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Abstract

Governments in almost all countries provide incentives to promote entrepreneurship generally and
to establish new enterprises particularly. Creating new enterprises has also been an important goal in
regional development policies of a country. However, what makes a person establish an enterprise still
remains the most important question. This study investigates the issue among final-year students in
four different secondary schools from western Norway. The results show that local entrepreneurial
environment and role models are important factors to contribute to and/or correlated with young
people’s desire to create a new enterprise. In addition to extending the prior results, our study supports
the previous findings regarding the importance of social capital and desire for independence. It
should, however, especially be noted that leadership ambitions was an important correlate underlying
establishment of an enterprise among youths. Therefore, this study recommends including activities
that build up social capital, desire for autonomy, and leadership ambitions in education in order to
motivate youths to found an enterprise.

Keywords: New enterprise; Entrepreneurship; Entrepreneurial intentions; Role models; Local

entrepreneurial environment

1. Introduction

Establishing a new enterprise has not only
received much public and private interests
and attentions but also attracted attention of
researchers worldwide. Many nations provide
various incentives to promote entrepreneurship
generally and to establish new enterprises
particularly. Creating new enterprises has also
been an important goal in regional development
policies of a country. Entrepreneurial Intentions
(EI), loosely defined as a construct representing
various entrepreneurial activities, behaviors
or even attitudes toward establishment of an
enterprise by an individual person in general, is
a highly researched topic in entrepreneurship (cf.
Krueger, Reilly and Carsrud, 2000; Krueger, 2009;
Thompson, 2009; Krueger and Day, 2010). EI is
thus the important construct in formation of an
enterprise. A large body of literature is available
that investigates antecedents underlying an
individual’s EI, viz., death and life of EIs (Krueger,

2009), from entrepreneurial cognition to
neuroentrepreneurship (Krueger and Day, 2010),
the influence of sustainability orientation on EI
(Kuckertz and Wagner, 2010), factors affecting
the EI of university students from Izmir, Turkey
(Turker and Seluck, 2008), testing a model of EI
among engineering students at MIT (Luthje and
Franke, 2003), the impact of entrepreneurship
education on entrepreneurship skills and
motivation (Oosterbeek, Praag and Ijsstein,
2010), EIs among business students in Pakistan
(Azher et al., 2010), to name only a few. Despite
a large number of studies, what makes a person
motivate to establish an enterprise remains the
most important question in entrepreneurship
research.

Several studies on entrepreneurship research
including the ones cited above indicate that
contextual factors such as social and cultural
capital, local, social, and economic context and
individual explanations such as, personality
and cognitive aspects are the major categories
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of antecedents underlying EI of an individual.
However, the researchers have not given much
attention to role models, which are important
constructs to represent social and cultural
capital, and local social and economic context.
The studies investigate limited types of role
models, mainly parents, to account for social
and cultural capital. Besides, local, social,
and economic context is an important factor
that can contribute to establishment of a new
enterprise because an individual interacting
with environment and relevant stakeholders can
make substantial contributions to business start-
ups. The focus of this study is therefore to bridge
this research gap with data from a survey among
last year students in secondary schools in north-
western Norway. The sample is appropriate
to investigate the antecedents underlying EI
because the students are at the crossroads of
their career and the local social and economic
context confronting the students is different. Not
to mention, the studies do not offer consistent
findings (cf., e.g., Thompson, 2009).

An individual interacting with socio-
economic context s/he confronts with and
relevant stakeholders can make a significant
contribution to entrepreneurship phenomenon in
general and establishment of a new enterprise in
particular. Local social and economic context is
therefore an important factor that can contribute
to establishment of a new enterprise. In general,
context may be defined as a framework within
which an individual’s actions take place. It
is natural to regard entrepreneurship as a
context-dependent social and economic process.
Geographically, we can look at local, regional,
national, or international level. In this paper,
we analyse entrepreneurship phenomenon
with respect to three aspects of the context
at local level: entrepreneurial environment,
represented by local communities with presence
of big enterprises and having access to ocean,
coastal, or non-coastal, and social environment,
represented by variations in cultural and social
capital (Bourdieu, 1986). The third aspect
investigates the influence of role models on EI
of an individual. Until now, there are very few
studies that have tested for these three aspects
in a single study. As has been shown above, we
believe this is important and will close the gap in
entrepreneurship research.

We have organized the remainder of the paper
as follows. Firstly, we present and discuss the
relevant literature of entrepreneurial and social

environment and role models as a contributing
factor for EI in Section 2. Secondly, we describe
the methodology applied for this study in Section
3. Thirdly, we present the findings and discuss
them in Section 4. In the final section, we present
concluding remarks.

2. Literature review and hypothesis
development

Entrepreneurial attitudes and activities show
a great geographic variation, both within and
between countries (Spilling, 1998; Kolvereid et al.
2008; Bosma et al., 2008; Bosma et al., 2009). A
possible approach to explaining such differences
is Pollard’s distinction between the English and
French development model (Pollard, 1981 and
1990), named after the typical industrialization
form in these two countries in the 19th century.
In the English model the factory is the central
organizational unit. The factory gave the workers
less freedom than the traditional craftsmen
had. Big companies, urbanization and class
distinctions are typical characteristics of the
English model. The massive movement of people
into the industrial areas led to great social and
cultural changes. Distinctions between owners
and employees, and between management and
workers, became more visible. In the French
model, where craftsmanship was still important,
the workshop was the typical organizational unit.
The companies were smaller than the English
ones and, to a greater extent, they were based
on local initiatives, resources and tradition.
Consequently, a lesser degree of urbanization and
fewer class distinctions are seen in the French
model compared to the English. The workers
feel more like family members than proletarians
and would accept smaller wages than their
colleagues in the cities, and they could even have
shares in the companies they worked for. Local
communities based on the French model would
accordingly experience less dramatic social
changes compared to places dominated by the
English model.

