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The Entrepreneurs: Dg¢cision for Self;é;ployment

Judith M. Green s
¢ . 3 . ,’/ R \ %
o / '

14

. A group of thirty'entrepyeneﬂrs, who had left estab-
B ¢ . -

/

lished businesses to start theig/own companies and & group

of thirty <corporate managers/ who had articulated some

interest in self-employment were surveyed with a question-
// '

naire. 7

/

This questionnairg was designed to elicit informa-

i

tion on the characteristics and skills essential to entre-

‘preneurial success. The results did, in fact, show both
&

similarities and differences in perception of the entrepre-
neurial role between the groups.
An examination .was also made of the factors which

are important to the, decision to leave an established firm

.for the uncertainty of self-empldoyment. Relevant factors

and issues were identified.

Scales were developed using the sema&fic Qifférenf
tial technique. They were designed to ex;mine the concept
"Perceptiog of tﬁe Entrepreneur.” Statistical analysis
of these scales produced some significanf differences in

the way this Concept is viewed by the two surveyed groups.:
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Preface

The. decision to focus on the entrepreneur, as’ the

LS

subject of my thesis, developed from/a convergence of sev-

eral major factors. I hawve' had a long term interest in
the entrepreneur - his persomality, charactecistics and
abilaties. My interest also extends to factors: which

inf luence the initial decision to start a busingss.

Membe;s of my family “have very successfully launcSed
and established their own business ventures during ecgonomic
periods that‘made these very "gutsy" decisions. I have
also observed with ggeék interest and admiration the suc-
éessful development of 'three businesses begun by fr;endé

who chose to leave the safety of big business to start

on their own.

My .studles in organizational and industrial soci-
ology, both at Concordia and McGill gave direction and .

focus ,to this interest.

v

Yet, when I began my research in 1980, the concept

"of the entrepreneur appeared to be of little more than

historical interest to academics in both the business and
sociology faculties. The entrepreneur éé a current, impor-

tant and.relevant force in business was just not an issue.

Little did I know that by the_tim% my research was

uﬁderway the entrepreneur would have been pushéd into such

a prominent and popular position.
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Today the buzzword in popular and businegé litera-
ture is gntreprenguf or'intreprenéui'(éorporaté entrepre-
neur). Pick up any businesé publiqaf&bn and, almost with-
,c;ut excepti‘on,/youk\'wul find at least onde article on the
entrep‘renéur. For examp{l‘e, Canadian Business now has .a
regular monthly feature ‘Small Business' w‘hi’ch provides
advice' for the business owner. Tr{ere are als;o several

new publications specifically for the entrepréneur ‘such

as 'Venture', 'Inc.‘''and 'Entrepreneur’.

Academic literature &lso reflects this £rend. Accor-
. ging to Jeffrey Timmons of Babson College, "studying entre-
preneurship was a closet activity fcg ten years. But in
kthe last two years therel has'bgen an incredible change.
_ Business professors are now 1'nterested in what makes entre-l
preneurs tick."l I am also interested in what makes entre-

preneurs tick and in how they make the decision to start

a tusiness venture.

"Without exception; subjects partlc‘ipc‘fting in- thi1
stuciy, were enthusiastic aboult the project a;ia‘nd ofter non-
‘tributed more information than was requestedl. This will-
ingness to help me with the project was even extended to
suggesti‘cnls\i" for the research itself. The innovator is
never at xest! This attitude made doing the interview
both challenging and very ir;teresting and I stand very
much in'debt\ to my subjects.

1 Quoted in Kevin Farrell, "Why B-Schools Embrace

Entrepreneurs®, Venture Magazine, February 1984, p.62.

!
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'For; h'ié éxtraofdi‘hary patien,ce ahd for hi; ‘in'vall.iable”
3 ‘aﬁvxce and ass:.stance, I am’ partxcularly mdebted to‘ my
g faCU}.ty adusor‘ Dr. Joe Smucker. C . g ‘ ‘,\ .
I should ‘also hke to acknowledge the endurance and o

unfallmg sUpport of - my husband Jlm, who always beIieved

“that 1 should and could complete thls pro:;ect \My‘ daughter
- : s_arqh‘s support and words of wisdom" were also very impor—f

tant to me. . For May' s' sacrif;u:e and stories of the famlly s,

early entrepreneurxal endeavours, which have always in~

N

spired ‘me, I am mos};. grateful‘ This paper- is for ’he‘r.

. Bpril, 1986 . 'Judith M. Greep '
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It's okay now,“aeagémicglly speaking,

- '~ to.be into entrepréngsurship.
o RV
' " B : .John ‘Kao g
;:9 , ‘ - Harvard University
. ‘Sources of information-on the entrepreneur are varied.
. N / . v -

-Economic Historyf‘coﬁtémporafy studies and popular litera-
ture from many, 'd;séiplineé such as bUSiness, éociqlog&
énd psychology all c&ntribute to a rapidly expanding know-
}edge pase; vyet a true understanding of entfepréneurial
‘talent eludes us. Business séhoql pfofeésors charged with -
tgaching the future entrepreneurs so .necessary to the
survival and sgccess of today's corporatiéhs, allude to
innate characteristics which cannot be taught. - Therefore
R ‘we must agk;.in addifioa‘to the classic defining character-,
istics of risk faking and innovation, what bther traits

is this Key'figure in our economic life likely to possess? .

.

This paper. is based on the findings of a survey of

!

entrepreneurs who 'had left large organisations to begin

i

their own businesses. ' A comparative'group of corporate
managers who had expressed interest in the possibility
of undertaking an entrepreneurial venture was also surveyed.
~ The group of entrepreneurs was chosen because it provided

_accessible and easily identified subjects with similar

levels of management skills who were willing to give up

. S the comfort of stable employment for the risk and uncer-




" the group of corporate managers,f _The obj’ect~ive.wa5 to

tainty of running thelr owrrhus.uies&s,,; By limiting the

i

entrepreneurial group in thns way, it\was hbped to'explore

_the process By which® a dec1sxon for self employment i,s”

made as well as the entrepreneumal charaCterrstlcs for

<

a particular group of entrepreneurs. Factors to he exam-
!

, : : ¢
ined include education, family history, support systems
’ . ) , \ " ( . ) ' B .\
the propensity to take risk and to 'innovate. a

'

. A number of these factors were also examined within

.1dent1fy any potentlal differencep in the way 'the - entre-

- preneur 1is percelved by membex:s f ‘these tyo,g oups.

!

t

al .
v f

Much of what we “currentlly. know, about the entre-

prenetr and ‘how he is defined has been established through
. bl .

the early observation and writings of economi¢ historians.

In the main, this reflects an ‘historical perspective .of
y . N N
society's empire builders and how they were seen. to respond

. . '} ! "
to the economic and social realities of their time.

N E

e

Chapter one ‘of this study déveﬁops“the' historical

perspective from which emerge the essential eiements .Of

risk tak:l]ng and 1rmovatlon whlch are, to thlS day, c0n~
sidered to be the prlmary defining characterlstics of the

entrepreneur. { ) .

An examination of the contémpor,ary entrepreneurial
.o ' o ) Q _: l
studies and research -in Chapter two again emphasizes the

continued .importance of these two. factors. . However, it
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a. is also inferesting to note that studies in soclal science

and business also ideﬁtify additional issues QE;h as educa-

f - a‘* . v N N 5
tion levels, the need to achieve and job dissatisfaction
4. » \,“

//// ' which increase our under§tanding aﬁd suggest further «
* J;_,”ﬂ//ﬁvengeé of exbloratlon. ‘ - «
— X . ‘
;uék;—jye'eFonbmic and\the social realities 9f~the.early :
v &5 have gpperatea ‘a significant upsurge of- Eopular :
¢ interest in tgé'éntrepreneurl . The fai;ure of many lgrgé :

g "
bureaucratic, traditionally structured and managed ,crgani- -

@
’

zations during the recent recessionary period has focussed -
. interest on the reasops for the success of smaller, less

complicated and more responsive organizations. C CN

Capturing, developing and channeLi%ng entrepreneurial

' ' N . . . \ & .
. talent 'is now considered to be a significant determinant

4

& L . .
‘'of the abilxt§ of an organizgtion to be successful, - 4

‘ . o ,
' Chapter three of this study expands upon the many '
" reasons for this renewed interesﬁ' in the entrepreneur.
N N N 4 . .
e 1t explores the pressures now being forced on business

schools to produce graduates capable of dnderstanding and

v :

functioning effectively within a small business environ-
ment. Perhapﬁénmre impertantly the schools seem -to have
- accepted the rpsponsibility of deveYoping the much needed

entrépréﬁeurial talent for the .future. : 1 v
' v . n v
, ?"1'9 , ' * .
~ : What is ®ow being grappled with is the means by which
"entrepreneurs can be developed - a challenging undertaking

- . 2 tom
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1nd1v1dual an amrepreneur.

when 50 httle is known about the factors wruch ma)\ce an','
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-'rhi‘s study is exploratory 'ini'natu‘re ah’d the question-,- ,
. >\
‘nairas used were developed ‘ta examine 2 wide range of
'fact,ors .whlch current research has 1dent1f1ed ‘as being‘
) N . A .
impdrtant’, The. actual decismn maklng process ‘one, goes‘
) ) through when’ startmg a business’ was also examlned.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE HISTORY OF THE ENTREPRENEURIAL ROLE

I\r‘x the broad expanse of time the ‘entreﬁarenéur
has worn many faces and played.many roles.

A\

The elusive and perhaps linnate \é\haractgristicé‘ of‘
risk ‘taking and innovation which separate the entrepreneur
from other men and women have a long histor.y and "have
figured with varying emphasis i_n' the wri‘tings of economists
from dthé ‘mid 1700's onwards. Economists have understood
that the historx of economics is, in fact, the history
of the entrepreneur. According to‘A. H. Cole, "To:study
the entrepreneur is to Istudy.. :the central figure in economi_cs."?

' Robert F. Hebert and Albert N. Link, in their book,

The Entrepreneur, lead us through the development of the

concept of entrepreneur in econom}_ic theory. They provide
a concise historical record _beginning with ’the work of
Richard Cantillon. It is in the writings of this eighteenth
century businessman and financier that we first see the

term entrepreneur used in a precise and analytical way.

To Cantillon the market system and the entrepreneur

were inseparable. The market being a self-regulating

. " 3
network of reciprocal exchange arrangements... (which)
produced (equilibrium) prices...." These reciprocal arrange-

ments "evolve over time in response to need and necessity."

The system is driven by self interest and ‘because profits



3

are .essential to the concept of entrepreneur he will affect

3

the market directly through self interes't, Cantillon's.

prime concern was with the function of the entrepreneur
not his .personality and his. writings show this. Hebert

and Link explain:
o - -~
" Cantillon's theory K suggests 'that an entre-
. preneur is someone who has the foresight and
the willingness to assume risk and takes action ¥
~ requisite to making a profit (or loss). This '
¥ self-interested (and daring) activity has
important social consequences, insofar as
it is the actions of entrepreneurs reacting
to price movements (that is, profit opportun-
ities)  that continuously serve to bring about
a’ (tentative) balance betwpen supplies and
demands in specific markets. :

. ’ ‘\ . K ’
It is important to understand that the entrepreneur's
functions as a risk taker and as a force to bring equilibrium

to the market originated with Cantillon. Put gquite simply,

- "uncertainty is a pervasive fact of everyday life, and

those who must deal with it continuously in their economic
»
. 5 . Co o
pursuits are entrepreneurs."” Cantillon does not see his
entrepreneur as innovative in the sense of creating needs

or demands for specific goods. However, he is quick to

‘identify exiSting needs and satisfy them before anyone

else does. Cantillon's entrepreneur is a capitalist in
the sense &hat he must, as a risk taker, be risking some
loss of either his own or borrowed capital. The risk of
buying at a kndwn price and éelling'at an unknown price
makes farmers, inn-keepers and'tailofslalike enfrepreneurs.

Beggars and robbers could also be "entrepreneurs of their

«

-



, 7 ‘
.6 Z\ - . ‘ , '
own labor. -
!

The importance of Cantillon to the study of entre-

ﬁfeneuridl history canﬁot be -over-emphasised as "He not
only provided the first formal £tatement of the entrepreneur's
role. and. ,significaqce in a market economy but also developed
one of the moét enduring concepts of tfxe'entrepreneur."7
The wofk of subsequent theorists can be studied in.relation

to him. R

One such theorist, Abbe Nicolas Baudeau (1730-1792)

made a study of the French "farmer-entrepreneur” who, like
Ca\ntillo’n's entrepreneuf, functions as a risk taker with
profit as a motive. Baudeau, however, unlike Cantillon,
emphasized the functior of imkénti(on or innovation as a
means éf increasing profit. To this end, "knowledge and
information* vare essential as is "intelligence-"8 Hebert

and Link_explain that:

(.

. :
Bavudeau's theory of entrepreneurship presup-
poses that events jimpinging on economic activity
tend to fall into two categories: those.tfidt
are subject to human -control and those that
are not. To the extent that the entrepreneur
confronts the former, his success will depend
on his knowledge and ability; to the extent
that he confronts the latter, . he places.

- himself at risk."?2

7

‘Anne—Robert Jacques.'rur'got (i727-i781), a French
government minister /\from 17174-1776, extended thé notion
of the entrepreneur as a key to the whole economy, not
just to the farming sector, as , Baudeau had expounded.

AN
L]

' )

o
i
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. ) Fof Turgot, the entrepreneur was "a wealthy man who amﬂnyed’z‘

*

labor in a productive process either in agriculture 'or
in manufacturing. Independent workmen and artisans were

10 For Turgot, capit-

thereby excluded from this category.”

alist and entrepreneur were one and the same. The distinc-
A S

tion was clearly made ‘between the entrepreneur who worked

for profit, and the worker who worked for wqges.11

Y
e

~ ! ) It is fi}ting that the‘firsx brofessof kf economics
in Europe, Jean-Baptiste Say (1767-1832), sh;uld be the
writer' to develop the most c5mplete theory of the entre-
preneur. In,his academic éﬁrsuits,‘Say drew on personal
business experience gained from his spinning faétory in
Pas—dé—Calis. His writing on ent;epreneurshiplum a duality.
lFirst Say described what. 19th century éntrepreneurs~ did
for specific industries Jlocated at various geographicai
locations., He then‘went on to develop a generél théory
of the entrepreneur by eliminating all findings which were
accidental or too particular and leaviﬁg only those elements '

which can be considered typical.12

|

. \
Before the profit-motivated entrepreneur can exist,

however, Say maintained that an "incentive -system" was
necessary and in his view "This incentive system is pro-
vided by the structure of private property rights within
LS
13

a representative gévernmentv" To be entrepreneurial,

in Say's view:

A




.

requires a combination of moral gqualities,
that are not often found together. Judgement,
perseverance, and a knowledge of the world,
as well as of business. He 'is called upon
to .gstimate, with tolerable accuracy, the
importance of the specific product, the prob-
" able amount of the demand,. and the means of
its production: at one ‘time he must employ
a great mnumber of hands; at another, buy or
order the raw material, collect labourers, .
find consuners, and give at all times a rigid
| attention to order and economy:; in a word,
he must possess the art of superintendence
and administration. ' ’ ‘

Although written in 1845, Say introduces the contemp--
3

orary .notion of entrepreneurship as a superior type of

.skilled labor or manager. This was due, for the most part,

to his separation of the capitalist or "lender of money”

from the entrepreneur or "expert at supervision and admini-

stration,™: thus eliminating risk te ing as .a defining

characteristic of the entrepreneur \_Althpugh both- functions

could be accomplished by the samé pecr , it was not neces-, -

sary that it be §0.Y°  The re of this view is 've/r:y
significant, as Hebert and Link indicate, "Say consciously

‘. 7
o f /

or unconsciously -directed attention away “from the unique-

ness of the entrepreneurial role.... .16 Without the. camponent -

<

of risk taking the entreprenéur was reduced to an agkﬁinistrator.

) s
British ‘classical writers such as' Adam Smith, David
Ricardo, Jeremy Bentham and John Stewart Mill did 1little

to advance the understanding of the entrepreneur. However,

‘German classical writers developed some very complete

«

theories of the entrepreneur, One such theorist was

J. H. Von Thunen (1783-1850), who cléarly emphasized the

Rl
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duel entrepreneurial functions of risk bearer and innovator.’

He began with the idea that entrepreneurial and managerial
risk differ in that the risk which is borne by the entre-
preneur produces'a creative anxiety which leads to invention.

In his words: ,

Necessity is the mother. of invention and so
the entrepreneur . through . his troubles will
‘become an inventor and plorer in his field.
So, as the dnvention of a new and useful
machine rightly gets the surplus which its
application provides in comparison with an
older machine, and this surplus is the com- iy
pensation for his invention, in the same way
what the entrepreneur brings about by greater
mental effort in comparison with the paid
manager is compensation for his industry,
diligence and ingenuity.17 *

For the most part, neo-classical economics (after.

1870) became ."increasingly abSt{act and mechanistic,"
With few ekceptionéh the entrepreneur was no longer con-
sidered unique or ‘indispensable to the economic sygtem.
"In fact: ' S

-

...The new paradigm took.ends as given, ex- Tt T o
plained allocation of scare resources to meet

these given ends, and focused attention on

equilibrium results rather than adjustment i

processes. It therefore 1left no room for ’
entrepreneurial action; the entrepreneur became ‘ o

a mere automaton, a passive onlooker withl8

no- real scope for individual decision making. 4 !

One key exceaption to this trend was found in the
work of an American economist Fraﬁk Knight {1885-1972). !
Knight expanded and refined the importance of risk taking

as expounded by Cantillon many years‘earliér. To Knight,

v

Eg -
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risk taking was the essence of the entrepreneur. In his

view, it is the risk of uncertainty and th‘e\\ willingness

of the entrepreneur to assume such a risk that distinguishes
&

him from a manader. Knight also explained profit in terms

_of uncertalnty which the, entreﬁ‘reneur 1s able tc\‘handle

In his ‘words, "“The only ‘'risk' which leads to (entrepre-»_

nurial) profit is a unique uncertainty resulting from an

" exercise of ultimate 'r:spons:Lbility which in 1ts 'very

nature cannot be insured or capitalized noar salaried."™’

The feeling one gets from these notions ©of risk takmg

is that there are some 1ndlv1duals who will take risks

_because -they are not afraid to fail. This may be so, but

1

Knight 'enlarges on this notion, There 1s much more in-

volved than the ability to accept failure. The entre-

preneur has an edge over the. non-entrepreneur in this pro-

A}

cess. Kis .good judgement in assessing margin of erxror
. g

is what sets haim apart and also explains ‘profit. In other

Sooe - : R

. words: ‘ R . \

. —— ' —

...entrepreneurial profit depends on whether
an entrepreneur can make productive services
yield more than 'the price fixed” upon them
by what other people think they can make them
. yield,' its magnitude is. therefore based on
‘a margin of error in calculation by entre-
preneurs and non-entrepreneurs who do  not
force the successful entrepreneur to pay as
much for productlve services. as they could
be forced to pay

According to Hebert and Link, all theories up to

)
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and . including Knight's "share 'the common point of view
that entrepreneurjal activity is a response to Some exO-
genbus force exerted on the market system.*® The first .truly
radical departure from this overweening pe‘rspective was
taken by an economist who etched: his name-in the annals
of economics by deg:laring .the ehtrepreneur to be an endo-

\~
genous factor and something of a mischief maker to boot.

That person was Schumpeter....." 21 4

In fact, Jospeh A.. Schumpeter 1is one of the most’
influen‘tial writers in entrepreneurial history. He; along
with Professors Cochrapn, Cole and Jenks, comprised the
senior group working at the Research Centre in Entr.epré-'
nurial Histocry at Hafvard. As Hebert and Link explain:
"It is with Schumpetér that a more complete dynamic théory

of the entrepreneur ,as an innovator first de'velcped.“22

Schumpeter reacted against the neo-classical notion .of

economic equilibrium,. which reall has no place for the
; ’ .

entrepreneur. His entrepreneur is introduced to disrupt

the "self-perpetuating equilibrium.” 23

Ronan MacbDonald, in his comparison of Schumpeter
and Weber, tells us that both had a view of a traditional

and stable economic life which was at some point disrupted.

