeti iizerine etkisi” isimli tez ¢aligmasinin arastirma boliimiinii meydana getirmektedir.
Arastirma sonucunda saglanan veriler tamamiyla bilimsel amaca hizmet edecek ve degerlendirmeye
alimacaktir. Calismadan istenilen diizeyde bir basarmin saglanmasi, gegerli ve dogru sonuglar elde
edilebilmesi degerli katkilariniza baglidir. Calismanin belirlenen amaglara ulasabilmesi, dogru ve gecerli
sonuglar verebilmesi adina hi¢bir soru atlanmamali ve diislincenizi en iyi sekilde yansitan segenekler tercih
edilmelidir. Tez ¢alismamiza saglayacaginiz katkilardan ve zaman ayirmanizdan otiirii cok tesekkdir eder,
okul hayatinizda basarilar dileriz.

Hiiseyin Can SARAL
Istanbul Teknik Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Isletme Yiiksek Lisans Programi Ogrencisi

E-Posta: huseyincansaral@hotmail.com

1. Girisimcilik Niveti Olcegi
Anket formunun birinci boliimiinde girisimcilik niyeti ile ilgili sorular yer almaktadir. Asagida yer alan 5°li
olcegi dikkate alarak goriigiiniize en yakin secenege (X) isareti koyarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum
katiliyorum

1. Girigimci olmak i¢in her seyi yapmaya hazirim.

2. Profesyonel hedefim bir girisimci olmak.

3. Ileride kendi firmami kurmak ve isletmek igin her tiirlii ¢abayi
gOsterecegim.

4. Gelecekte bir firma kurmaya kararliyim.

5. Bir firmay1 kurmayi ¢ok ciddi diigiinmiistiim.

6. Bir giin bir firmay1 kurmaya ciddi olarak niyetliyim.

L] D] Katilmiyorum
L] TR Kararsizim
] || Katihyorum
] Clr]r] Kesinlikle

[ | [

2. Girisimci Kisilik Ozellikleri Olcegi
Anket formunun ikinci boliimiinde ise kisilik 6zellikleri konusuna odaklanilacaktir. Asagida yer alan 5°1i
olcegi dikkate alarak goriigiiniize en yakin secenege (X) isareti koyarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum
Kararsizim
Katiliyorum
Kesinlikle
katilivornm

| B |

1. Belirsizligin oldugu durumlarda karar almay1 ve 6nderlik yapmay1 severim.
2. Calisanlarin birbiri ile ¢akisan sorumluluklar1 olsa bile ben bundan pek
rahatsizlik duymam.

3. Hassasiyetle takip edecegim bir is programimin olup olmamasi benim igin
¢ok da dnemli degil.

4. Diizensiz sartlarda ¢aligmaktan zevk alirim.
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5. Bir isin “iyi i$” olmasi i¢in neyin nasil yapilacaginin agik talimatlarla ifade
edilmis olmasi sart degildir.

6. Benim i¢in ig giivencesi olmazsa olmaz degildir.

7. Yaptigim ige dort elle sarilirim.

8. Yaptigim iste ustalagirim.

9. Isimde elimden gelenin en iyisini yapmak isterim.

10. Yaptigim islerde basarili olma arzum ¢ok yiiksektir.

11. Gorevimde baskalarindan daha bagarili olmaya ¢ok dnem veririm.

12. Belli standartlarin iistiindeki hedeflere ulagsmaya yonelmisimdir.

13. Riski yiiksek diye getirisi yliksek olabilecek yatirimlardan kagmam.

14. Genelde risk almaktan pek ¢ekinmem.

15. Benim ig stratejim yiiksek risk almaktir.

16. Genelde hata yapma korkusuyla risk almaktan geri durmam.

17. Caligma garantisi olan sabit maash bir is yerine satiglardan prim ve kar pay1
veren riskli bir isi tercih ederim.

18. Bazi yatirimlarin sonucunu net olarak ongoéremesem de risk almaktan
kaginmam.

19. Insanlarin sanssizliklar1 yaptiklar1 hatalardan kaynaklanir.

20. Insanlarim baslarina gelen mutsuzluklar kétii sanslarindan kaynaklanmaz.
21. Kendi ¢abalarimin iiriinii degilse olaylarin sonuglar1 beni memnun etmez.
22. Karar ve eylemlerimin olumlu ve olumsuz sonuglarina razi olurum.

23. Bir seylerin olmasini beklemek ya da seyretmek yerine ben kendim bir
seyler yapmayi tercih ederim

24. Basarmin sansin ve kaderin bir sonucundan ziyade kisisel cabadan
kaynaklandigina inanirim.

25. Yasamimdaki olaylarin sonuglarini sans ve kotii kader degil ben etkilerim.

26. Yenilikleri denemekten hoglanirim.

27. Isleri yaparken yeni yollar, yeni ydntemler denerim.

28. Yeni problemlere dogaglama ¢oziimler liretirim.

29. Yeni fikirlere acigim.

30. Kendimi yenilikgi biri olarak goriiyorum.

31. Coziilmemis problemlerle ugragsmay1 severim.

32. Coziimsiiz korkularim ve zayifliklarim yok.

33. Bagarabilme yetenegim konusunda kendime giivenirim.

34. Bagkasimin gozetimi olmadig1 zamanlarda daha basarili olurum

35. Cogunlugun goriisiine kars1 kendi goriistimii savunmakta zorlanmam.

36. Yeni ve test edilmemis kosullarla bas etme konusunda becerikliyimdir.

37. Param olmasa bile yetenekli, galiskan ve hirsli oldugum igin sirket
kurabilecegimi diigiiniiyorum.

38. Yaptigim islerde bagimsiz olma arzum gok yiiksektir.

39. Baskalarindan emir almak yerine kendi isimle ilgili kararlar1 kendim
vermek isterim.

40. Caligma yontemlerimi baskalarinin diisiincelerini dikkate almaksizin
kendim belirlerim.

41. Islerimi yaparken isin kontrolii elimde olsun isterim.

42. Bagimsiz olmak i¢in gerekirse farkli olmaktan ¢ekinmem.

Kisisel Bilgiler
Asagida yer alan kisisel bilgilerinize yonelik sorulari size uygun olan segenege (X) isareti koymak suretiyle
cevaplandiriniz.
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Dogum yilimiz

Cinsiyetiniz ] Erkek ‘ ] Kadm
Brans (Boliim) / Simf

Universite egitiminiz siiresince girisimcilik ile ilgili bir ders

aldiniz m1 veya aliyor musunuz? - Evet U Hayr

Dogum yeriniz

Su an yasadiginiz yer?

Su an yasadigimiz yerde kag yildir yasiyorsunuz?

Hane halki olarak ailenizin aylik gelir durumu nedir? |1 1500°¢ kadar.

(] 1500 “den 3000” ¢ kadar.
| 13000 ‘den 5000” ¢ kadar.
[ 15000 ‘den fazla

Hanenizdeki Kkisi sayisi

Calistyor musunuz? | Evet [ Hayir
Medeni durumunuz L] Ewii [ ] Bekar
Ailenizde kendi isini kuran 1. derece yakinimz var m? Varsa [] Evet ]

< Hayir
yakinhgimz? (i )

Anketimiz tamamlanmistir. Calismamiza saglamms  oldugunuz  degerli
katkilarimzdan dolay tesekkiir ederiz.
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