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VIE Project: Cultural values and socioeconomic factors as
determinants of entrepreneurial intentions

Abstract:

This paper describes a research project currently being developed by the authors. It aims to
analyse the role played by psychosocial, cultural and socioeconomic factors in shaping the
entrepreneurial intention. Survey methods will be used on a population of potential entrepreneurs
(having not yet performed actual entrepreneurial behaviours). In this sense, undergraduate
students and individuals contacting business support centres will be considered as part of the
sample. We expect to get a clearer understanding of the psychosocial elements, socioeconomic
factors and cultural values affecting the venture-creation decision. The results would be important
to policy makers (showing them what to encourage), to practitioners (what to do better), and to
researchers (what to clarify).

1. Introduction

The objectives of the different approaches to entrepreneurship can be summarised in the desire
to look for an explanation of why, how, when or where entrepreneurs discover and exploit
opportunities which promote the development process (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). In this
context of analysis, we can point to two contrasting elements. On the one hand, there is broad
agreement among researchers to consider entrepreneurship and the promotion of dynamic
entrepreneurs are a driving force for the development process of nations and regions (Audretsch,
2002; Audretsch, Keilbach & Lehmann, 2006; Guzman & Santos, 2001; Westall, Ramsden &
Foley, 2000). In this way, in recent decades, it is not surprising that governments and
international agencies have aimed at fostering entrepreneurship as part of their policy proposals
(European Commission, 2003; OECD, 1998). On the other hand, although there is an extensive
literature on the relevant variables affecting entrepreneurship (Parker, 2004; Reynolds, 1997),
there still is a considerable lack of knowledge regarding the more qualitative factors that
influence the decision to start up; i.e. the entrepreneurial intention of individuals in a territory.

The consideration of entrepreneurship as the result of a cognitive process is widely shared
today (Baron, 2004). Several researchers have pointed out that the decision to become an
entrepreneur is a complex one, and it is the result of intricate mental processes (Shaver & Scott,
1991). For this reason, psychological models are being applied to analyse the venture-creation
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decision (Baum, Frese & Baron, 2007). In this sense, the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen,
1991) has been frequently applied in empirical analysis of the mental process leading to firm
creation (Fayolle, Gailly & Lassas-Clerc, 2006; Kolvereid, 1996; Krueger, Reilly & Carsrud,
2000).

However, there is still much to be said regarding the way in which those individual
perceptions are formed. Some authors have argued that social values and beliefs regarding
entrepreneurship will affect the motivational antecedents of intention (Davidsson & Honig, 2003;
Lifidn & Santos, 2007). Cultural values may be a relevant influence on work-related attitudes
(Hofstede, 1980). However, little research has yet empirically studied the effects of culture on
entrepreneurial intentions in different regions.

The analysis of culture’s influence on entrepreneurship has received increasing attention
recently. Inglehart (1997) defines culture as the set of basic common values which contributes to
shaping people’s behaviour in a society. Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 1980, 1991,
2003) have been used as a reference in most research about the influence of culture on
entrepreneurship (Hayton, George & Zahra, 2002; Mcgrath & MacMillan, 1992; Mitchell, Smith,
Seawright & Morse, 2000; S. L. Mueller & Thomas, 2001; S. L. Mueller, Thomas & Jaeger,
2002; Shane, Kolvereid & Westhead, 1991).

Nevertheless, most of this research has tended to identify culture with nation. A number of
changes (increasing development of technology and information systems, globalization of
markets and migratory flows) have modified this traditional identification (Garcia-Cabrera &
Garcia-Soto, 2008). The existence of intra-national cultural differences should be acknowledged
(Sackmann & Phillips, 2004). For this reason, regional variations in cultural values may
contribute to explaining differences in entrepreneurship levels (Davidsson, 1995; Davidsson &
Wiklund, 1997).

Similarly, the specific effect of each cultural characteristic on entrepreneurship is far from
clear. Hofstede et al. (2004) consider two alternative forms in which this influence may be
exercised. A positive aggregate effect would take place when culture shapes economic and social
institutions, making them more favourable towards the entrepreneurial activity. Thus, ‘integrated’
individuals may find it easier to become entrepreneurs. Where culture is relatively unfavourable
towards entrepreneurship, “dissatisfied” individuals would seek personal realization through self-
employment.

