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It is essential to understand the variables that explain and predict the behaviour of starting up a new company in a

regional context. Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) reports have a sufficient theoretical foundation for quality

studies in this field. In addition, a valid and reliable causal model is designed that includes all personal and

contextual GEM variables. The hypotheses of the proposed model are based on the existing causal relationships in

the literature, using GEM data in its formulation. The model is comprehensive and practical because it significantly

predicts entrepreneurial behaviour, particularly entrepreneurial intention and action. 
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1. Background

1.1. Variables Influencing Entrepreneurial Behaviour According to the Literature

It is accepted in the literature on entrepreneurship at the regional level that entrepreneurs are the critical element in

the process of creating a new venture. This is why entrepreneurship requires entrepreneurial behaviour (intention

and action) . In turn, it has been found that entrepreneurial behaviour depends on contextual variables and

personal variables, the latter having been more studied .

Their importance is very high regarding contextual variables considering that entrepreneurial behaviour develops in

a specific context, although some contextual variables are more favourable than others . Contextual variables

are often classified in the literature as formal institutional variables and informal institutional variables. From a

formal institutional perspective, the importance of government policies and programmes, as well as infrastructures

(e.g., physical, commercial, technological and financial), market development and innovation transfer is highlighted

. The role of the education system has also been emphasized in the literature because it enables the

development of entrepreneurial vocation, values related to self-employment, skills to create a business and

entrepreneurial intention . Regarding the informal institutional variables that influence entrepreneurial

behaviour, the literature underlines the role of culture, which develops over time through the adoption and

internalisation, usually unconsciously, of norms, beliefs, practices and customs . In particular, it has been found

that cultural diversity can help to explain regional differences in entrepreneurship, as the decision to start a new

venture depends on the cultural context in which it takes place . Individualistic cultures have also been found

to be more conducive to entrepreneurship than collectivistic cultures, as, in the former, people consider their

interests before those of the group .

[1][2][3]

[4][5]

[6][7]

[8][9]

[9][10][11]

[12]

[13][14]

[15][16]



Causal Model of Global Entrepreneurship Monitor | Encyclopedia.pub

https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/20210 2/16

Regarding the personal variables linked to entrepreneurial behaviour, the literature highlights entrepreneurial

intention, which is the variable that best predicts the behaviour of creating a new company at the regional level 

. For these reasons, intention is the central variable in most studies on entrepreneurial behaviour, most of which

aim to design causal models to predict it. The remaining personal variables, and occasionally some contextual

variables, constitute the independent variables in such causal models . Regarding its definition,

entrepreneurial intention is conceived as an entrepreneur’s propensity to make an intentional, deliberate and

planned decision to create a new venture .

Two of the most widely used models in the literature to predict entrepreneurial intention are Shapero and Sokol’s

 entrepreneurial event model (EEM) and Ajzen’s  theory of planned behaviour (TPB) . In the model by

Shapero and Sokol, entrepreneurial intention depends on three variables: perceived desirability, which derives from

a perceived reasonable business opportunity; perceived feasibility, based on the perception of one’s capabilities;

and propensity to act . However, it is the TPB model that predominates in the literature due to its higher

predictive power . The TPB model’s intention to start a new venture depends on the attitude towards

entrepreneurship, perceived control and subjective norm . Attitude corresponds to desirability, included in the

EEM model, and is defined as the personal valuation about being an entrepreneur . Regarding perceived

behavioural control, this is a variable similar to perceived feasibility in the Shapero and Sokol model and is defined

as an individual’s assessment of the extent to which they can perform a specific behaviour . Perceived

control is a construct closely related to self-efficacy, defined as the belief in resources and competencies to achieve

one’s goals . Finally, subjective norms refer to how the subject himself perceives that his behaviour will be

accepted by his belonging or reference group . The influence of subjective norms is similar to the process of

entrepreneurial role adoption by the subject that she or he observes in a known person or a family member, which

largely explains the succession process .