For Weber, the disruption was achieved in dramatic
steps through the rise of a charismatic leader like Martin
Luther. This is a critical issue for Weber. For, although

he acknowledged that entrepreneurs of a sort had always

ot
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existed, he did not believe that their impact was of any
consequence. Only with a powerful and countervailing geist
like Calvinism c'ould a prevailing zeitgeist such as Medieval

Catholicism be overcome. The rational frugality which

distinguished Calvinism and the entreprer;eurs who emerged

~at that time was a result of Calvin's followers attempting

to interpret and live by h‘is teachings of predesination.

-Weber described this entrepreneur in the following way:

...a85. a rule, it has been neither dare-devil
and unscrupulous speculators, economic adven- /
turers such as we meet simply at all periods /
of economic history, nor simply great fin-

- anciers who have carried through this change,
outwardly so inconspicuous, but nevertheless
so decisive for the penetration of economic
life with the new spirit. On the contrary,
they were men who had grown up in the hard
school of 1life, calcylating and daring at
the same time, above all temperate and reliable,
shrewd and completely devoted to their
business, with _strictly bourgeois opinians
and principles, .

A

Schumpeter, on the other -hand, believed that business

‘ leaders were constantly emerging. This belief led him

to propose a dynamic model. As MacDonald explains, for
Schumpeter "capitalism proceeds gradually, yet by discon-

tinuous steps, and each wave of Eprovement is succeeded

by a period of relative quiet, a ne ) position oj equilibrium,”

l{ccording to Schumpeter, the key to entrepreneurial success
is - innovation. Hebert ' and Link clarify this innovative

process for us:

-

J 0y

25
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‘to ‘evaluate forcefully.

14

This- .innovation must consist. of producing
~and marketing a new commodity; otherwise the
innovation would represent a cost-reducing .
adaptation of knowledge, ._which leads only .
to a new supply schedule. Schumpeter pointed
out quite clearly. that this knowledge under-
lying the innovation need net- be newly dis-
covered - it may be existing knowlgdge that
has never been utilized in production.

W
w'y

. - ) \\ . .
what is .needed, in order to ‘be innovative,” according to
L e ' N ’ )
Schumpeter, is more than just intelligencec.- ' There must
be wiﬁl.’ifr'energy‘v'angl the assumption of the.role of leader.

' He asks “"What have the individuals under clonsidqf:a\tion

* LY
contributed to this? Only the will and the action.”

>

" As MacDonald explains "The 'unusually strong charac-
ter' and the 'clarity of vision "and ability to act' of

Weber's innovator is matched by Schumpeter's e}r\phésis :

on ‘'the capacity for making decisions'' and t‘he 'vision
27
[

" Schumpeter eliminated risk taking as a defining character-

istic of the entrepreneur. He made a clear istinction

between entrepreneurs and capitalists. His view is based,

on the belief "that very few enterprises are begun with

an entrepreneur's own personal savings. He therefore
must ge to another source for capital and it 'is this person

who bears, the risk.’®  1In nis own words: "Risk obviously

-always falls on the owner of the means of production or’

of- the money—capita'l which was paid for them, hence, never

-, .
- . . 2 -
on the entrepreneur as such." ? .

While he emphasized innovat ion .

“1a



He goes cn to explaln, houever that entrepreneurs .

may end up inm the capltallst class:

.. if we 1ook' at individuals who &t least

at some juncture in their lives fill the entre-
preneurial function it should be ' added that
these individuals do not form a social class. .
They hail from all the’ corners of the social
universe. . ...However, all the men who actually
do fulfil entrepreneurlal functions have -
-certain interests in common and,. very much
more dmportant that this, they acquire cap-

. 1ta115t pdkltlons in case. of success.

It is on _this issue oOf not including risk taking -

-as, an essentxal characterzstlc of entrepreneur that

-Schumpeter recelves the most crltxcism fcr ‘s Hebert and

4

‘Link 901nt‘out, genuznely 1nnovat1ve,dec1sions must cer~ -
2 o - - — - N o i

tainly be shrouded with'unberfainty, and pufe entrepre-

neur;al gaxn would only exist. if the. entrepreneur s de-

cisions are successful in sltuatlons of uncertaxnty n31

Both Webér and' Schumpeter 'rejeet ‘the mnotion that
. hedonism is the “underlying motivé of entrepreneurial

action and capital acc:umula‘tion.';32 . For” Weber, the essence

of ‘the entrepreneur is. the idea of duty as a calllng .which

he belzeved to be "one of the most characteristlc elements

of ‘our capitalistic culture."” n33
~

. Weber describes the ideal type of capitalistiC‘entre;

preneur in the following way:
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He avoids ostentation and unnecessary expendi-
ture, as well as conscious enjoyment of his' -
power, and is embarrassed by the outward signs ',
of the social recognition which he receives.
His manner of 'life is, in other words, often...
distinguished by a certain ascetic tendency. -
...He gets nothing out of his wealth for himself,
except the irrational .sense of having done
his job well.34 ° = .

Fof Schumpeter, on tHe ‘othér hand,. motives .of an
eritrepreneur include "the dream and the will to found a
private kingdom", "the will to conguer" and "the joy of

c:reating."’35

‘Arthur H. Cole, a past Executive Directdr (}948-1949)

of the now defunct Research Cepter, claims that the’intef;

L]

lectual roots of the Center stem from Schumpeter's work.

As a part of its mandate -the Center, which existed until
the 1?57*56jqcademic year, proadened‘tﬁe base, upon which
’eﬁﬁrepreneurial history was to develop fﬁrther. KIthoth.
‘économistSN and ‘economic histor}ads woﬁld still be [prime
contributors to the understanding of the entrepreAéur,

it was believed to be essential to havé "advice, datagand

'cdhceptdél apparatus from social and political history,

rom socio;ogy, applied anthropology, socia&l psychology,

‘bolitical science, -1law, business administration and even

S
Lt . s . . 6
sometimes medicine and religious hlstory.“3 e

Cole's own theories are built on .this base. He ack-

-

nowledges and discusses the importance of social and psycho-

o

logical factors. He explains that one vieQ_of the entre-

.

A

s
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preneur centers around:
'r/ ‘ B ' , . . .
...the psychological aspect - where ultimately
the conditioning of men by .social forces
(and institutions)} is particularly relevant.
Here we. can be content merely to note the
obvious “elements: -the "restless epergy" of
_businessmen, their alertness to opportunltles
and the like..? From the f:Lrst merchants,
-, successful businessmen have been ctharacter-
ized by at least some measure of adventure
- which economlsts ‘include in their concept
of "rigk taklng :

About risk bearing itself he safs:

...bus1nessmen are tyPically act@ve, "restless"”
ambitious. The- bearing of risks is to them’

" merely incidental to ‘the accomplishment of
some purpose.... .

In examlnlng Schumpeter's notion that innovation
was the deflnlng characteristic of the entrepreneurw Céle

came to the ‘conclusion that this was much too lxmlting ’

I3

‘A concept. ngt there were not only different tyﬁés‘of,

innovators but different types of entrepreneurs, some not

at all involved with the actual process of technical in-

novation. This ig—tlear when we examine Cole's definition

of entrepreneurship which is most comprehensive:

S

Entrepreneursla:.p may be defmed as the pur-
poseful activity (including , an integrated
sequence of decisions) of an individual or

-+ group of assoc;ated individuals, undertaken
" to initiate, maiptain or aggrandize a profit-
orientad business unit for the production

or d;strlbutloQ,of economic goods and services

" with pecunxary or other advantage the goal

" or measure of success, in interaction ‘with
(or within the 'condlt}ons. éstablished .by)
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the 1nternal sitvation of the unit 1tself

or with the economic, political and socxal
circumstances (institutions and practices)

of a perlod which allows an apprec1abletmumuxe -
of freedom cf decxsxon.

e '
. .o -
-

N Traditional aﬁd classical theorists have built their

theories of entrepreneurship one upon the other. The 'issues

of innovation-'and risk taking appear to be the prime concern .

R 3
. ]

The ‘challenge’ théd; is to make thls informatlon

N

‘meanlngful and relevant to" the study of present day - entre~f

preneurs.

AN
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, .CHAPTER TWO

-

Contemporary Studies of the Entrepreneur

In an attempt to idegtify relevant contemporary Stl?.ldiés,
+, - access was obtained to. two."large ‘data banks, one which
gi'sts North American business topicsland the' other was
Dissertaﬁion Abstracts International. A wide }ange of
index tities weré‘s‘garc‘hed including entrepreneurial type,
Cantillon, venture,. innovation, risk taking, achievement,
motivation, entrpreneurial. personality and education.
R‘elevant studies were not as numerous aS'. the wealth of
. popula‘f literature w~ould lead one to assumé; Ho;ﬂever,
it was possible to identify and locate studies whichv' set
a framework for issues related to 'the, decision for self .

. ’ ' employment and. entrepreneurial characteristics.

' [ 4
Robert H. Brockhaus examined the relationship between

- job dissatisfaction and the decision to become self employed.
This "push" "fheo;y is a common theme in entrepreneurial
literature~ His Atudy examined and compared the job satis-

faction levels for three groups of subjects. A gro'up of

v

a

entrepreneurs who had started a business within' the previous
three months, a group of managers who had changed jobs'
with their company and™a

?

‘their company for another ford

group of managers who had left

ation were all asked to

‘complete ‘a job description indw This index is us'ec'ixto
AN N . .
measure degree of job satisfaction. By using these 'par-
(i* . . ticular gfoups, Brockhaus was able to 'examine whether the
X / ' '

. '
- . . L4
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groups manifested job dissatisfactions of different levels
of intensity and whether or not different aspects of: their

work were responsible for job dissatisffaction.

1
'

When comparisons were done on various me‘asﬁreé of -
satisfaction, it’ was found that the differences between
the entrepreneurs aﬁd thé two g‘roup’s of managers were 'no.t
statisticafly significant. 1In this study, job dissatis-
faction is not a guarantee that a new business will be

started, only that some changes will likely be made.

-

'Even though he is unable to demonstrate which manaders
will become entrepreneurs, Brockhaus believes that ‘his
study supports much that is written about the likelihood
of } new business being started because .the founders were’
pushed  away f»rom, or were escaping .an unacceptable .busi-
ness environment. His finding§ were as follows:

The fact that 59 per cent of the entrepreneurs
had the desire to start a business before
they had a product or service idea, compared -
to 15 per cent who had the idea first, sup-
ports the concept of .the entrepreneur being
pushed from his previous place of employment -

rather than being "pulled" into an extremely .
.appealing business opportunity.? - "

It is exp%::ted that entrepreneurs in this study will . .
‘articulate wanting to get away frpm a particular situa-.

tion as a major reason for startihg a business.
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Education and its relationship to ‘entrepreneurial

¥

3 ) ct
.\success is an interesting issue, There is a widespread

college grads .are not as successful as non-graduates.”

belief that entrepreneurs . are . relatively less educated

-than the general‘ population. In an attempt to investi-

gate this notion, Merrill E. Douglas interviewed 153 entre-
preneurs - black, white, male and female in the Atlanta
metropolitan area. His findings were that the entrepré—
neurs were "considerably more edUcatg‘d than the general
population by almos.t a 3 to 1 margin. Tl{irty-six per c;ant
of the entreprehe'urs in the sample had at least one coliege
degreé, compared to 14 per cent of t‘he population in the-
same metropolitan area and 11 p%‘ cent of the gota‘l u.s.

population,"2

His n‘ext concern/was relating education to success.
With a .sample of 64 entrepreneurs, his findings were that
entrepreneurs with only ‘some college education were‘\more
success}ul than the ones with full degrees. | His conclusion
"even though entrpreneurs have more éducation than comrﬁonly
believed, education apparently does not contribute directly

+

to business success. ‘As entrepreneurs, business school

‘grads are not as successful as other college majors and

3

3

Robert E. Coffey and John F. Herrman also examine °

the question, "Is Formal Education Related to Success?"

in ‘an article by this same name. .They concluded that formal

. Y . . ‘ 3
education is very important and "can contribute to entre-

o
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a

preneurial success" because it can have impact on critical
issues such as developing. "a workable idea®”, “resources"
and learning "successful adaption to the environment® 'as

well as developing "management khowledge and skill". Even

‘characteristics that are as personal as desire, initiative

and determination can be developed by increasing self

confidence in "well-designed, suppoytive formal educational
4 .

-

- environments”

-~

| They make it very clear, howe(v‘ér, thatr formal edu-
cation must be. augmented by expef_ience Z"LnA the business
world in order to deve,lc‘ap speciFic‘skillg ‘and .know.ledge.
The ablllty to apply the more general knowledge and theorles
of formal educatlon are also augmented by this process.

They . suggesty the following model is ideal for the entre-

-preneurs a?/d the most l1kely to lead t{\s\mcess.:

e

Flgure 1 -
MODEL FOR ENTREPRENEURIAL EDUCATION

~_/

SR ‘ i1 - ur
SCHOOL | ¢} . EXPERIENCE SCHOOL
augmnented by supplemented by con- enrithed by and

experience. |—ltinuing education and}—)| enriched to ex-
trainging and develop- perience. -
ment program§.

Source: Robert E. Coffey and John F. Herrmamn, '
- w? "Is Formal Education Related to Success?"
: Journal ' of Small Business Management, '
April- 1976. .




. ing this opportunity.. On a personal level they ‘believed
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.

It 1s expected that entfepreneu;s in this- study will
have .a;lt léast some. unix:er%ity \éducation and Ithat those_
who have university degrees will not necessarily hold a
\’busin,ess degree. Entrepreneﬁrs are aléo expecte_d to con-

sider previous business experience as important as their

-~

education, to their- successful functioning.

o

- .

"7 The notion: of‘ the entrepreneur's allegiance to a
"_work ethic was e?camined in a study by Kallen and Kelner
(April 1983). They surveyed a number of highly successful
'Ca.nadian entrepreneurs in \f'our ethno-religious groups.
. Two mé‘jority groups were e:éamined - yA'n'glo-lz'x:otestemt ané
Anglo-Cathoiic and two minority groups‘ Italian-Catholic
and -;]ewish. With an in-deptlh' interview technique, tthe’
" researchers hoped to.determine whether there was, at that time, a
~‘differ.ence between the‘entrepreln‘eurial ability of prdtest-

ants and non-protestants, as Max Weber had proposed.

The study ident;lfied a common work ethic that Sad
"‘not/‘hing to do Qith reltig‘ious persuasion. All of .the entre-
preneurs in the study believed in the values of education,
_independence and hard work.- These entrepreneurs also
believed that it was important to fake 'a risk in develop-

‘ ‘
that it was essential to "stretch oneself to the limits®

L ' 5
. in order to succeed as an entrepreneur.
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With regard to the r;ot;bn‘bf work béing va‘llued for
itself, as an”end in, itself Arather ‘than as a means to “an
'énd‘,‘ the authors add further that “the commitmenf: of these
entrepreneurs to"work involved a ‘noti’on of work which_ waé
fa‘r removed from the s'heér necessity to make a living.
They valued their work for the, challenges it provided,
its intrinsic interest and the ’Constént étimulation pro-

. vided by their business en’dea\‘roure-,."6

The Kallen/Kelner study examined many issues con-

. sidered. to be of ‘extreme importance to an qnderstand‘ing

=
.

of the entrepreneu;‘ial function; and indeed they substan-
tiated many of 'these notions. "Therefore it 1s expected
‘that entrepreneurls‘ in this study will marifest a work ethic:
It can also be a‘ht_icipated that they will "recognize an
économic challengé as an opportunit};," and have ”;a étrong
sense of individual responsibility, " They are also ex-

péc_:ted to be innovative, be willing to work long hours

]
and express a great need for autonomy.,

pavid . McCelland hag written a gréat deal on tﬁe
fsubject of achieveménf motiva‘tion or the need to achieve.
The results of 20 years of research has‘ied him to the
‘c'onclusion that the most important factor in entrepre-
\nuria.l success 1s achieyement métiv"e and that it can be
measured. ’ I‘Howev’er,‘ it has also been noted that entre-
preneurs when measured on an achievement m‘ot‘ivation‘ scale

do not score highly on the need for power ds a mqtivator.s'
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The issue of achievement motivation is -an important one

-

and helps to clarify. the iséue of risk taking which is

considered essential to the entfep;eneurial personality.

Réseérch has not supported‘fgé'notion of the enfre"
prené#uar as ah‘%utrighg gambler‘whd,pufs all at risk for
the possibility of gain or glory. ' Brockhaus has noted
that entrepreneurstprefer risks with odds of success near

50750.9 This supports previous research which shows that

. only a moderate level of risk is acceptable to individuals

who are considered to have a high need for achievement.
It makes sense that if an individual's need to achieve

is extremely high, he is not terribly interested in taking

on projects or assignments where the probability of -failure”

is also high. That is, this individual is interested in

achieving results, not in failure. Consequently, in con-

sidering whether or not to take on a project, this indi--

vidual must make an assessment of his likelihood of success,
N . > ¢ ¢

and determine whether or not this risk is'acceptable to

him, bearing in mind his interest in maximising his success-

ful achievements and minimizing failures.

Entrebfeneurs in this study are expected to support
both the work of McCelland and Brockhaus in that they are
expected to manifes; a h}gh need to achieve; but limit
risk in some way gn order'not to‘feopardize this achieve-

ment.

.

L
Al
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The picture developed, -thus far, is a positive one

in the sense that reseaich has shown the entrepreneur to

. be relatlvely well educated in comparlson to the general
public. He ;s w1111ng to take rlsks but not with exces-
sive 1ndulgence 1n order that he may maxlmlze ‘the achleve—
ment of his goals and successful projects. He is a person
w1th a strong work eth1c w1th varying rellglous and ethnic

backgrounds. He is creatlve and 1nnovat1ve.

There is also research which takes a,more. negative

view which its authors believe to be a more realistic view. -

_For example Kets De Vries, in his study of the entreprenurial
.
personality, warns that. we have made a folk hero out of the entre-

preneur when he most certainly has feet of c¢lay.  In his view:

We quickly recognize an element' of mythology

and legend in the articles about entrepreneur-

ship in such journals 4&as Fortune magazine.

This journal and others of its kind devote

part of each issue to preaching the gospel

of. enterprise and business leadership. Not
surprisingly these themes of individual suc-.

éess and failure are highly popular; they
~catch the readers' imagination and are empathy-
provoking since they awaken the rebellious j
,spirit present in each of us. We see that o
Prometheus and- Odysseus have been replaced :
‘by that folk: hero of the "industrial waqrld,

the entrepreneur. He has become ' the 1last
lone ranger, a bold individualist fighting
the odds of the environment. He is that

individufl who after enduring and overcoming
many hardships, trials and business adventures .
finally seems to have 'made it.’

Kets De Vries generalizes from examples of such

'spectacular figures asQBernarq_Cornfield and Robert Vesco

N
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. he quotes:-

29
,4;)

s

and concludes that ther entrepreneur is* a SOCl misfit

. and a 1oner whose famlly h;story is wunhappy at ‘best.’ He

N . [l

.supports the view of Colins, Moore and Unwallad ‘whose work

1

“the way, of the entrepreneur is a long,
lonely and difficult road. The men who follow
it/ are by ne¢e531ty a special breed. They
are a breed who cannot do well in the estab-
lisheéd and clearly defined routes available
‘to the rest of us. The road they can follew
is one that is lined with difficulties, which
most of us could not even begin to overcome. .
As a -group they do not have the qualities
of patjcince, understanding and charity many
of us may admire and wish for in our fellows.
This is understandable. In the long and try-
ing w of ,the entrepreneur such gqualities
may com® to be so much excess baggage. What
is necessary to the man who travels this way
is great imaginatlon fortitude and hardness '
of purpose. ‘

The men who travel the entrepreneurial way
are, taken on balance, not remarkably likeable
people. This too is upderstandable. As any
one of them might say in the vernacular of
the world of the entrepreneur, "Nice' guys’, ~ .
don't win" 1 . i :

1
\

De Vries- believes that a d%iving’ambition and neegd .
to contrpl stem not from aﬁy "inner strength and self-
assurance"” but from a basic insecurity which is character-

a

ized by anxiety and self-criticism.- In his view. this

anxiety is due to a COnstapt expectation of failure and

punishment. In the entrepreneur, this leads ndt to a
pqssiﬁe, submissive role but to ‘an extremely dggressive
and impulsive .type of behaviour. This reaction against

hardship leads De ‘Vries to propose the following reactive’
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model of entrepreneurshib:

: The ‘'reactive model' makes for a sense of

.. Impu151v1ty whereby speediness, abruptness
and ‘a lack of planning on a longer term basis
determines the entrepreneusr's actions. It

is 'short-term, operational planning for the
purpose of instant |gratlflcatlon which pre-
dominates and makes for success 1in actions.