Based on these considerations, the VIE project seeks to analyse the specific influence of
regional cultural values on the motivational antecedents of entrepreneurial intention in Spain.
This will help explain why entrepreneurship levels differ between regions. To do this, it will
include socioeconomic elements as moderator and/or control variables.

The project has been designed by a group of researchers from University of Seville and
UNED, with a total duration of three years starting from January 2009. It is financed by the
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regional government of Andalusia through a grant from the Department of Innovation, Science
and Enterprise (grant project number: P08-SEJ-03542). The potential contribution of the project
to a better understanding of the factors that may explain regional variations in entrepreneurial
activity was one of the main elements considered by the funding body when they chose to
approve a grant for it.

This paper aims at putting forward the main aspects of the project. It is organised in five
sections, including this introduction. The theoretical framework in which the project is based will
be described in the following section. Section three details the aims and objectives of the project.
The organization of activities is considered in section four. The paper ends with a few final
considerations.

2. Theoretical framework

The VIE project, as mentioned above, is based on two theoretical concepts which, though
highly relevant for the effective study of business creation processes, are based on psychological
and sociological literatures. Thus, at the individual or psychological level, the intention to
perform entrepreneurial behaviours is considered as a key element. Nevertheless, the person’s
beliefs, attitudes and intentions are the result of socialization processes, and thus are clearly
influenced by the environment in which they are embedded.

Entrepreneurial intention

Starting a new venture is, in the first place, an individual’s personal decision. This is so
obvious that it is quite often forgotten. Most research in entrepreneurship concentrates on
analysing the firm-creation process once the decision to create has already been taken,
completely overlooking the internal process that leads people to that decision. From this
viewpoint, the important thing is not which particular individuals will create a new firm. It is
understood that at least some of them will take that decision and start their ventures (Lifian,
2007). Taken to the extreme, ecological approaches to entrepreneurship could be an example of
this view (Aldrich & Wiedenmayer, 1993).

The publication of the Green Paper Entrepreneurship in Europe (European Commission, 2003)
raised an important question regarding this subject: How to improve people’s inclination toward
developing new entrepreneurial initiatives. Approaching entrepreneurship as an attitude, the
Green Paper broadens the range of possible policy actions, going beyond the mere elimination of
barriers that obstruct business creation, development and growth. It specifically seeks to achieve
that a higher proportion of people want to become entrepreneurs and get ready for it.

According to this perspective, since the 1990°s a number of research works have stressed the
importance of including cognitive variables together with economic, managerial, psychological
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and sociological aspects when studying the entrepreneurial decision (Baron, 2004; Baum et al.,
2007; Gartner, Shaver, Gatewood & Katz, 1994; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Shaver & Scott,
1991).

Since the decision to become an entrepreneur may be plausibly considered as voluntary and
conscious (Krueger et al., 2000), it seems reasonable to analyse how that decision is taken. In this
sense, the entrepreneurial intention would be a previous and determinant element towards
performing entrepreneurial behaviours (Kolvereid, 1996). Keeping in mind that the creation of a
new company requires time, involving both considerable planning and a high degree of cognitive
processing, the entrepreneurial behaviour could be considered as a type of planned behaviour for
which the intention models are ideally convenient (Bird, 1988; Katz, 1988; Krueger & Carsrud,
1993; Krueger et al., 2000).

To date, many studies have been performed on the entrepreneurial intention, based on a large
number of theoretical models, such as the Entrepreneurial Event Model (Shapero, 1975; Shapero
& Sokol, 1982), an interactional Model of Implementing Entrepreneurial Ideas (Bird, 1988), the
Maximization of the Expected Utility (Douglas & Shepherd, 2002), and the Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1991).

The TPB has become the most frequently used theoretical framework in recent studies of the
entrepreneurial intention (Audet, 2004; Autio, Keeley, Klofsten, Parker & Hay, 2001; Chen,
Greene & Crick, 1998; Erikson, 1999; Fayolle & DeGeorge, 2006; Fayolle et al., 2006; Frese,
van Gelderen & Ombach, 2000; Kickul & Zaper, 2000; Kolvereid, 1996; Kolvereid & Isaksen,
2006; Krueger, 1993, 2007; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Krueger et al.,
2000; S. H. Lee & Wong, 2004; Moriano, Palaci & Morales, 2007; Peterman & Kennedy, 2003;
Reitan, 1998; Tkachev & Kolvereid, 1999; Veciana, Aponte & Urbano, 2005; Zhao, Hills &
Siebert, 2005). The general picture that emerges from these studies is that the intention to create a
firm is influenced by different beliefs that could be grouped in three categories (Ajzen, 1991,
2001):

a) Personal attitudes toward the enterprise-creation behaviour. It refers to whether people
have a positive or negative perception about this behaviour (most importantly
attractiveness of entrepreneurship). Thus, a high positive attitude towards creating an
enterprise will lead to a higher intention to do it.