Despite the many studies conducted and the findings obtained, the literature points out the limitations of existing

causal models in predicting complex entrepreneurial behaviour in a regional context. It is mainly due to the small

number of variables they incorporate . On the other hand, the researchers of predictive behavioural studies

need quality traditional data sources for a wide range of variables and countries . In order to respond to these

demands, several researchers suggest enriching predictive models by incorporating new variables and new

relationships, as well as variables that, together with intention, reflect effective entrepreneurial behaviour . To

study more deeply the quality of data from institutional data sources has also been suggested .

1.2. Variables Influencing Entrepreneurial Behaviour at the Institutional Level: The
Case of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor

According to the GEM, the decision to start a new business depends on a broad set of personal and contextual

variables, all of which are equally important . Despite their equal importance, in GEM reports, contextual

variables can influence personal variables, although GEM does not specify the nature of this relationship .

Moreover, as mentioned above, in GEM reports, entrepreneurial intention is just another personal variable .
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The contextual variables are considered an essential part of business creation and directly influence

entrepreneurial opportunities, competencies, and preferences. The source of information on these variables is the

National Experts Survey, a standard GEM methodology to capture expert judgments to evaluate regional variables

. Regarding their measurement, the values of the contextual variables represent the average scalar data per

country that come from the responses of entrepreneurship experts to specially designed questionnaires. Regarding

personal variables, the information is obtained by GEM through the design and application of the Adult Population

Survey (APS), a unique and comprehensive questionnaire administered to a minimum of 2000 adults in each GEM

country. All personal variables included in GEM reports refer to average percentages of the population aged 18–64

by country and are based on the perceptions and statements of the population .

Finally, it should be noted that GEM reports also provide several outcome variables or indicators directly or

indirectly related to entrepreneurship. It has been included the TEA (Total Early stage Entrepreneurial Activity)

indicator, the most critical outcome indicator in the GEM reports . GEM defines TEA as the percentage of the

population aged 18–64 who are either a nascent entrepreneur or an owner-manager of a new business. Its

inclusion responds to suggestions by several researchers to include in causal models, along with entrepreneurial

intention, some variable that reflects the “action” inherent to entrepreneurial behaviour . Moreover, TEA will

be the variable used to achieve objective 4.

2. Hypotheses and Model Development

The hypotheses and the predictive model proposed are presented below. The model has been designed to

consider the contributions of other researchers in this field and use GEM variables and country data.

First, it has been found in the literature that entrepreneurial behaviour depends on contextual or environmental

factors, which in turn influence personal variables . Among the environmental factors that influence

entrepreneurship culture and education stand out . Regarding culture, it refers to the social value structure of

a community or region . It should be noted that culture carries social legitimacy. Therefore, to the extent that a

culture values entrepreneurship, it will be highly valued and socially accepted, thus creating a favourable and

supportive context for entrepreneurship .

On the other hand, education always considers the current socio-economic context, including the entrepreneurial

field. Through educational design and practice and/or it will try to drive the changes and improvements that the

context requires . In particular, it has been confirmed that culture and education directly influence the

intention and action to create a new venture, and indirectly through the subject’s perceptions about the

entrepreneurial context, in particular about the basic infrastructures for entrepreneurship . Considering the

above, the first two hypotheses state:

Hypothesis 1 (H1).

According to GEM data, education and culture related to entrepreneurship directly and positively influence

entrepreneurial intention and action.
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Hypothesis 2 (H2).

According to GEM data, education and culture related to entrepreneurship directly and positively influence the

perception of basic infrastructures for entrepreneurship.

Government policies and programmes to foster entrepreneurship at the regional level do not originate in a vacuum,

but through interaction with the context . It has been found in the literature that such policies and programmes

depend on demands related to the degree of adequacy of the physical, technological, financial and commercial

infrastructures needed for entrepreneurship and existing in the region . It is one of the missions and social

responsibilities of governments to facilitate the existence of a favourable context for entrepreneurship, improving

access to finance and developing appropriate taxation, among other measures, all within the limits of their

capabilities, principles and political inclination . It should be noted that, as in the private sector, the

satisfaction of the needs, wants, and expectations of the recipients and beneficiaries of government policies have

an impact on the perception of those policies, the reputation of the issuing organisation and the loyalty to it .