These people seem to be characterized by a

low tolerance ‘for frustration and tension

and a low attention span, seemingly in pursuit

of immediate gains and satisfactions. For
the entrepreneur the initial_ impression, ‘'the
hunch', often becomes the final conclusion

without a further serious search  and deliber-
ration process. _There seems to be an absence

. .. ..of - concentration, of logical objectivity,
judgement and reflectiveness, as if. the process

of cognition is impaired and does® not fulfil

~its integrative function. A lack of analytical
thinking, an absence of active search .pro-
cedures and self- crltlcal refleCtlons becomes‘

a predomlnant mode

X L]
8] N . ) ! o
Andrew Feinberg's article, "Inside the gntrep;eneur”
partially supports De Vries' view although he ‘provides

no Isupport to the reactive model which argues that the
[entrep;eneur is likely to aanifest impulsiveﬁess where
speediness, abfupfness and a.ladk of planning on a long
. term basis determines the entrepreneur's'actions. Erom
‘a etudy of Seventy—seven‘entrépreneurs,«using an' in-depth
interview technique, he reports'thpt the mejority of the
. 'subjects began their bueinesses 5eca\ee ey ”felt victi-
«mized by their former employer." 13 owever, it ehould
also be considered that th}s will not, autoﬁatically lead

them to accept the reactive model type of personality.

'Individuals possessing substantial inner strength and

P

N g™
- .
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spiritual fortitudé could also feel this emotion ih, a

* bureaucratic setting.

IS

- ' . The study also confirmed the notion that entrepre-

neurs are not afraid to fail. It showed that for the
©+ entrepreneur "work and play blend together." and that

',ehtrepreneuré are really "excitement junkies" with "garbler's

b 14

‘blood . It is not just that they are Qilling to accept

s

risk but need the emotional high that risk taking provides.

A

Th%s accounts, so the study says, for the starting of new

. y . .

routine.

» - . while the stbjects ekanﬁned in Feinberg's study were generally

“seen by the author to demonstrate a tendency toward stubbomness
—_ , =
this characteristic was tempered by their openness, -their perceived

flexibility. and ability to cope effectively, with competi-

tion. Feinberg's study also identified distinct workaholic

,tendencies in the subjects under examination. For instance,

L >

this characteristic is illustrated in the following observ-

o ,» . ation from one of Feinburg's sﬁbjeéts:

&

- . ‘I took a four-day weekend one éime... and

v ' it drove me crazy being away. The morning

. N ... . 1 was supposed to go back I woke up at 3.30,

‘ . 4.30 and then 5.00: at 5.00 I_said the hell
' with it and went to the office.

9

’ ' ) Entrepreneurs were found 40 place much greater trust
) ..~~in their instincts than in the advice .of outside experts.’

These subjects tended often to view _these experts with

~ businesses once an established business becomes at all
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contempt. The exception being one's personal accountant,

. whose contribution was generally.valued and trusted.

Feinberg's findings on the'relatiorigzhip between the

entrepreneur and his employees were most interesting.

Entrépreneurs were found to have a des.ilre to create a work
atmostphere which is positive because of their own nega-
tive experiences. They were also found to take great '
pride in their ability to provide a living for sc;meone"
else. “However, nurturing requires a good deal of 'the

entrepreneur's ‘time'and cons‘iderable eféort. In this res-:
bect, even though the entrepreneur’'s" intlentions ‘may be

good, he does not always have the required time available

to make the effort to create a positive work environment

'

- for his staff members.

Consequently, personal problems and staff complaints

o 1 :
are bound to occur which ¢an be very hurtful as the entre-
preneurs “interpret complaints as a comparison of them

to their former discreaited bosses."16

t

The Kets ' De Vries a;ud Feinburg studies presenf a
picture of the entrepreneurs as loners and social misfits
who 1éc}§ patience and’understanding for others. They are
aggressi‘ve, impulsi\)e and generally not wvery warm indi-

viduals. De Vries and Feinberg describe the entrepreneur

as someone who needs large amounts of risk - an "excitement

.Junkie,r someone who hates and distriust outside experts.

3
-

The author's entrepreneurs are also workaholics who cannot
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enjoy a pursuit of leisurely and non-productive activities.

They are individuals who find relationships with staff

very difficult because they have too high an expectation
of what théy, as employers, should provide as a working

environment for employees.

The entrepreneur described in these two studies is
'a;‘sterleO‘t.yfpae. Kéts De Vries indicates that individuals
like B\e‘rnax;d Cornfield and Robert Vesco would be two ex-
- amples of thi\s stereotype. It is not know whether 'the
entrepreneurs in this study will 'be social misfits or
"excitement junk;esr’-" It can be anticipated however, that
they will be workailolics, in the sense that they work
very long hours and enjoy work more than anything else
in their~ lives. They are also expected to demonstrate
a c’ontenn\pt"‘ for former employers, a° distrus‘t‘ of outsiae
.experts-and to have a desire to pla‘y a nurturing role to-

1

wards their staff members. > An examination of research

1
available reveals a strong emphasis on the importance: of
sglected ch'aracteristics such as education or job dissat-
isfaction for entrepréne(:rs and has not yielded a great
deal to our understanding of ‘the eptrepreneuriai pro"cess
of why people cho‘ose to engage in 1t Perhaps ‘'this is

-

because even the best writers insist ‘on dealing with the

entreprénieur however he chooses him as though there were

C\ only one type. This uni-directional approach to the des-

cripfion of the entrepreneur inhibits the develobment af

a full undei“standing of who the entrepreneur is, what
t

rd

—
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motivéfes him, how he behaves and ﬁow he interacts with
and responds to his‘environment. ‘Current researéh on the
subject oﬁ*the'ehtrepréneur appears to be based largely
on a perceptién of the éntreéreneur that has wundergone
little change since"the writ&ngs of Cantillon. That is,
they demanstrate a focus on the concepts of the ihsepara-
bilify of tﬁe market system and the entrepreneur and more

specifically, on the function of the entrepreneur as a

risk taker.

’

‘ffhis perspective has been expanded by Frederick
-Arthur Webster, in his article, "Entrepreneurs'and\mnnnbs:
An Attempt'At,ClassifiCation and Clarification,™ He lists
the‘Can£illoh entrepreneur as 3just one of five existing
types of entrepreneurs. In Webster's view this type 1is
moré of "a silent theoretical entity who makes rational
decisions, strives for profit maximization, as define?
by the economists and assumes managerial and other unin-

surable risks in exchange for proﬁits."17

Webster's other classifications of entrepreneur are

as follows:

The Industry Maker is in spirit "A Nation Builder, a hard

working . pioneer spirit who takes large risks, invests a
tbtal personal fortune, establishes an organization and
" then manages it into the industry leagef.' He has been

viewed as "the manipulator (Robber Baron) of an entire
-n18

!
/

industry or a\&ifge segment of an industry.




The Administrative Entrepreneur is associated almost alwaysa

~

with one f}rm. He is an ‘executive "who alone, or with

' . . ) . -
. peers, creates an organization or a reorganization o¢f an !

existing organization and then remains on in’'a permanent

capacity to manage and contrel  the managerial function

,0f the business. entity so created."19

. 1
° cu L
-

- The Small Business Owner/Operator "includes retail and

1

i

wholesale merchants whose operationssg}é 1ihitéd in scope
;ith respect to sales, geographical outreach and profit’
potentlal. Examples includé the cérner grocer, the in- L .
_“ J, gﬁépendent drugglst....'20 Webster cautions that this very
large group of entrepreneurs may be dxfferent from other
entrepreneurs in their orientation. 1In his view they may - ‘ v e T

-“gé into’ those businesses]to escape from the very thing

that attracts the more flaﬁboyant entrepreneurial types

- the lure.of the quick and dirty 'big financial payoffﬂ,"z;

The Independent Entrepreneureis defined- as follows:

.

.- An enterprising individual who operates thh—
out peers to create going ventures fnmrscnnch
and whp is not particularly prohe toward long-
term management of any one wventure, In con- C
trast with the other four entrepreneurial
types, the independent. is more likely not
to be a risk-taker but rather a risk-creator..
In essence, it is the outside shareholders,
the subordinate principalss and the venture}
unsecured creditors who are- the real risk- -

. takers in many. of the schemes that attract

. , independent entrepreneurs.

: : \

13

Webster believes that the personality of this type of en-

‘trepreneur . is often "complex" and Smulti-dimensional.” v
p . Y .

’ » . . oL 1




P

36

Also,” that they "can be 1loners surrounded by people and

are opccasionally misunderstood by those that they want

" to be closest to. They may ‘have a fear of 'outside people !
. .

egpecially when circumstances compel them to trust or de-

pend on others for establishing goals or procedures...f"”

‘Sorting entfepreneurs into types, prior to examining

their particular characteristics, seams to be a valuable

tool to achieve understanding. It remains to be seen if

“

these categories have relevance for this study. It is

expected that most of the entrepreneurs interviewed will

fall easily into the Administrative type or the Small

Business Owner/Operator type. :
¢ ‘ . ¢
K Powell and Bimmerle developed a descriptive bn’\odel
whlch outlines the various factors encompassed w1th1n the
dec1s1on process whereby the individual is prompted to
1n1t1ate a venture into entrepreneurship. In their model,
they have taken ‘the position tl:xat various descriptive terms
and states can be used to define entrepreneurlal tenden-
cies. These descrlptors are categorized as 1. tralts e.qg.
néed for achievement, willingness to take risk, initiative
etc., and 2. personal fitness e.g. good health, mentall
alertness etc.,v and 3 knowledge /experience e.g. admin-
istrativg’ and analyt¥ecal abilities, etc. Powell and
Bimmerle believe “that if enough of the entrepreneurial

descriptions listed..,. are present in the proper balance,

the individual can then be. regarded as a prime candidate
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,

for entreprencurship - w24

Y
That is, if enough -of these entrepreneurial des-

criptors are present and are of sufficient strength, then

into entrepreneurship.

[

the individual has a readiness to consider making a venture
- 4
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‘The authors define the next stage in .their pr'océss.x
model as consisting of various precipitating. factors. That

is, "situations or circumstances which cause an individual

to consider the possibilities of .starting a business. These"

precipitating factors include 1. dissatisfattior with one"s,
cu:ren§ position or circumstances and 2. a pe;r'cleived opéor«
tuhity or 3. some initial encourégement. - This last precipi-
tating faqtor could include a signal received from one‘s,
current organiza‘tion that future career opportunities are
limited, etc., or possibly encouragement from an outside

source to launch.an entrepreneurial venture.

Given that one or more of these precipitating factors

%

are'prgsent, the model suggests that the next stage in this

Eecision making process is evaluative. Specific factors

elating to venture itself as well as the various support
mechanisms and, processes are evaluated and, this leads to

a yes/no decision as to whether to initiate the venture.

In addition to its wusefulness in understanding the
process whereby decisions to i‘pitiate entr\epreqeurial ven-
tures are made thié ‘model would seem to offer some px;-edic-
tive potential. The question which ‘must be addressed is
whether. or not certain of the precipitating factors have
-moxre predictive validity than others. That is, o,‘f the three
‘preciptating factors - Qigsatisfaction, opportun‘ity and

initial encouragement -~ do any of these have greater impact

than the ,.-»*-." in causing an ,individual to consider self

v o



. a px ec1p,1tat1ng factor in startmg a bus:mess.

40
‘Given ‘current economic conditions' and the resuvlt'ing

]ob pressures and restrlctlons within large organizations

(the push c0ncept) 1t is ant1c1pated that the entrepreneurs

“in this study w,ill be 1mpac,ted more by job dlssatlsfaction

than by percelved opportunlty or 1n1t1al encouragement as

Based on study of all of the relevant laterature, the
operatmg hypothesm for this study is that there"ls an
entrepreneurlal "épir?t " and that, there are :Ldentlfia'ble(

tralts whlch 1ead to. success as an entrepreneur. It is
\

assumed that. there'are also ‘identifiable reasons for, and

' :;ubport‘ systems which are essential to the decision to leave

an‘e‘stablished business to become self emplbyed.
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’ : . CHAPTER ‘THREE

/e
)

The’ Entrépreneur\- ip Popular Liter‘agure,

o . . Corporate giants with tbéir, blue-suited bus -
" inessmen and . bureaucratic ways are.being up-
staged these days by an army of restless,

o *+ hard-working entrepreneurs. ‘ ' 1
. \
‘ . . / . A
o T . C . o .| Dianhe Maley 1
o ( - : Glob and Mall
The article from which the above quotiation:' was taken

had as its heaﬁmg, “Entreprenemrlal Splrlt'Se"én as Key

i

( to Rev:wal- This rather novel ;dea has be\come a familiar

theme :m the popular busxness press and *llustrates why

.80 many people 1n academlc as Well as (in bus:.ness circles

~ :
con51der entrepreneur1a1 studles 'to be essential.
SRR o 8 ,
' ., ¢ ° . . A} , !
The reason for all this concern, we are told
¢ s 0 \

T

' tributable directly to the relationship between small busi-

’x\ \
, is at- .

' ness and hard economie¢ times.. John Meyer, a Montreal econ-

[

" omic consultant, explains é‘at the post-recession economy

is very different and favours small business in a way that

prePrecessmon times d1d not. As concern for cos‘ts plague

‘ largq ‘corporations, it has become apparent that it is often

oo |

more efficient and ecenomlcal to have Certalnl ]Obs done

-

by smaller firms, /’Hls 51tua(tlon is attrlbutable to sev-

y eral ma]or factqrs. Smaller organizations aré generally

'relatlvely free " from various institutional‘i‘ncumbrancesl

which are often well entrenched in other largér an\c\z

‘more

‘mature. organlzatlons. For example larger origanlz tions

o

' \ s
e , s . ! : N
' ' . . . f B ,
' + .
'
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are often 1ocked mto various contractual agreements with
unions, comprehens:.ve and costly employee protection plans,
etc., which smaller firms often are not. Addltlonally.,
critical reqguirements for the survival of.-smzﬁler fizms
include resgonsiveness, agility and lO‘;V overhead e;cpe‘nses..
These states are achieved most often by maintaining “fewer
layers or levels, in ’theii‘ management hierarghiee; thus
p'rodu.ci.nq 4 leaner and l?ss cos’t)lj 'organizational stri.xc—

ture. Adso, "an ec‘"onon(y in transition" is exactly the type

»

-6f environment in which an entrepreneur thr:wes. Big bysi-.

-

‘ness end big government simply éannot respond as quickly.?‘

K3

Small . f:ers are qulck to selze new—=opportun1tes ‘and

v

to innovate, accordlng to' Meyer. Although one mlght assume

that major innovations come from the laboratories of. govern—

ment or large corporations, this. is aapparently not the case.

Studies in .Britain and by the National Science Foundation

'ir'a the United States show, according to Meyer, that "small

. ' Fs
.U.S8. businesses  produce about twenty-foug times as mahy

innovations per research 2nd development dollar as big

business do.”3 : ‘ ’

)
®
o

s
These realitles far from being a negative force,

o7

can and do 1mpact pos;tlvely on the. relatlonshlp between
large end small business organ;zatlons. In fact, .there
— °

is a symbiotic relationship. which is’ outlined by Eric Scott

Executive, Vice President o

‘the’ Federal Business Development



.l

Bapk.

- the following statements:

g

4

In a spgéch given in Hamilton, Mr 'Scott included
. ) N : B

C‘h .
In my experlence the relationship between big
business and small is essentially a complemen-
tary one rather than a hurtful, competxtlve
one. ’ - ! '

The fact is that the bigger a business becomes,

" the greater demand it frequently has for the

Q

ation
show:

v

-goods and services s?all business can supply
most effectlvely.

As the blg businesses expand their. markets
.in’ basic products, they are creating new op-

poxtunities for small business to enter the

cus tom and spec1a11ty markets .’

»

s,

Tbe.relatioﬁéﬁlp between small business and job cre-

is alsb a positive one, as the following statistics

N . - ‘

small U.S. buSinesses provided most of the
jobs created between 1970  and 1980, and the
trend accelerated during the recession.

U.S. entrepreneurs were starting companies
at the rate of 600,000 a year. by December,
1983, @ This compared with 93,000 ‘a year in
1950. When people relied heavily on big busi-
ness and government foz/iobs...

Companies - with fewer than - 50 employees ‘pro-

vided most" of the new jobs in Canada from 1975

to 1982, according to a survey by the Canadxann
Federation of . Independent Business. Companies

. less than t%? years old created 18. 5 per cent

. of the jobs,

smal},business.6

-~

In Ontario alone, of the_ 100,000 new jobs created
from 1979 to 1982, 70,000 were attributed to

v

LR .

5

T

]
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! . “"Taken collective{y, small businesses are very baig

business indeed. They provide about one-third of Canada’'s’

total production in private manufacturing, transportation,

construction, trade and se:rvice.”7 What is clear from the.’

discussion thus far, is that the entrepreneur and his smal-

-ler organfzation is succeeding where the larger, more heav-
s “

ily layered organization is not. Jennifer Wells, in her

; ' insightful article, 'Born to Raise Profits,' says "Top-
: - 8
heavy staffs with top-heavy salaries beat the .competition.”

out:
v ;

Robert Reich and othér prominent economists
are warning that every business faces a fierce
new era of worldwide industrial competition

in which there simply won't be enough growth s
to go around. Great corporate behemoths that
lumber from one decision to the next will prob-
ably lumber off -intc oblivion.. In order to
count themselwves among the survivors, compan-

. ies have to be flexible enough to respond quickly °

to fast changing environmental conditions.?

’

o
! ' " Many large corporations are in trouble. Often these
dre organizations which, ~“become more and -more layered,

~

-and’ in which the linés of accountability become increasingly
)’

-

‘blurred, (so that) the decision makers and the innhovators

o ' . got lost in the maze. When the recession made times,tough, -

many companies didn't have the resources to figh‘t tough. " 10

One conclusion readily drawn from the comments and
observations of these writers is that, in order to survive

during the “late 1980's and beyond, organizatipns wj:ll have

Economists also subscribe to these views, as Wells points



}o change. and adapt to new circumstance.. 1In short, tﬁey

‘will have. to rid themselves’ of wunnecessary éverhead and

costs and streamline their communicdtions~and decision mak-

. ing processes. They must also continuously re—exqminé how
. : 4

effectively they integrate and exchange with various social,
J . :

political and economic forces in their environment., .

A most effective way to view this process is through
thelutilizatién of systems theory. This approach allows
fof the identification and isolation of’the)various com=-
ponents of an organization within deéinablé‘ boundaries.

"It enables one to identify and analyze the inter-relation-
_ships bet;een these components and also, it facili@ates

the analysis of the various interactions between an organi-
. % L4
. . . : PO J ‘ :
zation and its environment. : ‘

/

Viewed in its simg%ést form, the basic elements of

&

a system are demonstrated in the following diagram:

Figure 3
THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF A SYSTEM

kY

INPUTS PROCESS

W

OUTPUTS

ENVIRONMENT

L
Y

Source: James L. Gibson, John M. Ivancevich

N and James H. Donnelly, Jr., Organi-
7 zations: Behaviour, Structure and
/ Processes, Plano, 1985, p.31
/ ‘ .
]

~
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In systems theory this model is ioften 'calleddthe "black
box model." When applied to an organization, it facilitates
the understanding of how that organization operates. For
example, organizations -require a continuous flow of inputs
Wh:’.LCh are provided in the form of capital, raw materia‘l,
labour (people), tec‘hnology and information. These various
! 3
inputs are s‘ubsequently, transformed or processed by the
organization into outputs which v;oulg include finished pro-
ducts, services personal 'development and job satisfaction
in staff members, as well as the various impacts on the
organization's social, political and economic environment.