Wicken (1994 and 1997) analyzed the
industrialization of Norwegian regions in light
of this distinction. The region in Norway that
comes closest to the English model is the area
around the Oslo Fjord. However, the data used
in this paper is from Western Norway, where
development according to the French model has
been more typical. Western Norway has a long
coastline, and fisheries have been the traditional
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commercial activity in addition to agriculture.
Because of the access to sea/ocean, the following
industries have developed in the county of Mgre
& Romsdal: fish processing, ship building, ship
engine production and production of different
types of chandlery equipment (Wicken, 1997).

There are, however, important exceptions
to this picture of Western Norway. There exist
“company towns” that exhibit several similarities
with the English model (Wicken, 1997). Often,
cheap hydroelectric power was the main reason
for starting up factories to produce aluminium.
In these locations, dependency on the enterprise
was quite extensive, and local entrepreneurship
was a rare phenomenon. Even during the start-
up period, local initiatives were unnecessary
since “the enterprise” took care of everything.
It is reasonable to believe that such differences
in industrial structure are mirrored in EI among
young people. The effects of differences in
industrial structure was something we wanted
to test in this investigation. Heyanger and Ardal
(Hydroland) are typical examples of communities
with an English development model, with one
dominating company. Hergy and Ulstein are
examples of communities that has developed
according to a French industrialization model.
From official statistics, we know that Hergy and
Ulstein has twice as high establishing rates (new
companies/population 18-64) than Hydroland
(Nesse 2004). After having elaborated on the
different industrialization models present in
the study area, the following hypothesis can be
deduced:

Hypothesis 1: An access to employment
opportunities in municipalities having big
enterprises negatively influences, or is correlated
to, an individual’s EIs.

Bourdieu (1986) defined capital as accumulated
work in material or immaterial (incorporated)
form. He made a distinction between three
types of capital: economic, cultural and social.
Economic capital is in the form of money or
property that may be converted to money,
which of course entrepreneurs need in order
to acquire labour, raw materials, equipment,
information and other input factors. Here, the
focus is especially on cultural and social capital.
According to Bourdieu (1986), there are three
types of cultural capital: incorporated, objectified
and institutionalized. In this study, the first type
is the most relevant.

The influence of local entrepreneurial environment

Incorporated cultural capital is a result of an
individual’s socialization process — knowledge
and attitudes developed over a long period of
time. This knowledge may be acquired through
formal education, informal training, personal
experience, expert advice, and imitation of “best
practice” in a field. Aldrich (1999) sees the last
three as especially important for entrepreneurs.
Bourdieu (1986) argues that incorporated
cultural capital can be acquired unconsciously
through a socialization process. The effects of
this process depend on its duration, what type
of society and what social class we are studying.
An uneven distribution of incorporated cultural
capital can to a certain degree explain the
differences in school achievement between
children from different social classes. Bourdieu
(1986) thought that the ability to learn, and other
special talents that most people think are inborn,
can be a product of a person’s investment in time
and work, and of similar earlier investments by
his/her family, i.e., accumulated cultural capital
within the family.

Having parents as role models seems to be a
very important factor in the motivation to start
a new enterprise. Spilling (1998) found in his
study of 720 entrepreneurs that 45% had parents
that were selfemployed. This was a significant
over-representation, since self-employed people
amounted to about 11% of the adult population
in Norway at that time (Spilling 1998). Later,
Mazzarol et al. (1999), and Greve and Salaff
(2003) have presented similar results. In their
study among Indian and Chinese youths, Goel
et al. (2007) found that a family business
background had a positive impact on attitudes
towards entrepreneurship. An investigation
among Pakistani students had the same result
(Wang and Wong, 2004). On the other hand,
Kim et al. (2006) did not find any correlation
between cultural capital operationalized as
entrepreneurial parents, and EI.

With nearly identical results from very
different cultures, it seems that parents with
experience in running their own businesses
transfer some sort of competence with regard
to entrepreneurship to their children. This may
be interpreted as incorporated cultural capital
for entrepreneurship in these families. The fact
that Kim et al. (2006) did not find any significant
relationship between entrepreneurial parents
and EI makes it even more interesting to test this
as a particular hypothesis.
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Hypothesis 2: Cultural capital positively
influences, or is correlated to, an individual’s EI.

Since the early 1990s, social capital has been
one of the most important concepts within
social science (Leenders and Gabbay, 1999).
Social capital is closely related to research on
social networks. Social networks may be used to
get access to information, knowledge, financial
capital and other resources. To put it succinctly,
social capital is the value of your contacts. A
person has social capital if he/she, by exploiting
relations with others, is able to implement
something that would be impossible without
these relations, or could be possible only with
much greater effort (Field, 2003).

Bourdieu (1986) and Coleman (1988)
presented, independent of each other, quite
similar definitions of social capital. Bourdieu
(1986) defines social capital as the aggregate
of the actual or potential resources that are
connected to possession of a durable network of
more or less institutionalized relationships of
mutual acquaintance and recognition.

This definition underlines the advantages
of being able to mobilize resources through a
durable network. For entrepreneurs, the point
is to use social networks to mobilize resources
that facilitate the founding and running of a
new enterprise (Greve, 2000). Cultural and social
capital is not evenly distributed among people.
But even if Bourdieu (1986) uses these concepts
to explain how members of elite in a democratic
society are able to reproduce their privileges, it
should be possible for most people to build and
maintain useful social networks from their own
position and level. Since cultural capital is built
up over a long period of time, from childhood
onward, it will be difficult to compensate for in
the short run without any kind of help, e.g., in the
form of social capital.