b) Subjective norms. It consists on the perceived social pressure to carry out -or not-
entrepreneurial behaviours. This concept includes parental role modelling, parental
support, opinions of important others. A more positive subjective norm about becoming
an entrepreneur will lead to a higher intention to do it.

c) Perceived control (self-efficacy). Perception about the capability to successfully execute
specific firm-creation behaviours. A high sense of self-efficacy will determine a higher
probability to take the decision to start an entrepreneurial process. These perceived
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personal beliefs would be the most important predictors of entrepreneurial intentions.
Furthermore, according to the TPB, intention and perceived behavioural control are the
sole predictors of real behaviour, given that this behaviour is under actual control of the
individual who is trying to perform it (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. The Theory of Planned Behaviour
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Source: Ajzen (1991)

The fundamental difference between TPB and the previously mentioned models is the role of
subjective norm, i.e. the individual’s personal estimate of the social pressure to act according to
or against the rigours of entrepreneurial behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). This pressure can become a
trigger or a barrier to the development of an entrepreneurial career, depending on the social
environment and its influence on people’s beliefs.

Environment and Entrepreneurship

It is widely accepted by researchers that the environment has an important influence on the
entrepreneur and his/her project (Ajzen, 1991; Gartner, 1989; Timmons, 1989). For this reason,
Bygrave & Minniti (2000) stress the need to focus not only on the economic context, but also on
the social and cultural context. Figure 2 has been drawn to represent the most relevant
environmental variables to be considered in the venture creation process:

e Social Capital. It refers to the social relationships that people have. The characteristics
and the intensity of these relationships can determine people’s intention towards creating
an enterprise (Johannisson, 1991; Johannisson, Ramirez-Pasillas & Karlsson, 2002; Lifian
& Santos, 2007). In this sense, Naphiet & Ghoshal (1998), consider the cognitive
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dimension of social capital as very important. It helps individuals to make sense of
information and classify it into perceptual categories. In particular, Cognitive Social
Capital provides assets in the way of shared languages or vocabulary, and shared
narratives, which in turn would affect perceptions and intention towards entrepreneurship
(R. Lee & Jones, 2008).

Figure 2. Determinants of Entrepreneurial Behaviour

Start-up
Barriers 4

Preparing, Planning
and Searching

Entrepreneurial
intention
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Attitudes toward  Subjective

TPB entrepreneurship ~ Norm  Self-efficacy
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Individual-level Supportiveness
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Culture: Individualistic and collectivistic values, and beliefs

Cultural values. Four values have been identified as potentially serving to characterise
different cultures (Hofstede, 1980, 1991): power distance, uncertainty avoidance,
individualism-collectivism, masculinity-feminity. Mcgrath, MacMillan, & Scheinberg
(1992) argue that individual entrepreneurs would tend to exhibit certain levels of those
dimensions: high power-distance (PDI+), low uncertainty-avoidance (UAV-), high
individualism (IND+) and high masculinity (MAS+). Busenitz & Lau (1996) transfer
these assumptions to the national level, suggesting that cultures high on those values
would favour the entrepreneurial activity of its members. Mueller et al. (2002) share this
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view, except for the PDI index. Thus, low power distance (PDI-) cultures would favour
entrepreneurship (Lifidn & Chen, 2009).

Individualistic societies emphasise values that serve the self, such as hedonism,
independence or achievement; whereas collectivism emphasises values that serve the in-
group by subordinating personal goals for the sake of preserving in-group integrity,
interdependence of members and harmonious relationships (Triandis, 1995; Triandis,
Bontempo, Villareal, Asai & Lucca, 1988). Morris, David and Allen (1994) suggested
that individualistic cultures bring a greater sense of personal responsibility to establish
innovative change and performance outcomes. On the contrary, they argued that a strong
collectivistic cultural orientation may not create a favourable condition for
entrepreneurship because the collectivism may have a tendency to resist radical changes.
The substantial amount of conflicts that are often necessary to bring about new ideas and
innovation would be resisted by collectivistic societies. Davidsson and Wiklund (1997)
found a positive relationship across six different regions in Sweden between the new firm
rates and certain values associated with individualistic culture such as autonomy, change-
orientation and competitiveness.