@

‘In other words, the nature or quality of an organization's

L]

output can alt,g,fthe quality of the environment or precipi-

tate a response from consumers, legislators or enviro'nment-
alists and others. These responses‘ to the organiiaj:ion
are detected by the system's feedback loop, as illustfated
in the model, and are fed back into the o‘rgan‘ization to
alter the process where rt;quired. For example, when con-
sumers do nof l1ike General Motors cars they dcn't buy them,

Declining sales and customer complaints are detected by

the organization and the process is altered to produce more

acceptable outputs. When environmentalists do not accept

the environmental  impact of nuclear generating stations,

.they form lobby groups to pressure -the politicians into

enacting more restrictive legislation and this forces a -

change in the organization's process.
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From the organization's perspective, the key require-

t

ments for effectiveness in the short and medium terms and

survival in the longer term, are determined by the way in

which it responds to the various forces in its environment

and the degree of flexibility and adaption it can demon-
strate in keeping pace with external changes. As pointed
out earlier, smaller organizations generally do:not have

to ‘operate with as many layers in the managment hierarchy

and there are fewer bureaucraticized systems and processes.

Decisions can therefore be made faster and response time
or adjustment to environmental demands can be greatly shor-
tened, thus giving the smaller firm more of a competitive

A /

edge.
There -are some large companies which are not in trouble
which have a good chance of surviving and growing dur-
g the i930's.. Théy'are the ones which focus on excel-
lencg. ThHis may appearlxo be é‘trife or simplistic state-
ment; but it's an idea that has taken a firm hold in current

Eorporate thinking. o

The ngtibn of excellence and its relevance to indLstry
has come into vogue through the writing of Themas J. Peters
and Robert H. Waterman, Jr., management consultants with

the New York based firm of McKinsey '‘and Co. The authors,

in an immensely popular book, In Search of Excellence,

praise American corporate innovation, initiative and enior-

prise. They have profiled 62 profitable companies, who

t
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met rigorous financial and qualitative criteria, thus

quqlifying' themselves, in the author's oprfon, for the’

designation of an excellent company.

Y]

ng\-authors' research led them to list eight key

attributes which characterize or distinguish excellent

companies, as follows:

One: A bias. for action: a preference for doing
something - aaything - rather than sending
a question through cycles and cycles of
analysis and committee reports.

Two: . Staying close to the customer - learning
his preference and catering to them.

" Three: Autonomy and entrepreneurship - breaking
’ the corporation into small companies and
encouraging them to think independently

and ‘competitively.

Four: Productivity through. people - creating
! in all employees the awareness that their
best efforts are essential and that  they
will share in the rewards of the company's
success. L ! ’

Five: ' Hands-on, wvalue driven - insisting that
exegutives keep in touch with the firms
essential business. .

Sixs Stick to the knitting - remaining with

' ‘ the business the company knows best. '
Seven: Simple form, lean staff - few admini-
strative layers, few people at the upper

levels. ' <

Eight: Simultaneous loose-tight properties -
fostering a climate where there is dedi-
cation to the central values of the com-
pany combined with tolerance for all
employees who accept those values.ll

These ideas are being given serious consideration by many
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/ " large corporations. For example, _J. Peter Gordon, Chief
. A .

/ . Executive Officer of Stelco, Inc., was very impressed by
;T the book's message. In his words, "There are a lot of

ideas in the book that we will be doing, or haﬁe already

done." He, went on to say, "I don't think there's any bad \

t

advice in the book, it emphasizes the basic qualities of

. _wsuccess in an economy that demands the very best.” 12 :

A car?ful examination of the afore—mentioned charac-
teristics 'of excellent organizations leav&s the reader in
no doubt that the key element is leadership and the profile
of a desired leader that emerges.ig that of the action ori-
T ented, innovative, risk taking generalist. In other words,

the entreprenegr. "The bean counters are out; the bean

.., 13
. makers are in.,"

This refers to the new style of manager
. that comparies .now need. What a fax cry from the special-
ist managers of the 60's and 70's, with their theoretical

and quantitative orientatioq and education. Wilbert Moore

3 ‘ in his discussion of industrial bureaucracy built on the

classical work of Max Weber who defined bureaucratic manage-
ments in ‘terms of a clear—;ut division of labour, speciali-
zation, hierarchai authority, formal rulesxand regulations,
}l’ . impersonal orientafion of officials.14 Moore demonstrates
some of the disfunctions’'of a bureaucratic form of organiz-

-

ation. He begins by emphasizing the importance of a speciali-

LD
zation which 'he considers the "outstanding feature" of
b(

reaucracy. In terms of staff, he says, "bureaucracy
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rests upon a selection and distribution of personnel accor-

ding to specialized abilities and particular dut:ies."15

1

Rules and regulations ensure both predictable béhaviour
and a higl:m degree of stability in the o'rganizatio;a. This
oftefi results in "a profound resistance to change” which
Moore identifies as “"a critical problem in industrial man-

agement-"16 Charges of being enmeshed in red tape result

when there is wholesale acceptance and compliance with rules

and- regulations. This can prove to be a problem according

a

to Moore:

Devotion to .duty, that is strict compliance
with all the technical regulations, may persist .
in the face of their obvious inefficacy in
‘attaining the officially prescribed end. A
widespread characteristic of bureaucratic organ-
izations of all kinds is this tendency of the
office holder to treat the rules as ends in
themselves.

He also goes on to say that "in a very real sense, the
'career man' who occupies a particular position in an‘elab-

orate organization, but of the various formal activities

,and relationships that characterize his role in it-"18
Resistance to change can be disfunctional. So also
can be the process:  of communication. When a great deal

of communication must be routed through formal channels

-

it can cause "... the executive to be overloaded with masses
of routine business and thus act as a bottleneck to the
free passage of directioqs.a'n'ci information. A deluge of

interoffice communications, which may or may not have to
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broceed by way of a common superior pffi;er, will tend to
: ’ , . . 4 S .
hold up essential information... without necessarily contri-

19

‘buting to the effective operation of the entire‘sysfgm.“

Tﬁese examples of bureaucratic red.tabe and resistance
to change have very direc; implications for those corpor--
ations who are caught in é global economic squeeze and who
therefore must reébt quickly “to rapidly changing market

conditions.

_As ‘Wells explains, "Companies despgratel'to stretch
their resources further - including their human‘rgsources,
are being told that thé only answer fo thaif dilemma is
to grow entrep;eneurs."20 But how is this to be done, .givenh '
that the goal is a léanern more responsive and effective

4 organizatioh with a management style that includes the ori-
entation of a generalist, the ability to maké décisions,
a willingness to ‘take risks and the(?ouragé to live Qith
f e conseduenég§. This question is presently and very sef—
ipusly, being addressed by major cérporations, " business
bonsultantjsand leading business schools. Just how sergmsly,
many big businesses are about changing their structure and
management, Styles can best be éummed up by this guire re-.
Jﬁérkable statement made by Don McIvor, Chairman of }mperial
0il: "In retrOSpeét, we wodndered why we ever q@nsideredj

w2l

‘that highly bureaucratized system to be so valuable.

An exémination of the following quotations illus-

, : .
. ; , Y
4‘ {




54
traﬁesﬂ exactly how some corporations\ are attgmpting to

*un~-bureaucratize” themselves:

Who should account to whom, who's the lowest

. possible person on the totem pole to make the
right decision, and who can we take more risks

" without appearing recklesgs? The objective
was to pare operations back to the movers and
shakers who can help the company ,hspin on a -
dime. “We can no longer afford to back these,,,
guys up with a whole bunch of staff,"2¢

‘Impérial 0il

Account managers at Midland are expected to
dotheir own _economic analysis and decide n
terms, pricing and the structure of loans,
.rather than make proposals to their supervisors.
"You're expected to- move forward here and that
means risking ridicule.’

Midland Bank, Canada
Since the 1950's, CGE has been made up of de-
. partments with general managers running them
- as  thoéugh they - were.’ separate businesses..
"The general managers at CGE have more authority
to make permanent investments than some of
the CEO's at major corporations. o 7
Canadian General Electric Co.
People have to be ,prepared to take risks.
" They have to make decisions and then execute
them

Canadian Tire Cérp. Ltd,

| While the direction is quite clear and appears simple
to achieve, yit is difficult to expect managers, whose whole
worklng life has been devoted to not maﬁ:ng mlstakes, to
§1sk makxng them, even though the env1ronment now chooses

tofOrgive some errors in order to gain addigiqnal flexibil-

ity and responsiveness.

-

Bl

e
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This emphasis on a new set of management skills is
being accompanied by the creation of a whole new industr)'r
designed to facilitate the utilization of new management
‘philosophy. Man'y‘ well . established management consultant
firms have initiated programs to teach risk taking entrepre-
‘neurial behaviour. A number of new enterprises have
also been created in direct response to this challenge.
For example, The International <Centerf for Entrepreneurs '
in Indianapolis g~ives a course for ;enior level managers
utilizintj-role:playing sessions to develop and practice“

entrepreneurial skills .26

-

\

In Toronto, R.A. McNeil, President of Achieve Entgr—
prises Ltd. has produced "a glossary package of books,k"
.Pased on’ Peters' and Wa;:erman's research., The ¢otal unit
cost of $15,000 or $150 per participant is considered “cheap i
at twice the pr-ice" by some potentigl users if it really

7 Wood Gordon

does produce the excellence that is promised.2
of Toronto, certainly an established and reputab‘le firm,
I .

is offering "managing for excellence" seminars. Peters

whimself expects to make 200 presentations during '83 - '84,

g‘enerating fees of 510,060 (U.S.) and up for each sess.ion.28
1

While' industry is creating the environment and facili-
tating the acquisition of new skills, ultimately it is the -
business schools who will be exbected to produce the next

generation of gradgétes fully able to practice intrepre-

. neurship, as'corporate entrepreneurship is styled, as well

¥
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as manage their own.concerns. For years these schools have

been turning out thousands of graduates trained to function
. . ¢
in a traditional work environment. As Henry Mintzberg of

McGill explains, "We've had an obsession with a very rational

view of management, and business schools have been part

of the problem."29 Their Programs have  placed a heavy em-

phasis on the analytical énd quantitafivé aspects of man-
:qgement. Yet the?shoftcomings of this approach have only
léec;ngyy’become problemétic. “In an attempt to find a solu-
inn, ’gésf busiﬁess schools are reducing their emphasis
"on the acqu{sition of theoretical concepts and insiead tﬁey

‘are s%§essing, to a far greater extent, the application

- . t

of practical skills. . ®

In 1974 no one taught a course in enirepreneuréhip.
Three years ago, 140 graduate schools in the United States,
taught such courses. Presently this number has increased

to 170. A partial list of those schools reads like .the

who's who of business schools: New York University, Carnegie-

Mellon, Northwestern, Babson College, University of Southern

California, U.C.L.A., Columbia, University of Héshington,a
aﬁd of course Harvard, te name only a few. In fact, "of
the 750 ﬁembers of the class that will graduate franlkuwardls
business school this.May, 570 have elected to take the

school's premier course in entrebreneurship, 'eqrebreneur—

ial Management.'" Within the academic ¢ommunity this trend

* . is significant because it is general%y considered that "If

Harvard thinks it's important& then'it's iqurtént.“30
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Zenas Blﬁck of New York Unlverylty s new Cen'ter.. for

"

Entreneurlal ‘Studies teaches a brogram that ik probably

representatxve ‘of many others accordlng to Farrell

X with

He pays only lip service to the standard busines
school ratios and formulas,. and downplays the -
emphasis placed by .students on market share
and short-term solutions. He emphasizes instead
research and development, niche marKets, and
customer contact. He encourages his students
to.~think' entrepreneurially, to look at the
organizatiaon ‘the entrepreneur creates only
as a bridge betwegg the customer and "the entrep~
reneurial dream.”

In Canada, the 1eadiqg‘businéss schools are 'concerned

this trend as well’. However, lest we think that this

is the final solution, that:within & few years the business

community will have all the entrepreneurial talent it requires-

we should consider one very'basic'and very interesting quest-

ion:

Can the: sk1lls ‘and: knpwledge to become an entrepreneut

be taught? While there is fairly general agreement that .

[

entrepreneurial skills can be taught, there is no guarantee

that having knowledge of these skills does necessarily make

an individual, an entrepreneur. In short, &s Stuart L. Meyer:

‘ PO S
from Northwestern University explains, you can't turn just

anyone into an entreprepreneur:

\

¢

They either have it'or they don't. -I can't
teach students the personality traits necess-
ary to take risks. But we' can teach. them
to analyze those.risks, to be analytical -
about their choices, and32 to 'learn from
mlstakes made in the past. :
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-

He is not alone .in this belief. Other fine minds
agree that there is an innate factor that must be taken
into accaunt.

. o o , t -
. We can’'t teach entrepreneurship,. but we »

can teach the mechanics of " starting a

new business and impart practical knowledge !
to our students* - S

' ' ‘Prbfessor John R. Thorne

Carnegie-Mellon Uﬁiversitx}3

. . 4
Strategic decision-making is very intuitive.
It's not based on hard, analytical iqfomation%-

.

W ‘ ' . Professor Jay Lorsch

,JHarvard 4

y ~ [N - R

Alfred E. Osborne, Jdr., Director _of U. €. L. A.
Graduate School of Buﬁlness MBA program agrees and suggests

another ‘benefit of these programs: "The greatest service

one of these experiences can have for some students is to

show them that they're not entrepreneurs. It may save them
35

a lot of trouble down the road.” The message, then, from ‘

Nprth America's finest business ?choolsn is that if you

. Fp , " R 1
are ##bt born with entrepreneurial .potential Ehenkyou will

not be an entrepreneur, regardless of the number of these

courses you follow. However, the skills are important ones
- . .
_and can still be put to good use.

' ot

The most exciting aspect of this rew direction to

¢

business education is the potential of these schools to
‘ deveiop and polish the skills of those with rgml entrep™
. reneurial talent. . No longer will intuitive decision making

< and risk taking behaviour be discouraged: in ﬁhose who have

|
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¢

_the ability. This né’ trend should benefit coﬁpaniés of

" all sizes as "well as the economy as a whole for, as Karl
. 5 " . ® ° : .

Vesper- of the University of Washington points out: . "With

- ‘entrepreneuring berceiv@d' 4s an acceptable career path,

you'll see more students interested, more students starting,

.companies, and eventually many more corporations. .That
) . , oh

could have a major economic effect."36 . ¢

r ]

r This paper will focus on the small bu§iness entrepren-

eur. However, it is/important to understand that the concern
. £ "y

to havg‘entrepreheurial talent for large businéss'argan;sat-
ioqs is creating'ah atmoéphere that is vgry‘suﬁporfivé‘for
the entrepreneur. 'The growing emphasis on the\importapce
of aéveloping’entrepgengurial talent will have its effect.

on sphll businesses and-on the, entrepreneurial talent avail-

ablg to ‘it in the future. . K
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CHARTER FOUR

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY’ ;

i

The purpose of this research was to examine what
characteristic skills and funct%Pns are most critical ‘wheh

making the decision to start a business. Two subject groups

of thirty entrepreneurs and thirty corporate managers were

1dentified and ‘surveyed with questionnaires (see appendi-

cies A and B) and with one set of semantic scales designed

to measure "perception of the entrepréneur“ {appendix C).

All entrepreneurs‘surveyed must have worked for larger
organizations before starting their own businesses. The
corporate‘ managers must have exbressed some interest in
being self employed: Potential subjects were identified
by asking friends and acquaintances of mine 1% they knew
anycﬁe in either category. ' Somé supjbcts also sugges&ed

others.

|
e

In selecting these particular groups, it was assumed

that there would be a certain level of managerial expertaise

common to all of the subjects. It was also assumed that
differences between those who have started a business. and
those who wish to would help to clarify how and why the

T

decision for self employment is taken, or postponed. It

‘is understo?d that, as this is not a random sample, the

¢
results are not generalizable to all entrepreneurs. The

research should be considered only exploratory in nature. .

€

RN
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*

The following assumptions, which are based on the
studies reviewed, will be tested. It is expected that

entrepreneurs in this study will:

-~ have a high need to achieve
- work long hours

- enjoy work more than other things in the%ir lives

‘ - express a great need for autonomy

*

- manifest a work "ethic"

) ¢

- be well educateéd but also consider experience
essential

- dislike hurezacracy

’

- demonstrate a nurturing role toward staff

Ny

- distrust. the advice of outside experts

. It might also be expected that they will: -

- - be independent and not need a great deal of family
support

- encourage childten to join them in order to per-
.petuate the business

ke . . o
- have come from entrepreneurial families and have

. demonstrated entrepreneurial tendencies 1in their
youth )

It is also believed that, like the entrepreneur of classic
. 3

literature, today's entrepreneur would be both innovative
and a risk taker, but not necessarily an outright gambler

or an empire builder. ,

k4

It is expected that managers in a corporate environment

will vary in their views from the entrepreneur, on such
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1ssues as enjoyment of work and ' the amount of time spent

at work.

It is assumed that differences between the two groups
~might help clarify components essential to. actually making

the decision to start a business.

SUBJECTS
Twenty-eight men and two women made up the entrepren-

eurial group. The differences between men and women entre-

preneurs appear to be mainly in the area of credit discram-

ination and lack of business training for women, rather
¢

than differences 1n areas such as risk taking or innovation.

Credit discrimination most often takes the form of difficulty

in obtaining start-up loans from banks. Because the con-

cerns of this research weré the descision making process
involved 1in starting up a business and in the chagacteris—
tics common to entrepreneurs, 1%{ was felt that the validity
of the research findings would not be jeopardized by having
both men and women_in the study. Of the corporate managers
who completed, the quéstiodnairgs, twenty-four were men -and
six were women. | “

Only independent bu51néss owners, not franchise holders
' wére ~inferviewed because it was assumed that the latter
type of éntrepreneur is engaded in a shared risk and is
Sften provided with a great deal of support from the parent

company, which the independent entrepreneur does not have.,

" They therefore operate with duite different lgvels of risk.
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THE QUESTIONNAIRES
The questionnaires for this research project were de-
veloped over & period of several months, specifically for

this study. The challenge was to develop questions which

would provide relevant information relating to various en-

.~~~ trepreneurial roles and the reasons behind decisions for
% :

> T -

B //‘://///,///Eéig employmeqt. To accomplish this, an extensive litaﬁi%

-

v ture search was combined with discussions with universat
faculty members, both in Business and in Sociology and with

entrepreneurs themselves, The original questionnaire was

.

tested by administering it to four entrepreneurs (not inclu-

ded in the final study). The results of these interviews

- '

/}//*/V , helped to identify thé'most relevant 1ssues and a second

guestionnaire was prod.zed, which in its final form; had

~

eighty questions. The issues which were considered most

pertinent and which the guestionnaire was designed to exam-

"ine were:

\

1. Present Business Role

2. Factors relating the the Initial Decision
to become self-employed

. . .
3. Support Systems: Family history and interaction
4. Early Socialization and Education for an
entrepreneurial role
i
5. Definition of the Entrepreneur ,

s . b Risk Taking and- Innovation

7. Issues and Attitudes relating to Large
. ' Corporations
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1. Present Business Role.

2. Early socialization and education for an
Entrepreneurial Role

3. PDefinition of the Entrepreneur

Questions relating to the decision to become self employed

-and particular issues arising from the self employment pro-

cess were not relevant for this group. v

N

The thirty entrepreneurs were interviewed either in
their homes, or .n their offices, depending upon their own

preference. The interviews were scheduled at their conven-

1ience. The interview situation was informal, in the. sense

that most of Ehe subjects chose to discuss, expléin and
elabothe, as well as provide s&pecific answers to questions.
Each interview required'a mi;imum of fifty minutes to comp-
lete. The corporate group of questionnpaires were completed
by'the subjects directly. They were less comple¥ as they
did not include discussion of actual self employment. Tge

scale sheets were completed, in both groups, by the subjects

themselves.

Following the completion of each interview, a letter
was sent to each subject thanking them for their’éartlcipa—

tion.