The significance of social networks in
entrepreneurship has been a topic in many
studies. Aldrich and Ruef (2006), Greve (2000)
have in different ways given good overviews of
“the states of art”. It is obvious that persons with
close connections to central actors have more
influence than others (Freemen et al., 1991).
However, indirect contacts through professionals
or more serendipitous channels can play an
important role as well. This has been made
clear by e.g. Freeman (1977) and Granovetter
(1973; 1974). While Granovetter studied how
the unemployed got new jobs through “weak

ties”, Howard Aldrich was quick to relate this
knowledge to entrepreneurship (Aldrich and
Whetten, 1981; Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986).

Burt (1992) elaborated on this by introducing
the concept of “structural holes”, defined as gaps
between actors with complementary resources
(Burt 1992; 2000). An entrepreneur may be
understood as a third party or a broker, building
bridgesoverstructural holes, and thereby creating
advantageous contacts between actors that did
not know of each other beforehand (Burt, 1992).
Each structural hole represents an opportunity.
Having a heterogeneous network, with many
structural holes, therefore becomes an advantage
for entrepreneurs. Renzulli et al. (2000) found
that heterogeneous networks increased the
chances of success as an entrepreneur.

From the above findings it is possible to
deduce the below stated hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3: Social capital positively
influences, or is correlated to, an individual’s EI.

Knowing other entrepreneurs, and to get
Knowing other entrepreneurs, and to get
support for a business idea in your network,
also seem to have influence on EI. In a study
among undergraduate students, Lindn (2008)
found that such social capital influenced EI
indirectly, through the intermediate variables
perceived desirability and perceived feasibility
of becoming an entrepreneur. He used five
indicators for social capital: approval for start-
up in closer environment, knowing family
entrepreneur, knowing non-family entrepreneur,
valuation of the entrepreneurial option in
the closer environment, and contact with an
entrepreneurial environment. By analyzing data
from the GEM-studies, Minniti and Langowitz
(2007) reached the conclusion that knowing
other entrepreneurs had significant impact on
entrepreneurship. Their focus was on women,
but this correlation is valid also for men.

In Norway, the gender difference in
entrepreneurial activity has been explained by
the fact that women to a lesser degree than men
believe they have the necessary competence for
entrepreneurship, and this could be the result
of the traditional gender division in the labor
market, where women are more likely than men to
work in the public sector (Kolvereid et al., 2008).

Minniti et al. (2005) mention two main
reasons why women participate less frequently
than men in entrepreneurial activities: lack
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of self-confidence and lack of role models.
Traditional measures to support female
entrepreneurs are therefore insufficient; in
addition, there is a need for mentors and
network building. For high-income countries in
particular, Minniti et al. (2005) suggest better
education of female entrepreneurs, especially
in engineering. In an investigation among 265
business master students in USA, Zhao et al
(2005) found that gender had a direct impact
on EI. Female students had significantly lower
EI than their male counterparts. And females
expressed lower EI than males according
to Nesse (2010). The findings of the studies
mentioned above lead to the formulation of the
below stated hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4: Males express higher EI than
females.

Schein (1990) defines a person’s career
anchor as “a combination of perceived areas of
competence, motives, and values that you would
not give up; it represents your real self”. Career
anchors mirror our perception of ourselves,
and will affect how we evaluate different career
alternatives.

The origin of the concept of career anchors
is a study where 44 candidates from the Sloan
School of Management were followed over
a time period of 10-12 years (Schein, 1990).
When the candidates were interviewed about
their career choices, Schein (1975; 1978) found
a pattern in the answers, and this pattern he
called anchors — something that holds you
in the right place even in a storm. The career
anchor was introduced as a concept within
personnel management, to replace traditional
psychological theories on career mobility. In
practice, it has been difficult to find correlations
between psychological traits and career decisions
because people may have different reasons for
choosing the same profession (Scarpello and
Ledvinka, 1987). Likewise, it has been difficult
to identify psychological traits that distinguish
entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (Aldrich,
1999; Simon and Houghton, 2002; Keh et al.,
2002). It seemed like the trait approach within
entrepreneurship research had come to a “dead
end” (Garner, 1989; Aldrich, 1999). This does
not mean that psychology has played out its role
in entrepreneurship research. On the contrary,
several possible psychological approaches still
exist (Hisrich et al., 2007).

The influence of local entrepreneurial environment

It is, however, another line of research
regarding the psychology of entrepreneurs that
will be followed up in this paper. As a response
to the criticism of the traditional trait approach,
cognitive psychology was introduced as a
promising alternative (Mitchell et al., 2002). The
decision to start a new business can be described
as a critical evaluation process, where the status
of being self-employed has to be compared to
being an employee. The individual will evaluate
the different alternatives against his or her self-
image, in a search for a “match”. In this paper,
the idea is to use career anchors as indicators
of such self-images and, by doing so, drawing a
parallel between the career anchor approach and
cognitive psychology. The cognitive revolution
in general psychology came in the 1960s, but
cognitive psychology was not introduced into
entrepreneurship theory until the 1990s (Baron,
1997; 1998; 1999; Krueger, 1993; Mitchell et al.,
2002). In cognitive psychology, the question
“How do entrepreneurs think?” replaces the
traditional “Who is an entrepreneur?” (Gartner,
1989; Mitchell et al., 2007).