So much so that governments and the public sector are using tools from the private sector to improve the

adaptation of their policies to the context, such as market orientation . Considering the above, the following

hypothesis is expressed as follows:

Hypothesis 3 (H3).

According to GEM data, perceptions about infrastructures and primary conditions for entrepreneurship directly and

positively influence perceptions about government policies and programmes related to entrepreneurship.

The influence of government policies and programmes on people’s perceptions, in whatever domain they are

targeted (e.g., health and education), is due to both internal subject and external factors . In particular,

perceptions of government policies and programmes related to entrepreneurship, including those related to

innovation, have been shown to influence perceptions of entrepreneurship opportunity and the ease of undertaking

entrepreneurship . Such perceptions, which indirectly and positively influence entrepreneurial intention and

action, are essential in the early stages of entrepreneurship . Entrepreneurs are risk takers (e.g., financial

risks) and sensitive to institutional support or disincentive, whether real or only perceived. Thus, subjects who

perceive opportunity and ease of entrepreneurship (e.g., legislative, governmental, and commercial) possess

greater entrepreneurial intention and action. Their confidence, hope, and dispositional optimism are higher when

the perceived risk is lower . Given the above, the following hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 4 (H4).

According to GEM data, perceptions about government policies and programmes on entrepreneurship positively

and directly influence perceptions about entrepreneurial opportunities and facilities.

Subjective norm is defined as the belief that people close to the subject (e.g., family and friends) might accept or

reject a particular behaviour . Therefore, the subjective norm represents a code of conduct that prescribes

or prohibits behaviour in members of a group . Concerning antecedents, in the context of entrepreneurship,

the perception of how contextual factors facilitate entrepreneurship has been shown to directly or indirectly
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influence subjective norm formation . It should be noted that the influence of perceptions and the power of

the subjective norm is particularly relevant within the group of people whose influence contributes to maintaining

perceptions and the subjective norm . Such influence is more significant when there are favourable

expectations regarding the attainment of benefits from entrepreneurship and when the subject possesses a high

self-concept of an entrepreneur . Therefore, the following hypothesis stipulates that:

Hypothesis 5 (H5).

According to GEM data, perceptions about entrepreneurial opportunities and facilities directly and positively

influence subjective norms.

Values represent a person’s predisposition toward an object or behaviour, in this case, the behaviour of starting a

new venture . Values are criteria for action at the origin of any behaviour, are highly stable and are formed

during the socialisation process . There are many personal value categories associated with

entrepreneurship, and some researchers claim that entrepreneurs can be differentiated from each other solely

based on their value structure . Regarding the antecedents of personal values, the subjective norm has been

found to influence their formation directly due to the motivational component that values possess . It has been

shown that people adopt values when they perceive that other significant agents share these values .

Thus, values represent the result of the subject’s self-adjustment effort to a social context . Based on the

above, the following hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 6 (H6).

According to GEM data, the subjective norm directly and positively influences values related to entrepreneurship.

Values influence a multitude of variables. For example, it has been confirmed by several researchers that personal

values influence self-efficacy and other related constructs, such as perceived control, the belief in personal agency

and the competencies perceived by the subject, in this case, the entrepreneur . Particularly in the field of

entrepreneurship, it has been shown that people who possess pro-entrepreneurship values, which depend on the

subjective norm, are considered competent and self-efficacious in entrepreneurship . Self-efficacy is a central

concept in the context of entrepreneurship. It is defined as an individual’s belief or confidence in his or her

competence to mobilise the resources and activities necessary to successfully execute a specific task within a

given context . The relationship between personal values and self-efficacy occurs within a motivational

process of confirming attitudes, beliefs, perceptions and expectations, particularly in cultures that value and reward

individual performance and achievement .

Hypothesis 7 (H7).

According to GEM data, personal values related to entrepreneurship directly and positively influence

entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is the best predictor of entrepreneurial intention and start-up behaviour . It is

a motivational and adequate antecedent of entrepreneurial intention and behaviour regardless of the regional level
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. Self-efficacy enables the entrepreneur to overcome challenges when starting up a business and use the

negative feedback they receive to improve their performance in that process .