SCALES.
The decision to add the scales to these questionnaires
was prompted by the desire to examine more closely, the

entrepreneur's perception of the role of the entrepreneur
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in general ard not ju§t his own role as anrentrepreneur.
The same seg of scales was used to examine .the courporate
manager's pe%ception of -the role of an entrepreneur. It
was believed that a comparison‘of the responses of the two
groups would]identify differences in pergeption which might
in?icate why membrs of one“group have started a business
and why members of. the other group ﬁave only EXpressedLé
desire to do so. lSemantic differential sca'les were used
to‘measufelthe differences in perceptions betweep the two

.

groups.

The semantic differential is a technigue developed
‘ by Charles E..Osgood and his associates.to provide a means
of obtaining quantifiébLe measurements of the meanings of

concepts to‘individuals and groups. Osgood has described
this instrument as being "essentially a combination of con-
trolled association and scaling procedures. We provide
the subject with a concept to Sé differentiated and a set
of bipolar adjectival scales ragainst which to do it, his
only task being to indicate, for each itém {pairing of a
coﬁcé;t with a scale), the diretwion of his association
and its intensity on a s?vénJStep scale."1

. P
Each item in a semantic differential pairs a specific

concept with a particular scale in the following way:

| P Concept . ;

polary term X - pohﬁrtenny
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The positions on the scale are defined for the subject

in the instructions giben priof to completion as:
¥ ‘ ' .

', 1. extremely X. ' 5. slightly Y -
| 2. quite X 6. quite Y
) ' i ' o 3. slightly X . 7. extremely Y
/// - ( ’ . 4. neither X nor Y; or eqﬂally X and Y

;o : /‘,
By‘proéeeding throdgh a series of several such semantic
scales, an individual is better able to express his percep-
tion 'of the meanings of specific ¢oncepts in a form which

is also quantifiable. According to Osgood, "eacl position

on...the semantic scaié‘is assumed to be associated with

arcomblex mediating reaction, the dominant cémpanent depen-

ding on the polar terms, X’and &, and its intensity depen-
ding upon the gualifiers, 'extrermil);', 'quite', and 'slightly'.2

i, For example if the concept beiné examined was “perception

'of the material presented ;n'psychology 101" én example of

’

the scales might be:

———

. easy . " difficult

. e B
- . . R . . ' 4

1 .2 3. 4 5 . % 7

g ' organized = ' | S T ‘disorganized

.1 2 3 ais s 7

. ‘ * / -
The concept which was examined in this é\gdy was
'percepfidn of the entrepreneur.” The scales were designed

" ‘specifically for thas study and were developed to. reflect

- , issues in the questionnaires and to provide a means of
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.comparing the perceptions of the -entrepreneurs and the-

corporate managers concernin
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CHAPTER FIVE

RESULTS 5
\
This sfudy on the entrépgeneur had two main objectives.
The first was” to exahipe the decision making process one
goes tﬁrpuﬁh,;o start a business, \Tpe second wés tq‘iden~
tify those s tils -and chafacteriétiés most valuable in un-

derstanding the entrepreneurial function. . Entrepfenegrs

were asked questions which would examine both of fhese ob-

'

] R
tAlthough ‘the corporate managers could not discuss

the actual start-up decision as they were not self employed,

they were asked~to discuss the circumstances under ‘which

_théy would start a business. They were also asked what

thracteristics they considered essential for the successful

entrepreneur to possess.

In this paper, the numerical data are presented to

1llustrate thé background .characteristics of the subjects,

to idenfify the relative iMBortance of certain issues and

© to serve as a means of comparison between the two groups.
The questionnaire. was not designed to produce those data

‘'which could be analyzéd with the use of refined statistical’

techniques. Other findiﬁgs are presented by means of quo-

* tations and paraphrases of answers, as well as the pérsénal

' observations of the interviewer.
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Profiles of the Entrepre‘pe.u'rs and Corporéte, ‘Ma'n'agers‘ ’
) . Lo . ’ l Y
' Age Distribution o T o - ' ' &
g T o . ' v -
The age distrib\bt,ion' of . the' Entrepgéneuriél . group
> . and the corporate group of’ survey subjects are somewhat
similar as Table 1 shows: ! ,
. P Table 1’
. MAge of Participant in Years
30.-.39 40 - 49 . 50 and over
,‘Entre;ﬁ)ren‘eurs ‘ 20 - 9 | ‘1 . s
. Corporate Managers 16 12 2 .. o
Education Levels .
For the entrepreneurial group education ranged from
. high school to a doctorate in physics.  For the Corporate
Maragers, education levels ranged from high school graduates
to Master's degrees as shown’'in Table 2:, o ’ )
. \ o - B ; R ’
t } ‘ Q») .
o
) ) ' : X U '
3 N ) i3 . l). ..
. » ) Y
Y ’ ! " -
i R A . . '
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3\ ‘ \ ‘Table 2 ‘ o

I - “

I

‘Education Levels Ach{eved

-

Entrepreneurs Corporateé Managers

. Some High iyﬁéél - 2 . 0

High School completed 2 3
. ’ ‘ - y L'\ .
Community College diploma 6" :}lugg_ 0
Some University. B ' 2 : -5
Undergraduaté degxee o 11 . .15 .
Mastersvdegrée, . 6 v ,
(4 in business)® (6 in business)
' Doctorate 1 . -0 /
% (thsics) /

-

&

Early Work Experience

o r

The literatume indicates that frequently entrepreneurs
have exhibited entrepreneurial téndencies from childhaed.

' , . “.n \ ',:* _5.
As young children, twenty-three of the subjects (77%) maiti-=x

tained newspaper routes or carried n other self employmént?,
B ' - . o »

ventures. ﬁWfthin'thé group of Mangers, twenty-two of the
R . . %

subjects (73%) hadfnewspapép routes, etc. as youths. In

@ ' °

later school fgars‘nineteen jobs and six individuals opifaﬁ

ted their own. businesses e.g., painting, trucking, etc.

;a‘while five respondents attended scﬁﬂgl without also taking

on am extracurricular employmént activity at the same time.

In later B&choodl years, twenty-two of the Corporate Manager

respondents (73%) worked for others while two ihdividua}s

(6.7%) ran their own businesses.
) L . . : R A 4
L N - s '

LT Lo - f

} A ’ ‘. ‘ / ',_ ) 5 . r‘
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Time Worked forgthe rs

)

.

Eighty percent of, the entrepreneurs had worked for

. . . , ~ N

at least ten y&rs for a larger organization before starting

their own business as Table 3 indicates:

o

+. Table 3 - Entrepreneurs

i

r C " Time (in years) Worked for Others before
2 becdming Self-Employedv
0 - ‘ltlas; than 10 - 10 less than.20 ' 20 and over
» 6 I (2 9

. When these respondents were as‘ke‘d‘if they had considered
self—employment‘ at the time of initial ‘empvloymen‘t,, fourtgen
indicated yes and sixteen replied-t‘hat they had ‘not. The
reasons given for not starlting a "business at that point
were lack of experience and insufficient financial res

ces.
All of the managers had worked for their com;}anies"\
\
at least 10 yéars. Seven, or 23 per cent had been with

their co\rnparﬁés 20" years ,or longer:
. . M ’

Table 4 - Corporate Managers

- Time {in years) Worked for . . oo
\~ ’l .
‘ . Large Organizations . .
— . ' : b
s 10 + Less than 20 ce 20 and over
) , 23 L ‘ 7
» ' ('/
. -

o

N N
T am
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When these Corporate Managers were asked if they had
considerea self employment at:the time of initial employ-

ment, seven indicated yes, They did not follow through

with the idea because of concerns about lack of capital,

»

lack of experience, low initial income and lack of personal

time and security.

- Time Spent at Work

With reference to the entreprenefirs surveyed in this
study their personal time commitment to their businesses

Qaried from 15 to 100 houré per week. In contrast most

*

éorporate Managers spent at least' forty hours a week on

the job.

1

Table 5 J

Average Number of Hours/Weeks spent at Work

| .

Less than 40 40 - 50 51 - 60 61+

——
Entrepreneuré 1 7 11 <11
*Corporate Managers 2 t12 10 5

*Note: For the Corporate Manager group one respondent did
not answer this questlon.

iTwenty—four of the entrepreneurs (80€) believed that

the hours‘they spent at work were less than, or the'same

as other entrepreneurs. Twentyefoﬁr respondenté ‘80%) be-

lieved that this wasnmqré than or the same as Phe time. they

would spend at work employed by someone else. Edr thg.cor—

porate group, twenty-one of the éubjects {70%) believed
R . & . .
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4hat the amount of time that they spent at work was less

than they would have to spend if they were self employed.

Nine respondents (30%) believed that there would be no
" change in their level of their time commitment if they were
' o

.sglf employed.

value of Work in Subject's lives

With reference to the popular belief that work is
of primary importance to the entrepreneur, the subjects:
were asked to evaluate how much they enjoyed the time spent

at work. Corporate Managers were also asked -how much they

enjoyed the time that they spent at their work. Responses

are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6 '

o

Eﬁjoyment of Work Relative to Other Activities

Enjoy it Enjoy work more Enjoy to the

s Least than anything else same extent
. other things
~ N ! . I dO
Entrepreneurs 1 ‘ 8 C21 5
Corporate Managers 1 5 24

Entrepreneurs cited many other interests that they enjoyed

on an equal basis with work for example, tennis, sailing,

~

N

\\,

flying, mission work for the Church and travelling For-plea—‘
~ 4 .

sure. Business traQel was also citqd as an enjoyable activ-
ity. One man explained that when he was at work he loved

his work but when he was on his boat, he was equally enthusiastic.

- . "

IR
S |

LN

[

\

o
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Issues and Attitudes Relating tgo Self Employment

-y In an attempt to fully understand the move from an

A

‘established organization to one's own business venture,

4
guestions were included in the survey to identify relevant

issues.
1 Al - ) s 4

-

v

The'question 2 "What does your own business provide
for you that a larger organization would not," provided
a number of interesting responses from the entrepreneurs.

fhese responses may be classified into the following three

types:

N

1. Autonomy and Freedom to make decisions -

—

The freedom to create, to set goals, to make decisions
R .

and act without references to others for agreement Tade

it all worthwhile. However, subjects acknowledged the ulti-

mate responsibility involved. A number of the entrepreneurs

explained what was important for them was: \

1

decision making power - "Flexibility, ability to.'

- 8, .
implement immediately - don't have to ask."

1

"The business does not run you. For example,
- ' * » :
I wanted to go to Europe, so I set up my-work

. schedule around the trip."

Autonomy - *broader exposure - opportunity uinﬁme
decisions and become involved in as wide a range of issues

ag you ish to."™-
h'{, ,vb.,

o ¥

0



78

. 2. Satisfaction apd Enjoyment

This response iyp@ was represented by the following

P

guotes: -

"I get great self-satisfaction and can be wrong "

_but not to have to say I'm sorry.”

,

"The satisfaction of being in control of my own —

destiny is what makes self-employwent worth iiile.”
/ . i ’ BN

-"My business allows me to help other pe'ople by
employing them. Then there is the personal
’ growth and the "fun" and énjoyment of ,your

own business - the excitement.™

7-
' 3. Increagsed Financial Rewards o
This response ty § was expressed by some of the sub-
- - jects as follows: g
. T ‘ s “M§ business allows me direct financial rewards
for an investment of my time and monéy vees” R
{ \\\ . . ‘ ) .
\ . . Tt
o ' \' ".., potential for higher earnings. Security
PR . .
is in your own hands." . _ i
‘, - ' ’
’ . "Profits are directly related to unfettered
] range to pursue business goals."
All the subjects in the corporate group had, to varying
‘ ¥ ’ , : 'i ’ . ' } ﬁ * o :& .'
. ¥
f »
L2 ‘ '
~. i :@
. 0 - / L) L :
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degrees, ‘téyed‘ with the idea of starting their own bus-
iness and articulated a number of benefits which they felt
would be gained by self empléyment, if they were to staft*
a business. Like the entrepreneurial groupi these respon-

ses included issues of autonomy, satisfaction and increased

A selection of their responses follow;

N '

financial rewards.

1. Autonomy and Freedom to make decisions’ ‘
*Autonomy and having results link{gﬁtﬁ‘efforfs.f

‘"Being your own boss." oo ,

"Free to act quickly and to move ahead as the

> . . . . ° .
. ’ _market changes." . -
4

"Possibly more flexibility of work hours.". : ,
’ “ qfl

N

2. satisfaction and Enjoyment
"satisfaction of §uccéss based on my own initia-
o \ .tive and decisions." X , _
“The gfe;t satisfagtion of having' marketed a |

new product from the ground rooté to fruition."

| . ., *Added exqitemenf."~ "~ . f

~e s

; 3. Increased Financial Rewards. o , y

' ) * *Contributioen _to my owh‘ welfare to a greafe;
extent (i.e., owning a home versus renting):" ,
\ : : “possibility of greater monetary rewards."

t

‘However, most Corporate Manager respondents indicéfed

N

A

that self employment would be pursued seriously only if . 2

re actually forced .by circumstances .such as early
\ i .

1 ' L .

Vo

, they we
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retirement, loss of job, or a very unhappy work situation.
Some individuals indicated that if an opportunity so spec-
tacular and totally without risk, or even short term loss,

o

presented itself they would have to accept it.

Perceptions of the Characteristic and Skills of the

Entrepreneurs

When thirty entrepreneurs were asked how they would

—

define’ an entrepréneur and what his/her most important

.
personality characteristics would be, there were literally

thirty different answers. A number of these character-

istics and skills are included in Tables 7 and B.

These Tables alsp include the responses of the Cor-

porate Managers to these same questions.. Again, there was

‘a wide range of. answers., :In order for a characteristic
.or function to be’ listed, it had to be mentioned in at
least two of either the entrepreneuf‘s or the Manager's

questionnaires. The freguency of response is also shown.
‘ N . B .

- g vt

R S

T e———" T



Table 7 ‘k ' L '

‘Characteristics of ‘the Entrepreneur as

Articulated by Enfrepreqeurs'and Corporate Managers.

Frequency,éf Response %§

Characteristic © . +Entrepreneurs Corporate Managers
‘ 1. Willing to take.a 8 0
"calculated" risk : '
2. self confident - 6 L9
3. A leader-inspires:others 6 ‘ . 4
4. Pursues goals actively S ‘ 3 .
5. Creative - versatile 5 - o 4 '
oy 6. Optimistic - 5 o ‘6. e i
7. Extrovert . 5 ) 6
‘ 8. Self-motivation . ‘ 5 ﬂﬁ ‘ 7
9. Tenacity - éteadfastness 4 S 5
"10. Adventurous : i 0
11. Realistic - common sense 3 ‘ o 02
12. Energetic 3 - 3. )
13. Aware and cognizant of 2 0
opportunities : .
. " l14. Strong indepeddent,spirif 2 ' o s‘ﬁ
. ‘ 15. Aggressive - assertive - 0 ‘ . 11
N ambitious « '
. . " 16. Honest 2 3 ]
\ : 17. High need; for power ., 0 - ' o2
18. Motivated by mdney and 0 A 4"
‘ material goods _ : ,
\/19. Big ego : 0 : . 4"
20. Risk takers - "ungualified" 0 18
[ . 1 ¢ ' . . s
. * v . N .
i - : ’ !
e
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Table 8 ¢

Skills and Functions of the Entrepreneur

"as Articulated by Entrepreneurs and Corporate Managersw

Frequency of Response

Skills/Functiéns l Entrepreneurs Corporate Managers

1. Skillful at developing s 15
,opportunities - inngvative

2.'IStr$ng'saiés ability 3 . 3

3.35Adept at managing change 2 - co- . 2

4. Abilitf‘to cope with 2 "‘ 4”‘ 1

rfailure and bouncé back

Risk Taking,and-innovation

‘“‘Risk taking and innovation are the traditional defin-

ing bharacferistiqs of the entrepreneur. Therefore a sec-

tion dealing only with these issues was included in order

© to try and assess the importance,of these functions to the

population being studied.

‘All fhirty subjects’ in the - entrepreneurial group’

. o v , } :
considered themselves to be innovators in their busjinesses.

Yet thirteen: respondents believed that it was not essential

to pg an innovator in order to be én entreprenéui.' Their
fee;ing was fhat some businesses @ﬁd not require innova-
tion. .When asked if they considered thémsei&eé risk -takers,
Sevéntsaid}"ﬂo", ripe said "to E vefy‘limited degree™ and

fourteen sgid "yes". . However, in discussion, all .agreed

thaq‘fhe risk'although it might seem severe to someone else,
. . . ‘ o J : R

. Was really well thought out and would in no‘wéy‘put-the

\
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v business at serious risk. A typical answer was:

“yes, I take a calculated risk - a good
effective decision”

P

’

in terms of risk taking being a defining characteris-

tic of the entrepreneur, twenty regpondents (67%) . agreed

9

e~ it should be, %ix (20%) said no and four (13%) said only

+ to a degree.

Corporateé Managers were asked if they believed that

‘gif Qas neceiigry ta be an innovator in "order to be ane
entrepreneur. Fifteen (50%) believed that it was essen-
v tial, eleven (37%) believed that it was not essential and
four (13%) believed that although not essentiai it would

help.

\ o On the iSSUe&gf risk taking, twenty-eight Corporate
Manageré'(93%) beliéved that risk-taking should be a defin-
ing characteristici’of the entrepreneur. There was no indi-
‘cation, by these respondents, tgat risk was, or could be
managed as the: entrepreneurs themselves believed it. was.
As one managér stated, an entrepreneur is “one who isra

C perpetual optimist and often overlooks or disregards down-
s;de risk." Two of the subjects believed that entrepre-

neurs take no greater risk than anyone else.

Can Entrepreneurial Ability be Taught?
B ) .

I /\ N,
N ~ ‘

. . TQere is considerable discussion in both . academic
\ ‘
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and business circles concerning the urgent need to produée
more entrepreneurs. While there is agreement that this

-

need is critical there is no_ concensus as to how,’oreven
whether entrepreneurial ability can be~”taught or developed.A”
As this seems to be a fundamental gqguestion, both the entre-

preneurial group and the corporate manager group in this

study were surveyed for their views on this issue.

When the surveyed entrebreﬁeurs wére ésked if they
believed that entreprene;ridl ability could be taught, all.
but two respondents igdicated tﬁép in their view it was
impossible to develop an entfépreneur if he did not have
certain innate abilities. The terms used to identify thesé
abilities included “"common sense" {(judgement), various
"personal factors" such as self-confidence, creativity and

self-motivation and "basic talent" such as ékill at devel-

[
—

oping opportunities. ﬁany respondents heldgthé view.that
some of tyé required skills such as managemen? aﬂg techni-
cal ability could be taught. However, a typical view was
that entrepreneurial ability "can be taught only to those

individuals who are p;edisposed and eager to learn and

apply these skills.™

‘ Within the group of Corporate Manaéers; all. respond-
eéts had indicated some imterest in self employmenf. Con-
§equent1y when this group was surveyed ’ the quesiion of
‘whqther or not, in their view, entrepreneurial s could

\Qs taught seemed very appropriate.



although the mechanlcs of runnLng a busxness could be

taught +here were certaln characterlstlcs essentlal to

-

‘ientreprEneurlal success’ that could not be taUth. State-

" ments such as the following were typical responses:'i§%%§

1

"I don't feel you can teach self-motivation
and hunger ‘for success which are both key ele— )
ments of ‘a good" entrepreneur."”

*To be succeSSfdl,‘ entrepreneurs must have
the ability to translate crazy ideas to concrete

" plans - or even how to get crazy . ideas.
This cannot be taught)"

"I believe that entrepréneurs are born not '
- made." '

- Issues and Aftitudes,Reléﬁing to Large Corporations

1

To examine: the motivation for startlng a bu51ness;

'attltudes about large corporat10ns were dlscussed with the

entrepreneurs and not one ‘person interv1ewed spoke with

contempt‘about large corporatxons..' When asked what they

‘iiked best, gix said thEt*tﬁey.plbviqed excellent training

grounds. Access to large resources and working with peers
were also benefits that were expressed by fourteen respon-

dents. Some of their responses are as follows:

"There is a difference .between the resources.

and projects in & large corporation - in small T

busxness you scCramble a little harder.