According to Schein (1990), all eight types of
career anchors may be found among people in
most professions. If this is correct, it explains
why it was difficult to find a correlation between
personal characteristics and career choices. Even
if most people more or less base their career
decisions on most of the career anchors, Schein
(1990) argues that each person has one career
anchor that is more important than the others,
and that this is stable over time. Suutari and Taka
(2004) found, however, that leaders in their study
had two or three important career anchors, and
not just one dominant one.

The aim in this paper is to test for correlation
between different career anchors and a
student’s EI. To find theoretical support for the
hypotheses put forward below, Timmons’ (2003)
meta-analysis of 50 studies of entrepreneurs’
attitudes and values will be referred to.
Timmons (2003) isolated eight characteristics
that seemed to be valid in general: commitment
and determination, leadership, opportunity
obsession, tolerance of risk, ambiguity and
uncertainty, creativity, self-reliance and
adaptability and motivation to excel.

Accordingly, career anchors like autonomy
(commitment, motivation to excel), creativity
and general managerial competence
(leadership) should have a positive impact on
entrepreneurship, while security (the opposite
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of risk tolerance) should have a negative
impact. Leadership is of particular interest
here, since this is the only one of Timmons’
six points that involves a social activity
(Byers et al., 1999). Technical competence as a
career anchor is more difficult to formulate a
hypothesis around because the correlation can
go either way. In a way, entrepreneurs are more
practitioners than theoreticians; on the other
hand, theoretical competence could be a good
basis for a new enterprise. Spilling (1998) found
that 40% of the entrepreneurs in his selection
had higher education, compared to 20% of
the adult Norwegian population in general.
The different types of career anchors will be
tested in our study according to the hypotheses
presented below.

Hypothesis 5: There is a positive relationship
between student’s leadership anchor and their EI.

Hypothesis 6: There is a positive association
between student’s autonomy anchor and their EI.

Hypothesis 7: There is a positive association
between student’s creativity anchor and their EI.

Hypothesis 8: There is a negative relationship
between student’s security anchor and their EI.

Hypothesis 9: There is a relationship between
student’s technical competence anchor and EI
(uncertain direction).

After having set the ground for our study by
elaborating on the existing literature of EI and
related fields and presenting our hypotheses, we
will now explain the research methodology in
detail.

3. Research methodology
3.1. Sample and procedure

The data used in this study was originally
collected for a survey carried out in four
municipalities, two from the region of Sogn
(Hgyanger and Ardal, also called “Hydroland”
after the name of the dominating company) and
two from the region of Sunnmgre (Hergy and
Ulstein) in 2001 in Western Norway. The purpose
of the survey was to investigate the potential for
entrepreneurship in the future in detail. With the
close cooperation with the school managements

and the teachers, a questionnaire was distributed
to final-year students at the upper secondary level
in each of the four municipalities. This helped
secure high response rate. Among other things,
the students were asked about their plans for the
future, their networks and their attitudes toward
starting their own businesses and so on. 342
pupils participated in the survey, the percentage
of responses from the different schools varied
from 78 to 86 and, and the overall response rate
was 81%. The data were punched manually from
the filled-in questionnaires in SPSS.

3.2. Measures

Entrepreneurial intentions (EI). In consistent
with the definitions used in the GEM studies
(e.g. Bosma et al, 2009) and by several others
(e.g. Krueger, 2009), we used a 5-item measure
to calculate EI in this study. Responses are
indicated on a five-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (“strongly agree”) to 5 (“strongly
disagree”). These items are shown in Table 1.
Finally the items are summed up to arrive at an EI
score which serves as a dependent variable in the
analysis. EI can vary from 5 to 25 with Cronbach’s
alpha 0.81. We can consider the EI as an indicator
of an early phase of intentions of establishing
an enterprise since we did not have information
if the respondents had already taken actions to
start a new enterprise.

We performed three tests to check if there is
a logical relationship between the five items and
whether the items were really correlated since all
the five items involve EI in different ways. First,
there were high partial correlations between the
five items, but not so high that the variables are
identical. Pearson correlation varies between
0.387 and 0.588, with p<.001 in all cases. Second,
a factor analysis shows that these five items only
contain one factor with eigenvalue above 1 (see
Table 1). Third, Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.81, and
above the lower limit for internal consistency
(0.75) proposed by Crano and Brewer (2002). The
effects on Cronbach’s alfa of excluding items are
shown in Table 1.

Information relating to local socio-economic
context. The survey also included questions on
students’ resident municipality with respect
to industrial structure, and whether the
municipality is coastal or not.

Cultural and social capital. Professions of
the respondents’ parents are used to measure
cultural capital while respondent’s evaluation
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of the possibility of mobilizing the support of
family and friends to found a new enterprise
are used as proxies for social capital. There is an
important difference between cultural and social
capital in the way these concepts are defined and
operationalized here. Cultural capital means
values and attitudes gained from family, while
social capital is the possibility of mobilizing
resources to attain ones’ goal from a society.
Personal information. The survey included
questions on students’ age, gender, family
background and education background.

The influence of local entrepreneurial environment

Other individual differences. Schein’s (1975)
five original career anchors are included in the
model through questions on how important the
following factors were in the respondents’ career
decisions: autonomy, desire to become a leader,
security, creativity and technical competence.

Table 2 illustrates variables, their definitions
and hypothesized relationships with EI.

We specified OLS models based on factors
influencing and/or correlated to EI as discussed
above. We estimated the models in SPSS. Lastly,
we compared and discussed the results.