Hypothesis 8 (H8).

According to GEM data, self-efficacy directly and positively influences entrepreneurial intention and start-up

behaviour.

Figure 1 presents the model proposed. The model is in line with other models recently developed in the literature

. As proposed by the GEM and other researchers, the model represents a unidirectional sequential path from

contextual variables to personal variables, culminating in entrepreneurial intention and action . The model

starts with three contextual variables: “Education and culture”, “Basic structure”, and “Politics and programmes”.

These contextual variables, directly and indirectly, influence the “Ease and opportunity perception” variable, which

connects the contextual variables with the personal variables (“Subjective norm”, “Personal values”, and “Personal

self-efficacy”). The variable “Personal self-efficacy” is the one that directly influences the latent dependent variable,

“Entrepreneurship intention and action”.

Figure 1. Research proposed model.

3. Research Methodology

3.1. Data Collection and Sample Profile

Data were obtained from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor platform (www.gemconsortium.org, accessed on 23

June 2021), similar to other researchers . Specifically, the information included in the databases available in

Excel for 2020 werew used, which is the latest data available on the GEM website. The 45 countries (N = 45) for

which data were available for all variables included were selected. It should be noted that the effort and rigour of
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data collection for GEM that has occurred every year mean this dataset has received a significant amount of

respect across the social sciences . Finally, the high validity, reliability and unidimensionality of the GEM

data have recently been confirmed through the Rasch mathematical model .

3.2. Variables and Constructs

First, the observed personal and contextual variables used were included in the latest GEM report 2020–2021

(www.gemconsortium.org, accessed on 25 June 2021), and are explained above. In addition, the TEA (Total early

stage Entrepreneurial Activity) indicator was selected as an outcome variable. Second, to identify the latent

variables or constructs, an exploratory factor analysis was carried out. This analysis was carried out using the

principal components extraction method and the Varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization, as performed by other

researchers . After the analyses, eight latent variables (factors) were obtained. The sum of the squared loads of

the rotation explained 87.28% of the variance accumulated through the eight resulting factors. These variables

were Education and Culture (ECU), Basic Infrastructures (BIN), Government Policies and Programmes (GPP),

Perceptions (PER), Subjective Norm (SUN), Personal Values (PVA), Self-efficacy (SEF) and Entrepreneurial

Intention and Action (EIA). Two observed variables were eliminated through this factor analysis: Fear of Failure

(personal variable) and Internal Market Dynamics (Contextual variable). Additionally, the reliability changed from

0.86 to 0.89 by eliminating these variables. Only two items in five latent variables were accepted because these

items had a low correlation with other latent variables, and the correlation between the items belonging to the same

variable was greater than 70% .

3.3. Methodology

Firstly, data were examined using the SPSS-25 programme to obtain descriptive indicators. The Partial Least

Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) method was applied through SmartPLS-3 software (3.3.2

version) to minimize the residual variances of the endogenous variable. PLS was selected due to its potential to

explain the theory and predict human behaviour . In addition, PLS allows the use of a wide range of sample

sizes and reflective variables, and it shows more reliable results and does not require a normal distribution of data

.

The PLS-SEM approach implies studying the measurement model and the study of the structural model. The

Measurement and Structural models take the general form as follows:

Measurement model: X = C′Y + ε

Structural model: Y = B′Y + ζ

where:

X is a J by 1 vector of indicators;
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Y is a P by 1 vector of latent variables;

C is a P by J matrix of loadings;

B is a P by P matrix of path coefficients;

ε is a J by 1 vector of the residuals of indicators;

ζ is a P by 1 vector of the residuals of latent variables.

The reflective indicators in the latest GEM report 2020–2021 (www.gemconsortium.org, accessed on 25 June

2021) were used. These are reflective indicators because they meet the criteria proposed by Jarvis, MacKenzie

and Podsakoff . As proposed by other researchers, an Importance-Performance Analysis (IPMA) and

Multigroup Technique were included to achieve objectives 3 and 4, respectively . Finally, it should be noted

that the ultimate guidelines in applying PLS-SEM in research were followed in the application of PLS-SEM .
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