"Wlde exposure and experlence - wrde range'

oﬁ people. . : o s

4 '
\ ' . ‘ ! '
”Lots of 1at1tude - lots of experience to be C
galned. ' e ﬂ . R

"Peer groups 7‘soc;e1‘factors;~‘team‘projects."

. .
! . e . Ve

 Twenty-nine 'of the thirty .subjects believed that
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Although it was.acknowledged"thét there was greater

M

potential for financia} rewards in ventﬁring.into cnes own’
business,lit was perceived that inhiarge cbrpgratidns‘there
were better penefit plgns and an‘assured income. uManx.of
the subjeces worried about their inability to provide’spe—

c¢ial benefit plans for themselves and their employees. ‘

-

One man said he enjoyed the challenge of playing the
. ,
corporate political game.

.

[
2

However, when askea what they liked least about large

. corporations many identified the politics and bureaucracy .

and lack of coptrol. For exaﬁple: They Qere concefned with
the slowness with which things. get done and "that ofﬁ}ce
politics stem flow of creativity. They disliked never §§e~
ing end product often did not see project fgom start to
findish, They also disliked the sense of runcertainty and
that.theif own professional destiny in the hands of someone
elsé. Too rigiq a dogma having to feéd the system and a

#

management style that was tgo set were also concerns .| R

One entrepreneur shad a unigue and very positive view

e
of bufgaucracy. He explained that he had strongly disliked

A%he bure&cratgc red tape when he worked for a large corpor-

tion.y However, ndw that he wés on his own he loved that

same " bureaucratic nad tape w1th large corpcratlons because .

he was now so much more flexi e than the larger companles

- c

he dealt with. This flexibility and enhanced respon51ve—

ness gave him a real competitive edge over the "big guys’"
127



'quging of ideas and ability. Resources were also consid-

As.wiih the entrepreneurs the Corporate Managers were

asked to discuss tbs}r attitudes towards lafge corperations.

They identified many of the same benefits to be found in

™~

»large corpggationé) such as, working with peers -and the

E

" A .
erfd to be a very positive factor. Corporate managers also

v

~ identified an igsue which was not raised by the entrepreé-

neurs when they were asked what they likeagd best about the
<1arge corporation. That issﬁé was the wide variety of ass-
signments and the opportunity fo .upwaré mobility, which
one-third of the managers mentioned. One manager explained
that large companiestgneed leaders and the opportunity tb

direct larger operations is there,"

When asked what they likea Jeast abdut\large Corpora-

tions, managers, like the entrepreneurs, identified both

the slowness of the bureaucratic system and Corporajfe poli-

\\
tics. Corporate Managers also identified issues such as
the under-utilization of talent and the lack of recognition

and commitment to the individual.’ T?ey indicated that it

-was--easy to get lost in the “sﬁuffléi" In bersonal terms[

some indicated that the corporate "environment tended to

-

force managers to adopt a "play-it-safe" type: of role in
order to avoid criticism. References were made to bureau-

cratic.red tape by‘17 (57%) of the resbondents.

The Entrepreneur and his Bubiness

k]

The resﬁ{:s in the following four sections relate’

-

Vo
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. - to the entrepreneurs onlyﬁ as the managérs%have not, as
‘ g AN S .
< yet made the decision for self employment.
‘. R . v O 4.’. F\ - i
Profile of the Business begun by Entrepreneurs in this Study
' As “can be seen in tables 9 and 10 businesses which
- the entrepreneurs- in this study initiated, répresent a wide
range of business type and size. A
< : . o
5
e }) - |
Table 9 /
! Type of Business
, " . ‘ '
e Manufacturing Hi-Tech Consulting Service Merchanding
5. ‘ 1 7 13 . 4
» Table 10 ' N
‘ - ) I
Number: of Employees } ,
Less Than 5 5 - 15 16 - 25 26 —99 100+
/
‘ 12 10 2 , 4 2
An examination of Table 11 shows that most of these
\/} , businesses were well established.
- - e 1) (30 § S
| Age of Business in Years
! . . .
Less than 2 . 2 less than 5 5 less than 10 10+,
7 6 o 11 BN
, . - ) "
The Decision for Self Employment

Only two of the thirty entrgpreneurs believed that

. 1
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' >
there were precipitating factors, related to a particular

event ‘or stage in their life, which influenced the decision

' 1 1, » k)
to start'-.thelr business. .
\\( - -

Vo

\ : | .. When. 'asked to identify the most critical factors in

reti_re'ment. Some were frustrated with their careers at

o . present and saw the future as being without promise. For
' ‘T some, 3i1: was .the real_izati‘o'n that they could do sometﬁing
‘well ana could be doing it for themselves and not others.
\ “ But for all of them, the most critical factor in reaching

L \ the final decision was a desire to be in control of their

/,"own destiny and the conviction that they gould be success-
. N .‘

| ' . * ful.

Suppiort# Systems:

An attempt was made to identify support systems critical

3

to the decision making process. ;

;M‘,_m_— e —Twenty-two—of—t hf'bejEC:tS —belisved ".E_me‘rif or ’wss im-
bc;rtant and ident’ifieg people such‘ as th;z following who
fulfilled that role for them - partner, ‘broth‘er, friends,
former businesspassociates. and a famiiy lawyer. The -one

|
. | female entrepreneur who was Jmarried. as well as the male

. entrepreneurs surveyed considered their spouses as a mentor.

Most had family support or at least Qo serious op-

: was férced on’them through being fired or through early

. ) * ¢ . .
reaching the final detision some said that the decision
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position tr.; the decision. Howe’vells, three respondents said'®
their parents were not i}l favour of the change and three
s;id their wives really didn't see why they wanted to leave,
a ."good_" job to risk the unknown. Family support was con-
s;dered essential to most and a joint ,decisién_ was made.
For the few who met resistance, the decision bez‘:‘ar\ne‘ a per-
‘'sonal one. Aé one s:ubject explained, "At the Tisk of sound-
ing callous, you must follow your own instincts. Otherwise

you are not an entrepreneur!".

The Reality of Self Employment

An attempt was made to examine issues such as family
participation in the business and the import'ance of growth
and, develoﬁment of the business” for people who are self

employed. Also entrepreneurs were ‘asked whh\t, they liked
f %
‘most and least about self employment in order to identify

‘any other issues which they considered important for main-

_— . 8
taining an entrepreneurial role. '

{
~

Family participation: - All but four—*of—%he—ferrtreprerf\éﬁﬁ“”‘

1

had family members directly involved in the business.  For

most, it was the spouse and/or children. For four indi-

)

viduals it extended t% friends, father, brother, brother-

in-law, sister-in-law and father-in-law.

Only three would actively encourage a child to come
into the business as a career. Ten were not interested

in the children joining them and the rest yould wglcome

. 4 ' /
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but not encourag;\i:i: participatidn. .Many ;eemed aware
of the problems inv vad in bfzhging children into the firm
and.told stories of unsuccessiul attempts they know of.
As oqg man, stated, "the risk of failure is too gre‘at'when~
children take 6ver”. The'stories Ihef cited were ones where
the infighting of heirs to a business destroyeq it; Also

fhey believed that many shortcomings are overlooked in the

case of a child and that children are often brought into

a business because they are family members, even though
they do not have the proper qualifications, thus putting

the‘business at risk. Of the seventeen respondents who

« would welcome, but not necessarily encourage their children

to join them, all agreed that the welcome would only be
0 . *»
extended if the children's education and training qualified

them for a position in the comﬁany. For the ten who did

.not want their children to join them, the reason most of-
‘ten expressed was that their company was their job and they

'expecfed their children to get their own jobs and possibly

even their own companies.

‘Growth: The issue of growth' is one that has received a-

lot of press because of the tendency of a small business
to grow beyond the owner/founder's ability to control it

and then to fail. N

. - When asked how they felt about growth only fpur entre-
preneurs believed it to be impoftant. They believed that

in order .to achieve growth it would probably be necessary



»

o M . , *
;0 hire manégers. lThey felt that there would be no threat
to their Authority or Au onomy if they employed managers.
Eleven respondents (37%) felt it was not important and

fifteen (50%)' believed tt;at a managed growt‘h was desirable.

Most believed that autonomy should not be sacrificed to

growth. In other words, for them, it was more important
to remain in total control than to expand if that expansion

required giving. significant decision. making authority  to

\others. &

When asked if they believed their personal character-
istics and slncills as an entrepreneur coul& readily be trans-
ferred to another type of business, twenty-nine said yes.
One man exblaiénd that the important factér was the "instinct

v
.to manage change. It was irrelevant what business you are

in!*"

When asked to describe negative aspects of self

employment twenty-two entrepreneurs mentioned things such

as the paper work, worry about meeting the payroll, taxes,
sometimes feeling isolated, the fact .that there tl:uly never
is 2 break from the concern for their business. Three res-
pondents indicated that it was impossible to go home at

night ard leave all cares and worry behind. Lack of finan-

cial resources was also a concern because without sufficient

money, new projects could not be initiated. Three of the
entrepreneurs were concernedgabout people related problems

such as not liking having to collect money from late paying
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e :
. customers or having to lay off staff. . . :
' <~ - T ! ‘
[ Flve entrepreneurs said there were no negatives., .
. . As 6na explained: ’ ]

_ "THere is no least - I wouldn't do it any other ‘ .
way - Hell of a good time - no(negaﬁives." .

.

Subjects were then asked what th/a.ngs they best liked

. about sqlf employment. The answers i/ncluded such benefits

as autonomy, freedom, independence ay{d higher profit levels.
There was also a sense of pride of jownership a\nd of .accom-

plisment and status in the commun'il Yy expressed.\\ For exarple:\
. ‘ / \
‘"I feel better about mys¢lf than beforel in .
my life. I like being part of the small busi- -’
ness community and dm‘v’ egret the hours and
the work." ; .
P

*It. offers the opportunity to be involved in '
the community and interact with other busi-
ness people. It gives/ credibility and satis-
faction." .

/
"There is a pride of/éownership of a successful
business. I like to e my own boss.™

#

e e it - .
_____»M’rm—é’é"p at night with no headaches. I don't
-worry about the .E‘ext—in‘-line: My position’
T ree to travel and respected

“ PR

e e ’ is secure. I am
in the community.

Everyone i‘nterv ewed agreed they .had made the right \
decision to go int7 businesg\ for themselves and they would e

-t

' do it over again./

\J
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' \ " ses totally successful, fQur said they were partlally suc-
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The Issue of Success -

' ’ R s
' When -asked "What criteria would you consider useful

L]

to judge success in your own busiress:;® many mentioned

’

profit but never was this identified as profit for profit's’

" sake. The object was to be able to run and improve the

busfness and to maintain an acceptable llfe style. The

v

following‘guofations shoxathat what is imﬁ@rtant it:

w

"Financial independence with a suitable return
_is key." ¢

"To be able to provide oneself with a standard = -
of 1living that would allow the freedom to
pursue other business opportunities and social
services is important.”

The other main criteria for measuring suécegg concerned
dealings with the industry, staff and clients and can. best

be understood from the following statements:

"It is "importanmt ... that your customers are
satisfied, employees enjoy working for you
and you have respect in the industry. Your’
company does something well and sticks behind
it.”

"... that you like what you are doing. That
you are creating new oppor tunities and helping
others on their way." 4
s i ' ! wd; ’ )
" *... that your company servictes business com-
munity properly deal in fine€ products and rep-'
resent them well. Provide work environment

that is profitable, positive and productive."

-

Twenty-five of the, subjects con51dered their bu51nes—

cessful and one said 17/was‘¢oo early to tell.

¥

/

™
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Seman;t i¢ Differential Scales
v - , o .
‘The raw data generated by the semantic differential

et

“%@a;es were compiled. . Mean scores and standard deviations

)

-
entrepreneurs and the corporate man-

vy

LN
were~produced for the
(’ 1 ) .
agers "which were used to develop picdfiles for the concept
The profile is developed

"perception: of the entrepreneur.”
by charting these arithmetic means developed for each seman-
tic fdcale onto a grid consisting of a series of seven point

scéles,";{.ogether with their corresponding bi-polar adjec-

in this way, a separate profile is produced for
For. purposes of inter-group

~

~ Ltives.

eaci group on each concept.
comﬁarisoﬁ’the concept profiles developed for each group
As rated by

of subjects were portrayed on common grids.
the two groups, 'Figure 4 charts these mean scores on its

appropriate scale.
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Table 12 »

-

Mean Scores = Perception of the Ek\{repreneur

- Entregreneuré Manafx's .

, Mean $tandard Mean Standard’
Score Deviation Score Deviation

Rational 43 15 4.9 1.2 Intuitive
~ ' Sensitive ' 3.5 . 1.5 3.5 ° 1.5 ‘Insensitive
‘ ' Tense 3.9 1.5 3.7 1.3 Relaxed
# , Confident Ry 2.0 1. 2.0 1.0 Unsvire
Introvert 5.5 1.1 5.8 .7 Extrovert
Patient I 4.4 1.7 4.7 - 1.3 Inp‘atient
’ High Innovation ' 1.9 .8 2.2 . .9 Low Innovation
. High Risk . 2.2 1.4 2.0 .8 Low Risk
Co Y High Achievement 1.7 .8 1.6 .8 Low Achievement
- ) Hi§11 Power 4.0 1.7 2.5 1.4 Low Power
High Independence 1.8 .7 1.6 .6 Low Independence
High Appruval 4.5 1.6 4.2 1.8 Low. Approval
, High Technical 3.1 1.2 3.7 1.1 Low Technical
High Management 2.9 1.4 .3.3 1.1 Low Management

I \

When Figure 4  is examined, it can be seen that only.

e

small differences exist between the perceptions of the en-

. » ' . trepreneurs and the managers on most of the scale dimensions.

‘ e

»Since differences of "as small as one half of a scale unit

e

are .significant at the five percent level," it was neces-
sary to determine which.scales produced sigrificantly gif-

1
ferent responses.




. FIGURE 4 ' Co- ~
v PERCEPTION OF. THE ENTREPRENEUR . ’

Y . — -

. » Ay
It is not at all clear exactly what skills, characteristics ada
need$ best define the entrepreneur. Keeping in mind entrepreneurs whom
you know, please circle the number .in the scale which most closely des-
cribes your perception of the entrepreneur. ’

Entreépreneurs ----- Managers ——
Rational Intuitive
1 2 3 6 7
!
Sensitive - Insensitive
1 2 3 ' 6 7
Tense Relaxed
1
Confident
1
Introvert
1
Patient
1 -
CAPAC INNOVATION
High - Low
1 Va 3 3 5" 3 7
CAPACITY FOR RISK TAKING
High . Low
1 3 4 5 6 7
s NEED TO ACHIEVE
. Low
3 4 5 6 7
b Y
FOR PCWER
' ~NEED \R} \ Low
1 3 — 4 5 6 7
— NEED FOR INDEPENDENCE :
High - Low
1 q 5 "6 7
FOR_APPROVAL
High = Low
1 5 6 7
TECHNJCAL” SKT '
High ;z Low
1 2 4 5 6 7
. ! MANAGEMENT SKILLS '
High ] Low
1 2 3 5 6 7
e &
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While this study was éxpioratgaz)}n naturé(ghd .the
/ ~35 " ;
selection of samples could not be cpnsidered a truly random

procés’, "t" tests were performe &n thd resulting data.’

"

These statistical tests were carried out more’ék\?n aid

to making decisions about meaningful differences, 'rather

than igj imply ihat these differences will be reflkgted‘

in the)general population of managers and.entreprepéurs.
. p K

" Two tailed "t" tests were performed, since no pre-
diction was made about which mean was smaller or larger.

At the five percent level of significance, only one scale
was identified as potentially being statistically signifi-

cant. This was the issue of "Need for Power" as a defining

characteristic of‘the entrepreneur (t = 3.69, d.f. = 56,

p = .001).

P

53
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Jooooo o }Charles E. ’bsgood, George H. Suci, and Percy H.
e Tannenbaum, "The Measurement of Meaning” in. Semantic Dif-

Osgood, (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 1969) p. 79..
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v ’ This research project has generated a considerable
. , [

amount of infermation.

*

The discussions in the preceding
L] ' ’\ '
chapter show that certain issues stand out clearly as being

H important to our better understanding of the entrepreneurial

" process and the decision to engage in it.

. . * »

' . In order to have a meaningful d%scussion, it is best
ey examine fir§t what we know of'thg entrepreneur based
on the perceptions of both ‘Ventrl.'eprengurs and corpdrate
managers. This wiil be followed by a discussion of the

+ .2 - —critdcal factors involved im-the assumption of the "ent¥e-

greneu’rial role. Differences between the two . groups will

- also be examined. -

.
\

THE ENTREPRENEUR

Because this research used two: groups of subjects,
§ e [4

- -

we have views of the entrepreneur which agree in many as-
s pects and differ in some interesting aspects. These views

, i are augmented by the personal observations of the interviewer.
: ' . A ,
~ An examination of Table 8 (page 83) is both useful
\ - 4 .

'

) and revealing. Both groups. identify the entrepreneur as
L ’ -

a skillful, res’ults,‘orie"n‘,teé innovator with, a strong sales.
. - ,“ . ; . .
' ability and the abiligty to manage change.

W
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Based an the characteristics the§ identified, both

i

¥ - -
groups agreed that en&repreneurs are leaders. An examin-

+ ation of the characteristics in Table 7 (page 82) indicates

that this is a very'positive type of leadership - a leader

who 'is creative, steadfast,- energetic, self—confid'enﬁ.t','

and self-motivated. These characteristics are noteworthy

- o-
‘because of their totally positive nature. By examining
- 3 ~ . R .
. those characteristics which were articulaged by the ehtre-

preneurs but not the”Corporafe Managers, we add further

to this positive view. fThe surveyed groups of entfepre—

L

neurs perceived "the entrepreneur" as an individual who

'is optimistic, adventurous and realistic.
' ' o

by conSideri'ng.: the additional descriptions provided by
f“]" ’

“the, group of ‘Corporat'e Managers which was survéyed. These

relate a perceived aggressiveness and a high level of am-

’

bition in the entrepreneur. These traits are presented
as characteristics .sixteen to nineteen in Table 7 (page
82)._ The Mahager's describe a very compefitive berson’lwith

a "large ego" and a high need for power, who 1is totally

' devo‘\ted to work and motivated by money and mategxial pos-

4

sessions.- There is 1little emphasis on job security and
St

£ .
little concern for others., It is clear that the two groups
d:‘iff‘er\‘\significantly in their perceptions of the entre-

A}
3

. preneurs' level of _aggressiveness, sources of motivation
and need for power. It would seem 'that}while entrépréneurs

are perceived by others to pe very aggressive, motivated
. - " : '~,\' . .. '

"~
t

. - , t I _ . ) .
Our perception of -the%ntrepreneur is further developed
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’

-

by money, hatéfial goods and power, the entrepreneurs do
not recognize these traits in themselves. This may pos-

sibly be attributed to a "blind-spot” in'the entrepreneur's
‘ \ \

perception of himself because possibly ‘they simply don'it

\ ‘
recognize aggressive tendencies in themselves. Conversely,
what others view as assertiveness and'égg>§§sivéness[ may
. 4
in fact be what entrepreneurs view as optimism, achievement

_orientation, a sense of adventure, independence and a high

energy level in themselves.
o

/

To this 'picture, we must add a further dimension.
This one was developed from personal observation at the

time of the interview. - Talking to these entrepreneurs

it became very clear that these people have a very positive,

’

emotionally healthy view of the world. They are articulate,

possess a sense of urgency, have a keen outlook on life

and a control of their business and environment -that em-

phasized “cr;ativity' and "skills" both analytical and
coping ”fore;ight" and "ingenuity™ in the pursuit of results
were also highlighted. Interestinglx these personal ob-
servations were supported by "the way in whic? theﬂen;ggpre—

. . _ : 7
neurs responded to the .questionnaire and their—actual ans-

-

o«

wers "they provided. For example:

4

*I have made much more money but what is more
important 'I am able to try many things I
wouldn't have been able to and I can provide
employment for others.” ‘

]

L4

e,
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"I feel that I can contribute to and be part

of the small business community. '~ This inde-
*. pendent,, seif-rellant llfe has been wonderful Co

for my famlly

"Flexible hours .allow .me to devote time to

‘the activities of‘ my Church Whlch are very
' important to me."