Table 1. The EI construct

Items Mean (Std. Dev.) Corrected Cronbach’s  Factor
Item-Total Alpha if loadings
Correlation itemis
deleted
1 Ttisbetter to be the 2.8367 (1.20035) 0.560 0.777 0.723
owner of an enterprise
than an employee
2 Iwould start a new 3.5136 (1.22467)  0.547 0.782 0.711
enterprise even if the
danger of economic loss
was great
3 Idonotwantto starta 2,4898 (1.36443)  0.628 0.758 0.788
new enterprise (reverse
coded)
4 Having my own 2.7041 (1.12565) 0.599 0.765 0.755
enterprise entails a
lifestyle that suits me well
5 Running my own 2.3741 (.94353) 0.655 0.757 0.798

enterprise is something
for me

4. Results and discussion
4.1. Results

Table 3 shows the respondents’ home
municipality, gender, age and EI. The category
“Other” appears because some of the students
are from other places than the four selected
municipalities. Most of these students are from
Sunnmgre. There are 53% girls and 47% boys of the
total sample (N=340). There are relatively fewer
girls in Ulstein and Hgyanger. The average age is
about 19.5 years. Mind that low numeric values of

EI mean high degree of entrepreneurial intentions.
Boys from Hydroland have lower EI than other
boys, and boys from Hergy have very high EI. On
the other hand, the geographical dimension does
not seem to be associated to EI among girls.

Table 4 (in the appendix) presents descriptive
statistics and the correlation matrix of the
variables included in the analysis. Students
from Hydroland constitute 24% of the total
sample. 17% of the respondents have one or
both self-employed parents. Fifty percent of
the respondents think they will get support
from family and friends if they start their own

International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Economic Issues | Volume 1 59



J. G. Nesse, B. P. Bhatta

enterprise, 32% have close friends who run their
own business and as many as 60% know others
who are self-employed. The gender distribution
is quite even, with 51% girls. Of the five career
anchors variables that were tested, leadership
had the lowest value, with an average of 2.6 on
a scale from 1 to 4. The respondents preferred
security (1.3) followed by technical competence
(1.5), autonomy (1.8), and creativity (1.9).

Table 5 presents the results of the OLS
models. Model 1 shows the results for the whole
sample, while Model 2 and 3 present results for
girls and boys only, respectively. Overall, the
models are statistically significant (significance
of F-values p<0.001). Adjusted R2-values are
around 0.45, indicating that the independent
variables explain about 45% of the variation in
the dependent variables.

Table 2. Variables, definitions and hypothesized relationships with the different measures of EI

Variable Definition Variable type Relation with EI

Contextual (1)

Industrial structure 1=the municipality Dummy +
has big enterprise,
O=otherwise

S_employed parents 1= having at least one Dummy +
of the parents self-
employed or owning a
business, O=otherwise

Relatives as role model 1=respondent having Dummy +
relatives owning a
business, O=otherwise

Friends as a role model 1=respondent having Dummy +
friends owning a
business, O=otherwise

Others as arole model  1=respondent knowing  Dummy +
others owning a
business, O=otherwise

Perceived support Perceived support from 5 point ordinal scale +
friends/relatives to start
an enterprise

Individual (1): Demographic characteristics

Age 1=respondents born Dummy +
after 1991, O=otherwise

Gender 1=female, O=otherwise Dummy +

Individual (2): Variables related to career anchors

Independence Favoring independence  ordinal scale +

Creative Motivated in creating ordinal scale +
something new

Leadership Wishing to take a ordinal scale +
leadership role in career

Security Favoring secured life ordinal scale -

Technical competence Having a technical ordinal scale ?

expertise
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We discuss whether assumptions underlying
the OLS models were met before we present the
results. First, the linearity of the dependent
variable was tested visually by plotting *ZRESID
against *ZPRED in SPSS. The plot did not
indicate any non-linear relationships. Second,
whether the residuals were normally distributed
was tested both visually and by formal tests.
Visually, it seemed like a normal distribution.
These visual impressions were confirmed by
formal normality tests. Both the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test (p=0.200) and the Shapiro-Wilk test
(p=0.130) did not show any significant deviation
from the normal distribution.

Like linearity, the  assumption of
heteroscedasticity is tested visually by plots
of *ZRESID against *ZPRED in SPSS. Only for
one of the independent variables, security as
a career anchor, heteroscedasticity seem to be
a possible problem. The problem is that only
six of the included respondents answered that
security means little to them in their future
career choices, and none answered “very little”
to this question. In spite of four values on this
variable, it is nearly a dichotomy. Accordingly,
the results for this variable must be interpreted
with care. To be more conclusive on this
point, more data with a greater variation in
answers should be collected. Finally, we tested
correlations between the independent variables,
multicollinearity, examining Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF). The VIF values varied between 1.0
and 1.3 which indicated that there was no serious
problem of multicollinearity since VIF values are
significantly less than 10.

In the following paragraphs, we will analyze if
the hypotheses made earlier are rejected or not.

Hypothesis 1 that the boys from Hydroland
express lower EI than the other boys was
supported (p=0.51) only by Model 3. However,
according to Model 2, there is no difference in
this respect between girls from Hydroland and
other girls.

Hypothesis 2 was supported by Model 1 and 2,
but not by Model 3. Cultural capital in the form
of self-employed parents has a positive impact on
girls’ EI (p<0.05), but not on boys’ EI.

Hypothesis 3 was partly supported. Of the three
measures of social capital, social capital in the
form of mobilizing support from family and friends
became significant (p<.001 in all the three models)
and knowledge of entrepreneurs other than the
immediate family and close friends were significant
(p<.01 in Model 1 and p<.05 in Model 2 and 3).
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Hypothesis 4 was confirmed by Model 1, which
of course is the only relevant model for this
hypothesis. The boys had a higher EI than the
girls (p<.01).