Individual-level values. According to Schwartz (1990), values shape the individual’s
motivational goals. He proposes a circular structure of values (see Figure 3) representing
the dynamic relationships between values according to principles of compatibility and
logical contradiction. Following this circular structure, the pursuit of adjacent values (e.qg.,
power and achievement, or stimulation and self-direction) is compatible, whilst the
pursuit of opposing values (e.g., power and universalism) would generate conflict
(Schwartz, 1999; Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess & Harris, 2001). The ten types of
values proposed by Schwartz would be grouped within the dimensions of individualism
and collectivism. Thus, individualists would emphasise power, achievement, hedonism,
stimulation and self-direction, whilst collectivists would tend to give more importance to
benevolence, tradition and conformity. Finally, universalism and security would be a
mixed type of values that could be found in either of the two dimensions.

As regards the study of entrepreneurs’ values, little research has been done up to now.
Nevertheless, the few studies that have been carried out indicate a significant relationship
between certain values of an individualistic nature and entrepreneurial behaviour. Thus,
Kecharananta and Baker (1999) found significant differences between the values of Thai
entrepreneurs and company employees using the SYMLOG instrument (Polley, Hare &
Stone, 1988). Specifically, entrepreneurs scored higher in individualism, independence
and resistance to authority. Similarly, in an exploratory study carried out in Spain,
Moriano, Palaci and Trejo (2001) observed a tendency for entrepreneurs to be inspired by
individualistic values, such as hedonism (i.e. pleasure and enjoying life).
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Figure 3. Motivational structure of the value system
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Source: Schwartz (1990)

3. Project objectives

The study of the relevant variables identified above will have to be carried out through survey
methods. In this sense, the VIE project will develop a questionnaire to study values, motivations
and intentions of potential entrepreneurs. Two distinctive groups of potential entrepreneurs will
be used. Firstly, recent graduates have been shown to exhibit higher rates of entrepreneurial
activity (Reynolds, Bygrave, Autio & Hay, 2002; Reynolds, Carter, Gartner & Greene, 2004).
For this reason, last-year university students could be expected to exhibit higher entrepreneurial
potential (Lifidn & Chen, 2009).

Secondly, a wide range of start-up support agencies have been created recently at the national,
regional and local level. Individuals approaching these agencies would be showing an explicit
interest in starting a venture and, therefore, could be considered as potential entrepreneurs
(Thompson, 2009). It may be argued, however, that seeking information is already a specific
firm-creation activity and those performing it should be considered as nascent entrepreneurs
(Honig & Karlsson, 2004; P. Mueller, 2006). Conversely, other authors argue that a clear limit
between potential and nascent entrepreneurs cannot be established, since they are both part of a
continuous process (Shook, Priem & Mcgee, 2003). Thus, a first visit to these agencies would
imply a higher potential, but could not be considered as nascency. According to Brannback,
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Krueger, Carsrud, Kickul & Elfving (2007), it would reflect an “implementation” intention, as
opposed to a more general “goal” intention.

The survey on these two groups of potential entrepreneurs will be the central element of the
VIE project. As has been mentioned above, the general objective of this project is to analyze the
role of psychosocial, cultural and socioeconomic factors on the configuration of the individuals’
entrepreneurial intentions. This overall objective will be achieved, in turn, through the
achievement of five specific objectives:

1. To analyze regional differences in Spain regarding the entrepreneurial intention of their
potential entrepreneurs.

Official statistics and results from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor for Spain show the
existence of significant disparities in entrepreneurial-population rates by region (De la Vega,
Coduras, Cruz & Justo, 2007). However, although the GEM questionnaire includes some
cognitive elements (Reynolds et al., 2005), it does not allow for a comprehensive analysis of
perceptual variables, since it does not include all the relevant variables considered in the literature
(Ajzen, 1991; Kolvereid & Isaksen, 2006; Krueger et al., 2000).