Two values were also identifieq. One 'was strong

" personal work ethic and the other was ‘a pride in being
-able t% provide jbbs for others. In terms of needs, what

istands out clearly is the notion that tﬁese business people

need to be their own boss and' in doing so, prove their
self-worth. They manifest a strong desire to succeed but
‘ ‘ Y .

on many levels.
\
" Another dimension of entreprgneurial personality

3 . . N .
emerges when you examine the criteria for" success arti-

‘qplated by the entrepréneurs in this study. All wanted

~
to make a profit but this was far from the only measure

of success. In fact, although important, it was not suffi-

cient to define success only in this way. What emerged

was a person concerned for the image of his company, the
/

satisfaction of clients and the well being of staff, hard

working but sirongly aware of family.and community. This
appears to be at odds with the notlon put forth by somen

of the managers, that entrepreneurs are motivated only.

bg money and ha;erlal.goods and that they are 'aggressive

*

and -self-serving. . .

.. To understand why these two perceptions exist,- {f

>
I - . . 4
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is useful to refer to Webs;er‘s article. His work stands

-alone in its attempt to categorize entrepreneudrial type.

For example, his "independent®™ entrepreneur ... the risk

creators, loner with his fear of[ accepting advice from
* t

"outside people” would correspond to entrepreneurial char-

acteristics identified by Kets De Vries and Feinberg ...

tﬁe workaholics and the social misfits who also distrust

"outside experts.” ' Both would conform to the workaholic,

moné&\grientated, aggfessive image portrayed-by the managers.

AN
-

Cleafly this research did not identify those persorn-
ality types and does not suppo\rt the notion of the entre-

preneur as a marginal person in any way. This is, I

AN

‘believe, a most important finding ‘of this study and one

not‘ identified in the literature either popular or aca-
den{ic., Webster comes .close in his discussion of the ad-
ministrative and small business owner groups. Both have
orientations .that are managerial with embhasis on builc}ing‘
an organization which will provide them with long-—t.erm

autonomy not simply a "quick buck."

Risk Taking and Innovation

; .
From the time of Cantillon to the present day, the

enérepreneur has been defined by his ability to be innovative

and to operate with high levels of risk. Therefore the

findings o’f\ this paper are noteworthy‘. Reference to the
results section will\Show that six of the enf-reprengurs

said that they were not risk takers, nine said yes but

L]

t R

b
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to a very limited degree, and fourteen gave a qua-lifiea

n

yes.

All of them believed that- any risk they took was
well thought out ana plann?d o that the business was never
put at .risk. Unqualified’ risk is just not an issue with
th.e thirty entreprene/yé interviewed, even though twenty
believed that risk taking should be a defi‘ning charactpr-
istic of the entrepreneur. A particularly intefestiﬁg
comment by one of the entrepreneurs sn)l{\eds light \on this
issue. He believ‘ed that there were "degrees of risk" and

"degrees of entrepreneur.” Based on his belief that he

took no exceptional risk he believed that he was not. an
. b}

entrepreneur.

. As twenty-three of the entr‘)epreneurg believed that,
thfey took somgl risks and as an unc‘er;gin market ma)}fes vris’l;
‘unavoiciable, we migfut conclude that risk-taking is still
a valid defining cﬁaracteristic of the entrl'epreneur. How-
é.iver the results of this rés:aarch sugges.t t'ha'é_ 1t ‘isJ not

simply  the abilit'y to take on risk, including the risk

of failure, that characterizes the entrepreneur, Risk -

to these subjects was not some uncontrollable force. | Risk

was not perceived l:o be a problem because it could be man-
aged. so as not to ever fhreaten the survival of the iness.
This ability to assess and manage risk was a do inant

feature of this research. In fact so secure were 1:he)'r

in this .beliéf that @s;’ix of the entrepreneurs said they



p—
H

"were not” risk takers at all!/

¢

For twénty-eight of the corporate managers risk was

risk with no qualifications and no suggestion of management

!

" 20f risk which makes the whole area even more interesting

and cértainly more critical for anyone who hopes to asée;s
the p tent1al sultablllty of a person for an entrepre-
neurial role. In other words, it would se%m that if rlsk
taking is to be a useful measure of entrepreneurial talent
then some measures of the ability to ééal with risk and

3

uncertainty will have tc be developed.

All thirty entrepreneurs believed themselves to be
innovators to some degree. Yet thirteen believed thaf
it was not an essential characteristic for an entrepreneur,
as some businesses would nat require innovation. The cor-
porate group split down the miﬁdge on this question'with,
\half believing that innovation was a defining character-

‘istic of the entrepreneur and half believing that it was

b not important. 1t would appear that inﬂovation is opé
of the defining characteristics of thé'entrepreneur'idenfi—

fied'in this study. Lo /

/
/

/

The Decision

" In terms of the decision to begin self employment,
it is clear from the data that a particular t,pe of entre-
preneur has been identified. These are mature ;ndividuals

who -bring to their businesses a wide range of experience
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and strong management skills. They are careful and thought-

ful individuals wﬁo do not take lightly the decision for
self employment. The most critical factor in the decision
was the strong ne;d to control their own destiny and beyond
that, unshakable convigtion that it could be done success-

.

fully.

-

With reference to the actual initiation of a business
veﬁture, tﬁé findings support the notion of Brockhaus;
"push theory." For most of the entrepreneurs interviewed,
the decision to leave the old\environment haé a gréater
influence th&n did any idea of af opportunity too good
to miss. Even though.there was obviously a pull towards

self employment as opposed to moving to another large com-

pany, the most important factor for these subjects was

‘the "need” to get away. They would not have started their

’ A
busingsses if they had been satisfied with their corporate

environments. . In fact, for twenty-three (77%) of the

'entrepreneurs interviewed, the. decision to leave the old

-

environment was the significant factor influencing' the

]

decision to start their businesses. Of these twenty-three,

1

ten were ’‘out of work and thirteen left because they were

‘unhappy with the present work situation or with its future

prospects, as the following quotations élearly show:

"The job was boring so I quit and ‘the second
job was worse.”

. "I was concerned with my long-term- prospects
with my employer and was convinced that I
had a good enough shot at maklng this business
a success." ‘

)
L]
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"1 was president of my company with}/nowhere
else to grow." /

v
o . -
l 7

. /

A"

The! other seven entrepreneurs started their businesses
g 4 ; .

fo:}a variety of reasons. Two were presented with "oppor-
tunities too good to miss." The others, because of a Stiea§

desire to have their own business, actively sought out

business opportunities,'as one of them explained::

"I have a long term desire to work for mysSelf.
I knew the 'business and knew what I did for
others 1 coulq successfully do for myself.",

However, this does not,-on its own, explain why they

were not  “pushed" into another corporate environment. X #e

\ , ,

faction. . "Push" and "pull" can and do operate together
and should not be viewed as alternative forces. Much more

research is needed into the "pull" aspect. In other words,
/

' what factors, make the self employment option more attrac-

tive and viable than the option to éhange cog?gn;esf - ’

°

Support

1

It was expected that support from family and business

'

_partners,. would be instrumental in the final decision for -

&
self employment, In fact, this seems to be the case, as

tﬁefe was almost unanimous agreement that family support

was . essential. The three who said it wasn't essential

had met opposiiton from wife/family. They agreed that

support would have been better but lack of it would not

stop them. At the time of the interviews, all of the

4.
<k
>
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entrepreneurs were in strongly supportive home environments.

<3 '

Dynasty of Empire

. The notion ;f "founding a Dynasty" was examined b&
asking entrepreneurs if they would actively egcourage.a
child to join them in their businesses. Th£§ idea was
examined in order to esgggi}sh whether building a business
to pags on to future generafions was a consideration when
starting a business. This researchlshowed that the busi-
ne;s ventures in the study wére designed to, provide a live-
lihood for the founder not for posterity. Ohly three of

the entrepreneurs surveyed would actively encourage a child

: I
to join them.

AN
’

It was also not the iptention of the majority (twenty- )
six) of theﬁe entrepfeneurs to "found an empire.t To'exam-
ine this notion they were asked how they felt about growth
for their companies and wés it important to them. To mos t
of them growing bigger was not all that important. All
- have well thought-out and well articulated\viéws on growth.
They range from “goipg public"'fo a deiiberate reduction
in staff to restrict growth. Most hqwevér agreed some
form of "managed" growtﬁ was acceptable,‘ always kéeping
in mind the protection of the business and the protection

of their own autonomy.

The findings concerning starting a business tend
to follow the literature in many respects. The model

' proposed by Powell and Bimmerle, as seen in Figure 2 (page

a

pe
Py
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/ 39) lists meny ct;aracte'ristics that were identified in
“this ‘study. T,his study' also conf;lrmed'the importance of
precipitating factors such as dissatisfaction and oppor-

\ tunity. Powell and Bimmerle also 1list "ipitial encour- '

j agement™ as a third precipitating factor. This study did G
not find this factor ‘relevant. Enceuragement for the
entrepreneurs in thls study came after a preliminary decis-~
ion . to become self emgloyed had already been made. None - p

1

o.f these "entrepreneurs received any intial encouragen;ent ‘
to start a business. In fa‘ct, two of thel e‘ntrepreneur\s ; N
who had seif employed parents were discoufaged by the
parents from taking/fhis step. It is possible that for /-
¢ other éroub;' of entrepreneurs this factor could be a signi-
et ficant one.

o Comparison of the WCQ( Habitg and Perceptions of -
Entrepreneurs and Corporate Managers

The two groups of su?jects'were gho_sen for this study - S
' ) because they provided an exceilent/means to identify fac-
. tors _essential to the decision for self employment. Both
| groups came from similar corporate backgrounds. The dif-
ference between them. was that the members of one group
we;: functioning as entrepreneurs and tl"ne memters of the
other groﬁp were "would be" entrepteneu}'r i.e. they had
expressed an mterest or desire for sel?

.
had not taken the step. The challenge was to assess why

employmentj but ;"

the members of one group actually made the decisio'g‘ for

self employment while members of the other group have not.
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In other wordsl is it pdssible to {dentify characteristics
of entrepreneurs which if possessed by éorporate managers

would identify them as likely to initiate self employment.
}

Many similarities were found between the groups.

An examination of Table 1 (page 73) will show tWat agé
. . ~ \

r/ v
"\‘ ¥ \‘ v - - . . N A
"is one of these similiarities. !

Y

. et /' Lot )

The WwBrk patterns:
K . .

both groupgiéXCept that six of the entrepreneurs ran busi-

nesses of their own when at scNool.‘yhile only two of the
‘ .

¢

corporate'managers'initiated self eMployment(as g;udents.

. These differences however would not seem to be an indica-

J

L

tion of strong entrepreneurial tendencies in later vyears

as an‘ekamipation of Table 13 shows:

Table *13 ¢

Number §f Entrepreneurs and Corporate Managers who
Had Work Experience as Children and Youths

As Children Youth/others Youth/self‘

Entrepreneurs 23 - ' 19 . 6
Corporate Managers 22 22 2

\ .

'In terms of hours spent at the current work, it ié
only in the “above 61 hourS)week” category which shows
a larée difference between the groups.' An examination
'of Table 5 (page'76) shows that thirty-seven percent of
the enirepreneurs épend over sixty-one hours per week

at work, while only seventeen’ perceﬁt of the corporate
Qr

Al . . AN
in their youth look similar for
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managers spend.fhat much' time. This very likely indicafes

'necessity rather than a desire to spedd the extra time,

Many of the subjects worked alone or with small staffs

and of necessity had to fill a number of roles.

-
3 b
L

An examination ‘of Table 6 }pa%ﬁ 77) will show¥th§t
;wenty-seven percent 9vf the en£repreneurs enjoyed work
more than anything else in their lives, while seventeen
percent of ﬁhe‘managers felt that way about work. These
qifferences are not {%kely to be significant.. The interes-
Eihg obsg;vafipn to be méde from this Table;is that seventy
percent of the entfepreneurs and eighty percegt of the
corporate managers enjoy work to the same extent as other
things.  This finding calls into serious question the

J i

notion of the entrepreneur as a "workaholic."”

Whenk compared on attitudes toward ‘self employment,

the corporate managers articulate "peceived" benefits that

L% ’ .
correspond closely with the "actual™ benefits realized

by .the entrepreneurs. An examination of,paées 78 - 81
- i

shows that for both groups these, benfits are autonomy,

satisfaction and increased fincancial rewards. when star-

ting their careers twenty-three percent of the managers

and” forty-seven percent of the entrepréneurs seriously

considered self employment. Entrepreneurs "did not follow

through at that time, because of lack of capital and lack’

of experience. These two concerns were also articulated
A ‘

by the managers but they also mentioned low initial income,/

\ .

-
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lack of’ personal time and lack of security. The;§ dif-
ferences are ‘of interest because managers expressed less

of an inclination to take @ risk by incluéing the three

extra concerns, one of which is lack of security.
. ) . S\ .

-

Entrepreneurs and corporate managers agreed on a

wide range of benefits and problems whigh arise when work-

t

ing for large corporations. A main difference was that
"the opportunity for upward mobility “was recognized‘ as
a benefit by tweﬁty:seven percent of the corporate managers

but not by the entrepreneurs." Bureaucratic red tape was

- seen as a negative feature of large corpord%@ons by fifty-

7]

. seven percent of the managers and only two percent of thé

entrepreneurs, who had a much wider and more specific range

of concerns.l For example, thirty percent of the entrepr-

neurs expressed concern for lack of autonomy and lack of

actual control of their. environments, as the following
L

-quotations demonstrate:

1Y
"The main problem with large corporations is:
.«. lack of control, lack of freedom. You
7 are told what projects®to work on. ... answer-
ing to someone ... that .I am. constrained by
the wishes of others and lose my independence.”

/

S Only ten percent of the corporate managers .discuss

ERAS

o

lg’k of autonomy. Their responses to the question "What

do you like least about large corporations?" .follow:

"... the limited decision making delegated
to middle management levels." ° : N
"... it is difficult, at times, to get new

' ! ) ' \,(}_“

30

’

& 1'

N
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pro;ects started.”

r

». .. what seems like a frequent need to comp-"
romise vs following your own thought." ”

Table 14 indicates how frequently‘Eefthie key nega-

tive characteristics of bureaucracy were mentioned.

‘" Table 14
ey

- Frequency of Negative Characteristics
of Bureaucracy stated by Respondent (ink)

'3 o

eFor the entrepreneur, lack of control- is key. Issues such
as Suf@aucratic red tape, loss of identigy and corporate
* politics are the key issues for the corporate managers.

\ﬁerhaps until these bother the managers to tqe p01pt where

: their level of concern gver loss of autonomy and co&irol

is rqxsed we cannot expect that they wouid'make a move;

~

to self employméﬁffd

/ ) , :

. . s

- The issue of education for an entrepreneurial role
is ef‘intefest to both business and universities, at pres-
‘;nt. Therefore this study did attempt to assess this rela-
tlonshlp between education and entrepreneurshlp.' The

« entrepreneurs who took part in this study were very well

i

{

Na
3

Entrepreneurial Corporate
Group Group
'Bureaucratic red(tape T g 2% \ 57%
Lack of gutonomy/Control . ’ 36% ’ :10%
Loss of identity | 0.7% 23%
« Politics : T 17%

eramen e i
IR N
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\ - educated with sixty percent having at least an undergrad-
) uate degfee. This pefcentage rose to seventy-three for
the corporate group. It'quld therefore appear that educa-

n

tion will not be usefﬁl*to predict whether a corporate
—ﬁanager with som; interest in starting -aSusiness will
’ actuall§ start one. The findings do however support the
view of Coffey and -Herrman that formal education "qan

contribute to entrepreneurial quccpss:" Seven 1in %gch

group had post graduate degrees. in the corporate group .
tﬂis was six degrees in bsiness and oné:in English. In

\  'the entrepreneurial group, the post.graduate degrees/cdver—

‘'ed a wider range with énly three degrees' in businegs, one

& in physics, two in engineering and one in medicine. This

. ~
’ finding would seem to be in line with the view of Merill

and Douglas that in an entrepreneurial role, -‘business
school graduates are not as successful as other college

majors.

L3 ¢

It is of interest to note that entrepreheurs thems-
'selves believed that their' success as entrepreneurs rested

heavily on experience and some "basic talent.”

"It was the overwhelming belief of both entrepreneurs

. and ménagers‘that education combined with experience‘were
‘e;séqtial componeénts for success. In this view they lend
support to the importance of the Coffey/Hefrmgnn model
for entrepreneurial education. They also firmly believed

J

! W w . . )
that thereﬂ are certain inpate—characteristics suc
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“ t i
independence and self-motivation which :éannot ‘be taught.
In this, view, they are in agreement with many - faculty ' ‘.
members of top Qgsiness schools. . - uﬁb

H

Based on this research it would .not‘ be difficult
to ﬁake a case for parent's ‘self emﬁloyment being useful
in predicting, the 'assumption of a similar status by the
‘children, as 43% of tﬁé entreprenéurs had self employed
parents. 'Twenty~three percent of'the'managers hadtselfJ
employéd parents which might account in part for the in-

terest of members of this group in the possibility of

starting abusiness at some time.

Scales
One scale fo; the concept "perception of the entre- ’
preneur" was significant. It w@s'"nééd\fogLﬁower." Cor-
porate Managers perceived that the entrepreheurs have a
high needlfor power as illustrated in figure 4. (page 99).
b .
.Tﬁe entTeprenegss d;d not coﬁsider that they had a need,
‘for power. Perhaps the cbrpo;ate manggérs response re-
flects. their view of the entrepreneur as ambitious and
agressive. The entrep;eneurial regponse on the other hand
'supports McClelland's contention thag it is the negd té
achieve not the néed for power that besf\gefines the entre-

L4

preneur.

In summary, then, many of the proposed assuniptions
w h - .
for this research project are supported. Today's entrpre-

neur is dinnovative, and he is a risk taker; but begause

£ B ' N

P
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gamﬁler.

-
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o

this risk is controlled he cannot ue considered an outright

An examination of the list of other assumiptions:*

all these expectations were met;

have a high need to achieve - supported.

" work long hours - supported.

enjoy work more than other. things in their
lives - not supported. ’

£}

express a great need for autonomy - supported

manlfest a work ethlc - supported although
work did not consume’ their lives.

dislike bureaucracy - supported.

|
be well educated but also consider experience
essential - supported

distrust outsids experts - not supported.

be 1ndependent and not need & great deal
of family support - not supborted. Family
support was considered essential to success.
However lack of support for the initial

,decision would not stop a "true" entrepreneur.

o

encourage’ chlldren to join ‘in order to per-

" petuate the bu51ness - not supported. o

\

- have come /from entrepreneurial families and

have demonstrated entrepreneurial tendencies '

" in their youth - not supported.
2 _

¢ that this resea}ch was expected to support shows that not

™
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I CHAPTER SEVEN

it

CONCLUSIONS

7

‘Since this study was initiated, there seems to have

been a renaissance or revival of the entrepreneurial spirit.

Increasing numbers of individuals are making the decision
to start a business of their own. As well:, the topic of
the entrepreneur has come into vogue in many business

periodicals and academic‘journals; What is being written,

tends to maintain a very traditional view of the enrepre-

‘ neur and his/her characteristics and skills: This ' may

well be ansover-simplification of a very complex issue.

In carrying out this study, the intent was to encom;
pass as wide a range of concerns and issues relevant to
the entrepreneuriallpfocess as was poss;ble. What emerged
from this study was a brofile of the entrepreneur which
was somewhat. at odds with much of the literature and

traditional beliefs.