Model 1 supported the hypotheses 5, 6, and
8, but not hypotheses 7 and 9. Career anchors
like desire for autonomy (p<0.01) and leadership
ambitions (p<0.001) have a significant positive
association with EI among students. On the other
hand, the desire for security (p<0.01) is negatively
related with EI. The career anchors creativity
and technical competence did not show any
significant correlation to EI. Looking at Model
2 and 3, we see both similarities and differences
between genders with respect to correlation of
career anchors with EI. The positive association
of leadership ambitions with EI is equally true for
both boys and girls. But the desire for autonomy
is a driver for boys to express higher EI that girls
do not have. Additionally, the negative relation
of desire for security is typical for the girls;
this barrier against entrepreneurship is not
significant amongst the boys. It may seem that
these differences of career anchors in relation to
EI among boys and girls are of importance.

4.2. Discussion and implications

The results of this study address several issues
and questions with respect to entrepreneurship
and entrepreneurial intentions among young
students. This will help designing appropriate
policies in order to motivate students to
entrepreneurship. Important results and their
implications for facilitating entrepreneurship
among young students are discussed in the
following paragraphs.

It is an interesting result that the industrial
structure of a local community has impact on
EI among boys, but not among girls. Boys from
Sunnmgre are more entrepreneurial than the
other respondents in the sample. In other words:
The theory of the French and English development
models (Pollard, 1981; 1990; Wicken, 1997) can
explain boys’ EI, but not girls’ EI. One possible
reason for this result is the traditional gender role
pattern in communities along the coast, where
men were working outside home (e.g. fishing) and
women worked in the home. But of course, in a
modern community this is a problem. Both Hergy
and Ulstein are entrepreneurial communities, but
the entrepreneurial spirit is a male phenomenon.
In these places, it would make sense to involve
more girls in the entrepreneurial activities. On

International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Economic Issues | Volume 1 61



J. G. Nesse, B. P. Bhatta

Table 3. The respondents’ home municipality, gender, age and EI

Heroy Ulstein Ardal Hgyanger Other Total
Boys 33(50.8%) 22 (41.5%) 23(52.3%) 12(34.3%) 70(49.0%) 160 (47.1%)
Girls 32(49.2%)  31(58.5%) 21 (47.7%)  23(65.7%) 73 (51.0%) 180 (52.9%)
Total 65 (100.0%) 53 (100.0%) 44 (100.0%) 35(100.0%) 143 340
(100.0%) (100.0%)
Mean age (SD)  19.1 (3.1) 19.5 (1.9) 19.4 (3.2) 19.5(2.4) 19.5 (3.2) 19.4 (2.9)
Elamongboys 11.24 13.59 15.05 15.17 12.34 12.96
(SD) (3.467) (4.542) (3.913) (4.345) (4.527) (4.410)
El among girls  14.67 14.38 14.00 14.61 15.37 14.83
(SD) (4.682) (3.241) (3.505) (4.429) (4.607) (4.278)
Average EI (SD) 12.98 13.98 14.60 14.80 13.85 13.92
(4.418) (3.853) (3.727) (4.344) (4.796) (4.423)a

Notes: EI = Entrepreneurial Intentions; SD = Standard deviation; a N = 294

the other hand, in Hydroland the problem is low EI
among both girls and boys (see Table 3).

However, the impact of industrial structure
on boys’ EI is on edge of not being significant
(p=0.051). To have a proper test of hypothesis 1,
it is crucial to use communities that clearly fall
into the categories of the French and English
development model. Here, it may be that the
selection of communities characterized as
representative of pure French development
models could have been better. The selection for
the English model should be good enough, with
two typical company towns. But if we look at
the two municipalities chosen to represent the
French model, only one of them (Hergy) clearly
adheres to the French model. The other one
(Ulstein) might fall between the two models,
since it has three large companies within the
shipbuilding and offshore industries (Table 3).

Another possibility is that the occurrence
of variables creating EI is different in
Hydroland compared to other places, and
that the industrial structure has an indirect
effect through these. E.g., it is possible that
the industrial structure in Hydroland leads
to relatively less cultural and social capital
relevant for entrepreneurship, which in turn
will have a negative impact on EI.

Coming from a family where one or both of
the parents are self-employed has a positive
impact on the girls’ EI, but not on the boys’ EI.
Thus, transfer of cultural capital (Bourdieu,
1986) from parents is particularly important

for building girls’ interest in entrepreneurship.
Again, we get a glimpse of the traditional gender
role pattern. While the entrepreneurial spirit of
the local community has an impact on boys’ EI,
the entrepreneurial spirit in the family means
more to the girls. This is interesting, and might
be another explanation of the difference in EI
between girls and boys. It should, however, be
noted that since Kim et al. (2006) did not find any
correlation between cultural capital and business
start-ups. The correlation found in this study
could therefore be context dependent.

The results show clearly that the opportunity
to mobilize resources through family and friends
has a significant impact on student’s EI. An
apparently strange result is that having close
friends with an enterprise had no significance,
while having more distant acquaintances with
their own enterprise was an important factor for
EI. However, this result may in fact be interpreted
as being in accordance with Burt’s (1992) theory
on structural holes, where remote contacts may
be as important as near ones, since they can be
sources of non-redundant information. On the
whole, the results tell us that it is important to
have role models outside the close network of
family and good friends.