Therefore, the samples obtained from the various regions in Spain will serve to perform a first
comprehensive study on the levels of entrepreneurial intention in each region, as well as on the
specific configuration of that intention. These results will be compared with other data from
different sources, such as the percentage of venture start-ups in each region, or the level of use of
business support services.

2. To study the role played by individual beliefs and values in shaping the entrepreneurial
intention.

The VIE questionnaire will include one or more of the most generally accepted scales
measuring beliefs and values, such as the Portrait Value Questionnaire (Schwartz, 1999). At the
individual level, they constitute the “reference framework” for evaluating situations and actions.
People will have their own set of values, and this will allow studying their influence on
individual entrepreneurial perceptions and intentions.

Based on the theory, it is expected that individualistic values will be positively associated with
entrepreneurial intention. The VIE project will serve to confirm this result. Additionally, it will
also allow to better understand which individual values affect each of the motivational
antecedents of intention, thus explaining the mechanisms through which values affect intention.
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3. To examine the influence exerted by regional socio-economic variables on the entrepreneurial
intention.

There is a wide body of literature analysing the influence of socioeconomic variables on start-
up behaviour. The U-shaped relationship between economic development level and
entrepreneurial activity is one example (Wennekers, van Stel, Thurik & Reynolds, 2005).
Similarly, unemployment levels, employment rate, productive structure and specialization,
among other variables, may have an effect on start-ups attempted (Reynolds, 1997).
Nevertheless, the extent to which these macro-level variables affect start-ups directly (reducing
opportunities, raising barriers...), or through their effect on intentions (reducing people
willingness and self-perceived capacity to start a venture) remains to be established. In this sense,
the VIE project could shed some relevant light on this issue.

Socio-economic variables included in the analysis may also serve as control variables to test
the effect of culture on entrepreneurial intention. As Hofstede et al. (2004) suggest, it is not clear
whether cultures prompts “integrated” or “dissatisfied” individuals to start their businesses. Lifian
& Chen (2009) suggest that it may depend on the economic circumstances. By comparing
different regions with different socioeconomic situations, the project may help solve this
question.

In Spain, official statistics show the existence of significant regional disparities in income
levels, economic growth rates, employment and unemployment, education, age structure, and so
on. Surveying different regions, it is possible to analyse how the levels of these variables
influence the perceptions and intentions towards entrepreneurship.

4. To analyze the relationship between regional culture and the level of entrepreneurial activity.

It has been justified above that the social and cultural environment in which individuals live
may exert a relevant influence on their decisions and behaviours. Since culture has been seen as
the “collective programming of the mind” (Hofstede, 1991), the aggregation of individual values
would represent the regional cultural values prevalent in each region.

This characterization of each region’s culture will be used to help explain differences in
perceptions and intentions. Besides, the level of congruence between individual values and
regional culture and its effect on start-up intention will also be assessed. Additionally, according
to official records or information provided by the regional GEM reports, there are significant
differences in start-up rates across Spanish regions. In this sense, the effect of regional culture on
actual regional rates of entrepreneurial activity will also be assessed.
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5. To lay the foundations for the future creation of a data panel and an observatory of
entrepreneurial intentions in Spain.

The database obtained will be sufficiently large to allow a very detailed cross-sectional study.
However, a longitudinal study is needed to analyse the transition from intention to action. The
timeframe of this project does not allow for such a study. However, the questionnaire, fieldwork,
and processing of information will be designed and carried out so as to allow the conduction of
further studies on these subjects. In particular, it envisages the creation of a web portal that will
serve to give visibility to the project and its results. Therefore, it will be feasible to use this portal
for the publication and dissemination of regular data on entrepreneurial intention in the various
Spanish regions. Thus, the effective implementation of this set of data will allow the
dissemination of data as an observatory, making such information available to scholars, policy
makers and both potential and real entrepreneurs.

4. Organization of activities

The VIE project is organized around three main phases: questionnaire development, data
collection, and data analysis and results. We anticipate that the project's first phase (preparation
of the questionnaire, identifying the target population and sample selection) will extend during
the first year of the study. The sample should consist of what the researchers in this area called
"potential entrepreneurs”. Tasks 2, 3, 4,5 & 6 in Table 1 will be included in this first stage of the
project. In particular, a number of national experts in entrepreneurship research will be consulted
to try to guarantee the content validity of the scales used, as well as the coherence of the full
instrument.