E

The entrepreneurs in this study stated . that they

did not: live for work alone, have money as his/her sole
\ ' ‘
motivator, plan to build a dynasty or empire, despise the

large corporations from which they emeréed, nor did they

demonstrate or pe}ceive a high need for power. \{

. This study has demonstrated a wide rangq'of charac-

teristics and skills attributable to tnE entrepreneur,

" These ‘entrepreneurs appear to be emotionally healthy indi-
¢ '

1



i
7
. . . ) . L a . {
viduals/, with strong concerns for their families, employees /
3 )

and the communities in which they live. They are seen //'

to be¢ capable individuéls, sk;llful at Arketing, managing.
change, negotiating and coping\ with failure. Ih their )
- own assessmenf, the entrebfeneprs are leaders who are
strong, independent, creative, optimistic, steadfast and

energetic. . ‘ . ) \ -

Of major. significance, is the issue of the need for
power. In short, the corporate managers surveyed in this
study outlined a perception of the entrepreneur as an indi-

¢ . vidual with a high need for power. This perception was

L4 Fd

not supportgd-by the views of the entrepreneurs themselves.
In their Self image, the need fog power was not a relevant
force or a defining characteristic. Clearly, this points
to' a possible discrepancy between the sterébtype of the
entrepreneur and the-reality which is perceived by these
iqdividuais. This could be the sﬁbject of further worfh—

while research.

One ofuthe‘objectives of this research was to iden-
.tify factors which 9ntrebreneurs believed were essential
to making the actual decision for self employmént. In
this study dissafisféction with the larger corporate

environment was an imp%ftant precipitating factéf.,Findings
Shg

i

support the Brockhaus "push theory" in. that these entre-
preneurs were more often driven or pushed from their cor-

- porate origins rathgr than being presented with a business e

-
v

\




o

- 120 7

t
opportunity that was too good to miss. Another precipi-
tating factor was a strong need for autonomy and to have
cont_:r‘ol.of their own destiny. It is possible that this
i 1y

need for auton‘omy is what "pulls" them towards the option

»
’

for self employment rather than moving to another corporate

environment. T

<

The research presented here speciiically used twq
groups of corporate managers. One: gro

p had actually
started businesses the other had not, although they had
a wish to. The hope, in u'si‘ng these particular groups,
was to identify different perceptions, backgrounds or vwork
habits which| might suggeét ‘'what it is that does identify

entrepreneurjal talent and .pc'xtential and thus leads to

a decision t¢ become self employed.

What was demonstrated, was almost total agreement

qn the perception of/the ‘value of work in their '1ives\.
Profiies in terms of age, work hapits in youth ‘and family
background were similar. The only major difference was
in amount of time spent at work. Thbirty—seven perc.:ent
of the entrepreneurs spend ovér sixty-one hours a week,
while only seventeedn percent of the corporate managers
devote thi; ~much time. This, in’ all likelihood_,. only'
reflects necessity and not desire on the part of the gntre-
preneufs in that they often must do many di;fferen; jobs

to keep the business going.

'However, there are two very real and impoftant dif-

+




ferences between the groups. One is the issue of managed

risk. Entrepréneurs do not, for the most part, consider
'the’mselves personally as ris}’c takers because tﬁ‘ey "know" .gﬁ'
‘tha‘.t the degree of ‘risk is minimal an‘d acceptable because
they have manaéed it to be so. For the corporate manager,

on the other hand, "risk” is a "bogeyman." It is what

holds many of them back. A number of respondents said that ’ '

they would really love to start a businegs, if there were

no risk involved. . i

The other major difference is one that has been iden-'
tified many times when discussing the entrepreneur in this
paper. Entrepreneurs have a very strong need tb control
their ‘bw_n destiny. and just as strong a belief that they
can do it. 'i‘l;e éorporage rﬁanagers interviewed did not

demonstrate this same drive.

These differences thén suggest a direction ‘for ass-- ‘ /’
essing entrepreneurial potential. One is a measure of ° ’/‘
a person's need for ‘control of.his own desi\ny)along with ;J
an assessment of his belief in his ability to be success-

N

ful. Finally, élthough a good eni:repreneur must possess

. an ability to accept risk, this, notion alone may not be - !

T

sufficient as a defining characterisitc of "the entrepr-

heur. What is needed is a clearer uhderstanding of how
1 ' : !
"an entrepreneur perceives, assesses and manages risk and
( ' ‘ +
how he actually behaveis in concrete situations. . r
1

v H
.t \

; L ,
A further, very relevant issue‘\relates to the poten- |

o \
/ . ‘ P :
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tial role of universities in developing future entrepre-
. . v
neurs. . A new discipline has emerged in many business

schools to focus on the development ‘of small business

»

management skills, But many faculty members responsible

for this development hold the view that there are sbme~

‘ very essential but innate entrepreneurial characteristics

—

/that canﬁst be taught. One could debate whether or not
it reallj//is the rgsponsibility of business schools to
produce fut&re entrepreneurs. Perhaps their responsibility

"is best restricted to imparting the basic financial,

management, marketing and other skills necessary to run

an independent busigess.

N -,‘:’" ) ‘ rep
Both entrepreneﬁrﬁ and theporporatemanagérs surveyed

in this study fully support this position. Entrepreneurial

skills and characteristics can be enhanced and further

dévelqped, but théy cannot be taught where they do not

exist. ‘Where the tendencies and skills do exist, they

mos't certainly can be enhanced by further academic training.

The éhallenge for the future then becomes ,how to
identify individuals with the requi;ite entrepreneurial
talent-and potential,' who will most benefit from these
p;ggrams and how best to develép this potential. But how

'fﬁ; this to be done? To begin with, fﬁrther research is

needed in order to clarify and validate what character

traits, needs and skills best define the entrepreneur.

Once these are established some form of evaluation

’

o TR TN
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s

and ,asses'smeﬁt would be useful in order to determine whe-
, .

ther the needs, goals and expectations of the potential

entrepreneur are consistent with what is likely to be found

in an entrepreneurial situation.

Another ' potentially valuable tool to developing
entrepreneurial talent would be Some form of assessment
centre where the entrepreneuria{ role must b’e p_la&ed in
a simulated business situation. The advantages of a good

support system and available resources to encourage and

reassure would-be entrepreneurs would be invaluable.

Perhaps this is a role the university could fill. Program-

mes such as small business consulting servicés in business
scE\cols expose students to the real 1life problems in
a small business en\(ifoyment. These should be further
ekbanded. They are not only of great- benef"it to the
potentiai entrepreneur ‘(student) but also provide supporf
to practicing entrepreneurs with “limited resources.
One of the entreprenéurs in ;:his study used such a service
and found it most helpful. prrent\iCeship programmes
for University 'students which* would allow them to work

in a small business setting would also be of value.

It may be that practicing ent"repreneurs, -with corpor-

ate backgrounds are a unique type of entrepreneur, who

differ somewhat from the traditional entrepreneurial

mold or they may exemplify a more contemporary. pi\cture‘

of entrepreneurial ability. Whichever is the case, it
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is' important to know more about them.

increasing group and they-are successful.

s
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entrepreneur of the future.

W

They are an ever

JThey are the
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" APPENDIX A

»

STATEMENT TO SUBJECTS

-t e -
This study is concerned with the factors which

., lead an individual to make the decision to leave a corp-

oration in order to become self-employed.

+

o

All personal data will be treated wm\\

- [
Voo, . . X . '
fidentiality. The final research document will not use
names of individuals or companies.
It is your right to terminate this interview at
any time. . ; o ’
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FOR STUDY OF THE ENTREPRENEUR:

" THE DECISION EbR SELF-EMPLOYMENT
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Interview

~. ~
Time Begun: \\\\

- ‘ © Time Ended:

. ’ ~. Interview Time:
! R o
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Present Business Role

Before we talk about your decision to work for yourself, could you

. tell me briefly about your present business oiganizatidn.

What type of business are you in?

Sole ownership

Partnership
Other ®
Products or services offered .

Markets served ‘(local, Canadian, North American,

International

How old is your business? A '

3
How many employees work for your organization:
Full time
Part time

Temporary

o

What is your present position and how would you des-

I3

cribe your responsibility? .

Approximately how many hours a week do you devote to
your business? . ) L

2 ’ B °

L3

bo you believe this to be more than, less than, or

about the same as‘other business owners?

2
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Is this amount of time greater than, less than
or the same as you would devote to your job, if

you were employed by someone else?

e

Relative to the other things that you do, to what
degree do you enjoy the time you spend at work?
I enjoy it more than anything else
I enjoy it about the same as the Othﬁ’; things I do

\

I enjoy it least

.

.
e

9.

.

10.

11.

13..

. Factors Relating to Initial Decision to Become Self Employed

How long did you w.ork for someone else before'becoming
' ¢ ' . N

self employed?

What types of businesses were you involved in?

B
ks

e

What was your position in the last company?

When you first 'started 'td work did you consider
the possibility of self emploj(ment?

4

4

If yes, why did you not pursue it?

-
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15.

16.

17.

18-

19,

133

How long had you considered self-employment as

a viable option for yourself?

What factors were .most important in the final decision

to go into business for yourself?_

-

kY ' - -y

Was “this decision concurrent with any personal
factors or changes in. family circumstances? (e.g.

birth of children, relocation, etc. - stages)

How old were you when you decided to become self
employed? '

How did _ you decide on this particular business?

what, if any, alternative businesses did you consider?

\
N, .
. / I

-Support Systems: Family History and Interactions

¢ 20.

[

Mentors are considered very important to the success
of corporate managers. Are meéntors mportant in establish-
ing a small business? : .S

4

'@

— e



21.

22.

23.

24.

26.

to become self employed?

Do you consider that you have a mentor?

T

I1f yes, what 1is the relationship of this person

to you?

¢

When you were grdwing up, what were your parents
main ogcupations? oo .
Mother Father

1) Professional

2) Business owner, operator

\
3) Managerial
4) Clerical
5) Manual

6) Homemaker

*Note: If busineks owner, please be specific.

Did parents or gther family membegé pressure, support
or encourage you to set ‘up your own business?

Please give details.

To what extent were your immediate family members

(spouse, children) involved in your initial decision

What concerns did they have .and how did 'you deal with thén?
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217. To what extent should 4 person's family be involved

in a decision to work for himself?

3

28. Are any of your family members directly involved

in your business?

%

29. 1f yes, in what capacity?

»

J [ 4
30. If no, do you hope that they will be at ‘some futime

s,

date? : \ ,

31. Would you activély encourage your child to work
with you? ‘
Why?,

X

Why not? ' 3.

2D

32. To what extent is your family influenced 'by your

decision to be on your own?'

T
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To what extent is your own success in your business

dependent on your family?

) :

v =

1

-

Early Socialization and Education for an_Entrepreneurial

Role

34.

35.

36.
OR
OR

OR

37.

Education level completed:

a)

Primary school only

b) ~Some High school

fc) High school :

d) Community College (certificate obtained)

e)' Some university ’

f) Undergraduate degree (specify)

g) Post graduate (specify) .

h) Other (specify)

How 4o you feel your education prepared you for
‘'the +role you now fill? ' )

How did your parents view your educat;onf

1) Learning is important for its own‘sake, makes

you more cultured, enriches your life, etc.
2) Learning is 'primarily a means to an end, geared
" toward particular occupations or skills, efc
3) Both equally important
4) oOther, specify

What ‘do you see as the purpose of education for

yourself?
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For your children kif applicable)?

38. Have you pursued any educational or ‘training program-
mes since going into business for yourself? Please

specify

,,I )5‘ .
39. As a young c%ildyﬂdid you regularly carry out work

activitiés for which you were paid (lemonade stand,

newspaper route, etc.)?

40. Did you hold any part time jobs or participate

in' any business ventures during your later school

yearsé Please detail types, roles, etc.

Definition of the Entrepreneur ' .

L )

41, How would you define an entrepreneur?
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‘42, what are his/her most important personality charac-

*terist%cs? ‘
Values

Attitudes
Needs

Expectations?

ﬁﬁat specific skills should an entrepreneur possess?

#

K
]
L

Do you believe that your personal characteristics
and skills as an entrepreneur can be readily trans-
.ferred to another type of business?

o

s
+

Do you believe that entrepreneurial abilities
can be taught effectively? -

How should this best be accomplished? ' *S?

A A
v

A

Are there any aspects that cannot be taught? Specify.

\
i
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48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Risk Taking and Innovation: (Autonomy vs. growth)

+

How important are new products and procedures to

your business?

Do you actively pursue new methods?
How?

Do you consider yourself an innovator in your business?

,Do you believe that .you must be an innovator to

be an entrepreneur?

What risks are invalved in operating’ your business:

Financial? )

Other? ‘ ., °

—=
,
S

Are these risks:

“Yours alone? o

Shared with partners?

Shared with financial institutions?

a

Do you consider yourself a risk taker?
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‘ o 55. Do you think that risk taking should be a defining
| characteristic of an entrepreneur? /’
. . /
: ) ~
56. How would you rank the following objectives in
relation to your business? P \
5 " Growth |
. Profitability N |

To be autonomous \

.

Is/ there anything else which would be applfcable
in your case? *

, |

.~ 57. » How do you feel about growth? °

L +
Issues and- Attitudes Relating to Large Corporatioﬁs:
, w

58. What does your own business prbvide for Yyou that

‘ "'a larger organization would not, i.e. working for
someone else?

)

59. Are there issues fhat are important to yoﬁ that

largf corpérations are not responsive to?




60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

a) Big business

141 AN

a

What do you think the attitudes of the following

arg concerning the independent businessman?

b) The government

¢) PFinancial institutions

d) The public

To what extent' does each help 6r benefit from

small

business? v

4 ' £S
In terms of values and business ethics, how would

you compare independent businessmen to their cou

nter-

parts in large business organizations?

o

what do you like most about large corporations?

What do you like least about large corporations?
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69.

Could you?
.to be .organized?

o ¢

142

Y

Would you even contemplate returning -to a business

' ) .
environment where you worked for someone else?

If you did return, what obstacles, if any, would
you face?

There is a Etrong belief in the business coemmunity
that in order for large:corporations to be success-
ful in today's market, they must make use of entre-
preneurial talent. " Do ‘you thiﬁk an entrepreneur

can operate in the environment of a large corporation?

Elaborate.

1 Ay

If so, how. would the business have

. {

-

Do you think that i‘decentralization :_and giving managers
autonomy over a division makes them entrépreneurs?

a

N
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*

]

Success and Seif-fulfilment:

70.

71.

72.°

73.

74.

75.

What criteria would .you donsider useful 'to judge

success in your own business?
3

2
‘l’

To date, to what extent do you judge your business

a success?

Qbuld yoh consider developing a new business?

k'] y \
* )

If yes, wunder what circumstances and what type

of business?

What do you like best about being self-employed?

'

i

7

What do you like least about being self-employed?

P
o

2,
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77.

‘78.

790

80.

144

*

Has your 1life changed because of the decision to

work for yourself?

© If yes, how?

In relation to this, do you believe you made the

right decision?

‘Sex

Age:

Under 30
30 - 39
40 - 49
S0 - 59 ' -

60 - 65 ' @F

over 65 . ' B [

-,TJﬂﬁ

- ‘\\
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APPENDIX B

The objective of ‘this study 4 to identify factomjé

which méy be important to the Entrepreneurial process.

Interviews are being held with two groups of indivi-

duals, those who are self-employed and those who ' are.

managers of corporations.

All personal data will be treated with utmost
confidenfiality. The final research document will not

use names of individuals or companies.

/

ény time. ; f

It is’ your right to terminate this interview at
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QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPED BY JUﬁY GREEN

FOR STUDY OF THE ENTREPRENEUR: ¢

THE .DECISION FOR SELF-EMPLOYMENT

Inte}viéw No.:
‘ Datg:’
Time Begun:

Time Ended:

Naﬁe:
Company Name:

Address:
. ‘,

s

CORPORATE GROUP

5

Interview Time:

X

Lo
pu)
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PRESENT BUSINESS ROLE

1.

7.

v

How many years have you worked for your present

combany?

What 1is vyour present '‘position and how would you

describe your responsibility?

-~

Approximately how many hours a week do you devote

to your work?

‘

Is this amount of time greater than, Jess " than
or the same as you would devote to 'your job, if
you were in business for yourself? )

‘

Relative to the other things that you do, to what . .

degree do. you enjéy the time you spend at work?
I enjoy it more than anything else

I enjoy it about the same as the othér things I}

do _ p

T

I enjoy it least

-

When you first started ‘o work aid you consider

the possibility of self emplcyment?
L)

 If yes, why did you not pursue it?
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8, Under what circumstances would you consider starting
' your own business? ' ' : : .
9. Were either of your parents self-employed? .
10. Have parents or other family members pressured

or encouraged you to set up your own business?

Please give details. ‘ .

-

i 11. If you were to consider self-employment, to what

ektent should your family be involved in the decision?

’

iZT ~ I1f you were self-employed, would ‘you actually en-

o o courage family members to work~with you?

13. What do'you think that you would like best about

being self-employed?
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EARLY SOCIALIZATION AND. EDUCATION FOR AN ENTREPRENEURIAL ) \\
ROLE . N \ i T
v e ~ -\ ‘

; | ) ' \
14. Education level completed: .

a) Primary school only

b) Some high school

c) High school

dj (ComMUnity College (certificate obtained)

e) Some university

- . f) Undergraduate degree (ééeéify)

g) Post graduate (specify) .
' h) Other (specify) '

15. Do you feel ' your education would be an adequate

preparation for self-employment? .

; : . "16.. How did your parents view your education?

1) Learning is important for its own sake, makes

- you more cultured, enriches your life, etc.

| OR 2) Leagning is primarily a means to an end, geared
toward particular occupations or skills, etc

OR 3) Both equally important_
OR 4) Other, specify

|

|

|

L' ‘ 17. Do you agree with this view of education, for your-
l Vs .

| self? ' N '

For your children (if applicable)?
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4 18. As\a young child, did you regularly carry'out work
activities for which you were paid (lemonade stand, !

' : newspaper route, etc)?

19, Did you hold any part time 3jobs or participate
in any business venture during your later school
years? Please detail types, roles, etc.

DEFINITION OF THE ENTREPRENEUR,%

20. How would you define an entrepreneur? >

21. What are his/her most important personality charac-

teristics?

-

. L
' i
N
'

{ 22. Do you believe that entrepreneurial abilities can

. be taught effectively?
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24.

25.

26,

27,

28.

How should this best be accomplished?

151

.

-

-

Are ‘here any aspects that cannot be taught? Specify

b

: !
Do you believe that a person must be an innovator

to be an entrepreneur?

P

Do you think that risk taking should be a defining

characteristic of an entreprener?

) , .
What do you like most about large corporations?’

What do youvlike least about large corporations?
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' 29.

*J

30.

31.

32.

152

There is a strong belief in the business community

that in order for large corporations to be successful
in today's .market,('they.\myst make use of entre-
preneurial talent. ~ Do you think an entrepreneur
can operate in the énviroqment of a large corpor-

’

ation? Elaborate.

Do you think that decentralization and.g'iving managers

autonomy over a division makes them entrepreneurs?

Sex

Age: Under 30

30 - 39 .
40 - 49

50 - 59 R , .
60 - 65

over 65
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APPENDIX C

PERCEPTION OF THE ENTREPRENEUR

It is not at all clear exactly what skills, characteristics
and needs best define the entrepreneur. Keeping in mind entrepreneurs
whan you know, please circle the nurber in the scale which most
clearly describes your perception of the entrepreneuF.

‘Rational Intuitive
1 ' 2 3 4 5 6 7
- Sensitive Insensitive
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Tense ) Relaxed
;} . 1 _2 23 _. 4 S __.6__ _7C_,__-__
Confident , . . Unsure
1 2 3 4 "5 6 7
‘Introvegt o Extrovert
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
o Patient th , . Impatient
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
CAPACITY FOR INNOVATION
High : Low
Sl 2 3 4 5 6 7
' CAPACITY FOR RISK TAKING
High ) - Low
1 2 3 4 - ‘ 5 6 7
NEED TO ACHIEVE
*  High Low
T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NEED FOR POWER
High - ' Low
1 L2 3 4 5 6 7
_ NEED FOR INDEPENDENCE
High : Low
L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
O ; NEED FOR APPROVAL
f : High . Low
1 2 .3 4 5 6 7
TECHNICAL SKILLS
.. High ’ Low
1 : 2 3 4 5 6 7. ‘
. MANAGEMENT SKILLS
High R A Low
N 1 2 3 4 5 "6 7 .