Therefore, a recommended measure for
promoting entrepreneurship among students is
to create arenas where young people can meet
entrepreneurs. This will be especially helpful for
those who do not have sufficient cultural capital
from their family to stimulate entrepreneurial
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Table 4. Regression results for Model 1, 2 and 3 (dependent variable is EI)

Model 1 (Total)

Model 2 (Girls)

Model 3 (Boys)

Est. Std. t-stat  Est. Std. t-stat  Est. Std. t-stat
err. err. err.

(Constant) 3.646  1.128  3.23 7.116 1.661  4.28 2.182 1.516 1.44
Industrial 0.407  0.527  0.77 -0.591 0.725  -0.82 1.534  0.776 1.98
structure
Parents self- 1.263  0.603  2.09 2.381 0929  2.56 0.021  0.807 0.03
employed
Support from  1.138  0.202  5.63 1.046  0.31 3.37 1.236  0.267  4.63
family and
friends
Friends 0.584  0.511 1.14 0.492 0.793  0.62 0.291  0.685 0.42
owning
enterprise
Others owning 1.343  0.476  2.82 1.47 0.67 2.19 1469 0.681 2.16
enterprise
Gender 1.393  0.466  2.99 - - - - - -
Leadership 1.919 0.293  6.55 1.926  0.429 449 2.037  0.413 493
Autonomy 1.126  0.33 3.41 0.322  0.498  0.65 1.647  0.449  3.67
Creativity 0.127  0.314  0.40 0.335  0.418 0.80 -0.029 0.475 -0.06
Security -1.432 0.439  -3.26 -2.441  0.66 -3.70 -0.534 0.585 -0.91
Technical -0.525 0.382  -1.37 -0.669 0.547  -1.22 -0.576  0.551 -1.05
comp.
Adj. R-squared .460 442 459
N 231 114 117

motivation. This means that, if the right measures
are taken, it should be possible to compensate
for a lack of cultural capital with social capital.
Of course, the family may provide an individual
with good networks that would be an advantage
when starting a new enterprise. But, even if each
person’s starting point is different, it should
be feasible to build and strengthen personal
networks from this point.

Another finding from our study was that boys
expressed higher EI than the girls. Although this
was expected from the studies referred to earlier
(Minniti et al., 2005; Spilling, 1998; Kolvereid
et al., 2008), one could be surprised that the
parity between the genders has not decreased
further. Brun (1998) hoped that younger women
would become more entrepreneurial than older
women, but the results presented here show no
sign of a change in this matter. Since the average

age of the respondents is 19 years, it is obvious
that the gender division in entrepreneurial
motivation develops at an early age. Therefore, it
is not enough to talk about better social capital
for adult women in order to promote female
entrepreneurship, it is also necessary to change
the socialization process in which cultural
capital is transferred to younger girls. The
biggest gender division was found in Sunnmgre,
especially in Hergy (Table 3). It is quite striking
that the entrepreneurial area of Sunnmgre seems
to position women as outsiders. Historically, the
reason must be that the fisheries provided typical
men’s work. The women traditionally had to look
after the homes because the men could be away
for weeks. However, in a modern society this
practice is obsolete. In Hydroland, both men and
women have a low EI, so there the problem is lack
of entrepreneurial motivation in general.
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When looking at the results of the career
anchors, two of the five career anchors had a
positive impact on EI, while one had a negative
impact. Those who place special emphasis on
becoming a leader or who wish to have autonomy
in their career choices have higher EI than
others. On the other hand, among those who
prefer security, the EI is lower than for others.
Regarding career anchors, we find differences
between the genders that can explain lower
EI among girls than among boys. While the
boys have both leadership ambitions and wish
for autonomy as predictors of EI, girls have
leadership ambitions alone as such a predictor,
and in addition wish for security as a strongly
impeding factor. But please bear in mind that
hetero-scedasticity might be a problem for the
last mentioned variable (security as a career
anchor), this was explained earlier in connection
with the model assessment.

It might be surprising that creativity as a
career anchor does not have any association with
EIL Perhaps students wish to use their creativity
no matter which career they choose, which
would make it not a good criterion for separating
entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs.
Likewise, technical competence is not
significantly correlated to EI, likely indicating
that this type of competence would form a good
basis for many different professions and not only
for entrepreneurship.

After having analyzed the findings of the
study we can now start with presenting some
recommendation how entrepreneurship can
be supported and enhanced among students. If
we want to promote entrepreneurship among
students, the general implications of these
results are suggesting the following: acquire
role models, and build leadership ambitions
and self-confidence among students, and
reduce possible barriers by giving support to
young entrepreneurs. But what implications
do these results have for entrepreneurship
education in particular? We know that courses
in entrepreneurship may have a positive
impact on students’ entrepreneurial attitudes
(Cooper and Lucas, 2006; Crane and Meyer,
2007) and post-graduation start-ups (Blackford,
Sebora and Whitehill, 2009). However, not all
entrepreneurship courses produce such results
(Cox, Mueller, and Moss, 2002). There can be
many reasons for lack of success in education.
Knowledge of factors that influence EI among
students will help to come up with an appropriate

curriculum. The results presented here point out
three areas for entrepreneurship education:

e Schools should contribute to an
entrepreneurial context by helping young
people to build up social capital with relevance
forentrepreneurship (as described by Kourilsky
and Walstad (2002), even if they don’t use the
concept “social capital”), which can e.g. be
done through educational programs involving
coaching and mentoring (Gray and Kirkwood,
2010), expert entrepreneurs as educators
(Kruger, 2007), international field trips (Bell
et al., 2010), or a practicum (McNaughton and
Armitage, 2010).

e Schools should motivate young people
for entrepreneurship through supporting
and building up leadership ambitions (also
suggested by Linan, 2008).

e Schools should motivate young people for
entrepreneurship through supporting and
building up desire for autonomy (as discussed
by Galloway and Kelly, 2009; Pruett et al.,
2009; Zhao et al., 2005).