Subsequently, we will focus on obtaining and recording data. These tasks will be developed
mainly throughout the second year. A first pilot questionnaire will be carried out to check the
questionnaire. Within this phase, we will select the regions where the fieldwork will be carried
out, based on their cultural and socioeconomic characteristics. To this end, the fundamental
criterion is the existence of differential characteristics that are potentially interesting for the
project. Tasks 7, 8 & 9 are included in this second phase.

Finally, the third year of the project will be devoted to the analysis and dissemination of
results obtained. This project gives great importance to the diffusion of results. It includes, of
course, the preparation of articles for international journals, and communications to international
prestigious conferences. However, the vocation of the VIE project is to have a longer-term
impact than just the three years of its implementation. For this reason, it also includes the design
and organization of training activities, based on the results obtained. In particular, the
organization of an intensive training seminar for doctoral students from various European
universities is included as part of the dissemination activities. Additionally, the project will
launch a web portal to publicise its results, which will also serve as a resource available to
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researcher in the area. This web portal aims at becoming the foundation of the observatory of
entrepreneurial intentions that would be developed after the project itself is finished.

Table 1. Project Schedule

First year Second year | Third year
Q1]Q2|Q3|Q4/Q1/Q2|Q3|Q4/Q1|Q2|Q3|Q4
X X X XX X X X[|X X X X

Activities/Tasks

1. Project management: coordination of project team
and activities, budget management

2. Literature review X

3. Questionnaire construction and / or adaption of
existing questionnaires to project characteristics

4. Consultation with experts about the appropriateness
and applicability of the developed questionnaire

5. Preparation of the final questionnaire X

6. Identification of the target population: contact

entrepreneurs’ support centres and university career X
advisory centres

7. Pilot study on a sample of potential entrepreneurs.
Analysis of responses and possible revision of the X
questionnaire.

8. Data collection. Fieldwork on representative

samples in different regions X X
9. Data recording and depuration
10. Analysis of results. Statistical analysis according X X
to theoretical model. Interpretation of results
11. Dissemination of results. Articles and
communications, International training seminar, X X X X X X
web portal
12. Coordination meetings X X X X
13. Assessment and monitoring. Preparation of interim X X X

and final reports

5. Final considerations

This paper has aimed to put forward the objectives, theoretical framework and methodology of
an undergoing project studying the influence of regional cultural differences on entrepreneurial
intentions in Spain. This project expects to be able to delve into the psychosocial, socioeconomic
and cultural conditions shaping entrepreneurial intentions, and thus contribute to the growing
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literature on this topic which has been reviewed in this paper. Theory suggests that cultural
values contribute to shaping individual preferences and attitudes, which in turn determine
intention. Similarly, the degree of compatibility between individuals’ values and those prevalent
in their region may be relevant in determining the courses of action followed. Finally, the
socioeconomic situation in the person’s environment would also be relevant in explaining not
only the level of entrepreneurial intention, but also the way in which cultural values will affect
that intention. However, there still is a high level of ignorance about the specific forms in which
these influences are exerted. We are confident that results of the VIE project will shed some light
on these issues.

Furthermore, we believe that VIE results could have a highly significant practical application
in order to achieve a better design of entrepreneurship promotion initiatives and entrepreneurship
education programmes. Once the roles of values and socioeconomic factors on entrepreneurial
intention are understood, it will be possible to explain why some societies show a higher interest
in the entrepreneurial activity. The possibility arises, then, to design interventions specifically
addressed to modifying some of the elements at play. In particular, the role of entrepreneurial
education could be very relevant (Lifian, 2007; Moriano, Gorgievski & Lukes, 2008).

Moreover, we consider this project as a starting point for future extensions. On the one hand,
we would like to further explore the influence of cultural values on the decision of venture
creation and on the entrepreneurial orientation of active entrepreneurs. In order to do so, the
database obtained within this project will be extremely useful, since it will include contact
information allowing us to follow those potential entrepreneurs along the subsequent steps in the
entrepreneurial process. On the other hand, inter-country comparisons could be also easily
incorporated into our framework. In this respect, we are open to future collaborations with other
researchers within a possible international project exploring the influence of cultural identities on
entrepreneurial intentions for the EU Member States or in a broader international context.
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