Thisisconsistentwith conclusions of Kourilsky
and Walstad (2002) and Galloway and Kelly
(2009). In addition, leadership as a career anchor
is put forward as the most important correlate of
EI. And, surprisingly, in spite of a possibly narrow
definition of entrepreneurship in this study, it
ends up with quite a broad recommendation for
entrepreneurship education (cf. Gibb, 2007).
This opens up for untraditional or experiential
teaching (Krueger, 2007; Gray and Kirkwood,
2010). Kirby (2004) challenges business schools
to teach less “about” entrepreneurship and more
“for” it. He also stresses that the education should
not just be about business startups, but also
about innovation and change in organizations.

The recommendations from this study are
basically the same for girls and boys, but it
is important to be aware of possible gender
differences, especially the girls’ desire for
security as abarrier to EI. Since this paperis based
on a quantitative study, with its own limitations,
a recommendation for further research could
be to follow up with qualitative studies on the
impact of industrial structure, social capital, and
career anchors on young people’s EI. But more
quantitative studies on these topics especially
on bigger samples are definitely praiseworthy.
It would also be interesting to study effects of a
broad approach to entrepreneurship education.
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Methodological accuracy is one of the major
shortcomings of entrepreneurship research (cf.,
Thompson, 2009; Krueger and Day, 2010). For
example, researchers normally treat an ordinal
scale used to measure EI as a continuous variable
in statistical analyses and mostly use OLS models
(Crant, 1996; Hmieleski and Corbett, 2006; Frank,
Lueger and Koruna, 2007; Turker and Seluck 2008;
Azhar et al., 2010; Oosterbeek, Praag and Ijsstein,
2010). However, it is well known that OLS models
are appropriate only when the dependent variables
are continuous (cf., e.g., Hair et al., 2009; Gujarati,
2003; Long and Freese, 2006). Most of the studies
emphasize maximizing R-squared. However, thisis
one of the problems in entrepreneurship research
according to Krueger and Day (2010). Technically
speaking, OLS models estimate or predict the
average value of dependent variable on the
basis of the fixed values of explanatory variables
and consequently do not take into account the
inconsistent and non-transitive behavior of an
individual (cf., e.g., McFadden, 2001; Ben-Akiva
and Lerman, 1985). We therefore suggest to
investigate individual EI using ordered choice
models . Since the choice models generally and
the ordered choice models such as ordered probit/
logit particularly are probabilistic models, they
can take into account random human behavior.
Our literature review indicates that ordered
choice models are rarely used in entrepreneurship
research with Kuckertz and Wagner (2010) as one
of the important exceptions.

Another advantage of using ordered choice
models is that the choice models are consistent
with the random utility maximization (RUM)
theory of individual choice behavior (cf., e.g.,
McFadden, 2001; Ben-Akiva and Lerman, 1985;
Bhatta, 2011). In the RUM framework of choice
analysis, a respondent facing a mutually exclusive
and collective exhaustive set of finite number
of ordered categories obtains utility from each
category and chooses the one with the highest
utility. But the analyst, who is an observer of the
choice process, is not able to observe the utility
of the categories, therefore, decomposes the
utility into two parts for analytical purposes: (i)
an observable part and (ii) an unobservable part.
The utility of a category for a respondent from
the point of view of an analyst can therefore be
written as:

U::: =V + S* (1)

V is the systematic or representative utility.

The influence of local entrepreneurial environment

The systematic utility V is deterministic in the
sense that it is a function of a vector of variables,
X, representing contextual, personal and
cognitive factors conceptualized in Figure 1, so:

V=V(X) =x (2)

where £'is a vector of parameters representing
the effects of the antecedents underlying EI to be
estimated from the data obtained in a survey.

5. Conclusions

Contextual factors, both in the form of
cultural and social capital, have significant
impacts on the EI of students. Cultural capital
is built up over many years and is difficult to
change in the short run. In spite of this, the
results indicate that there are several measures
that can be taken to support and encourage
student entrepreneurship. It is important to have
role models and to have some sort of relationship
with entrepreneurs. Lack of relevant cultural
capital from the family could be compensated
by social capital through the establishment of

relationships with entrepreneurs, preferably
through mentor arrangements.
Since boys in general have greater

entrepreneurial intentions than girls, special
measures directed towards girls might seem
appropriate. It is crucial that such measures
be carried out as early as possible, to prevent
the development of gender divisions in
entrepreneurial motivation. But here we
need to be a bit cautious. A closer look into
the results showed that the gender division
was not a general phenomenon, but context
dependent. Special measures for girls should
be implemented only in places where this is a
documented need, such as in areas with a pure
French development model in this study. In
areas characterized by an English model, both
genders were low in EI, and there is no reason
for discriminating measures.

Leadership and autonomy as career anchors
are important factors in explaining the EI of
students. Therefore, education in leadership, in
taking responsibility and in being self-reliant and
autonomous would be excellent general measures
for promoting entrepreneurial motivation. On
the other hand, security as a career anchor
is a substantial barrier to entrepreneurship,
especially among girls. Public or private support
to reduce the risks and uncertainties for young
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entrepreneurs could be the way to go to remove and to help young people to build social
this barrier. The particular recommendation for  capital, desire for independence and leadership
entrepreneurship education is a broad approach, ambitions.

Contextual factors

Self-statement
Value of Entrepreneurship |—| of El in a rating

scale

Personal and
cognitive factors

Figure 1. A conceptual model of antecedents underlying EI
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