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Introduction

“Each of the company formations is the end resudltoae very
personal human process [...] The company-formatiacess begins
with a situation in which an individual or group dafdividuals is

forced from or decides to change to a new life paitte situations are
as varied as life itself, but more people respomd regative
displacements than positive ones. A particular agitn, however,
elicits different responses from different indiatis [...]

Entrepreneurship comes about through the interactmetween a
specific situation and a specific individual or gm of individuals.
[...] Entrepreneurship represents a resilient respone threats or
opportunities. [...] The way an individual perceivit® events that
occur and the ways they respond to them is primariby-product of
their past and present cultural and social enviremt [...], family,

peers, formal education, and life experiences.”

Albert Shapero, The Entrepreneurial event (1984)

In the following sections, we will present the mvation, the purpose
as well as the outline of our dissertation.

MOTIVATION AND PURPOSE
Over the last quarter of a century, various pddicieave been

implemented to foster the entrepreneurial spird smfacilitate small

businesses creation. This enthusiasm for smalhbsses has its roots
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in the fundamental role they play in the regior@rmic growth, the
number of jobs they generate (Audretsch, 2003;e8t&Bdgenhold,
1993), and the fact that they constitute an efficiol in fighting

unemployment.

For those who believe that technological innovatigmowth of
demand or the introduction of new products areptecipal forces
behind new venture creation, identifying individdattors underlying
creation may, at first, seem straightforward. Tleme goes for
mainstream economists, for whom the birth of srinaflinesses can be
explained, as underlined by Storey (1994), by twpraaches: on the
one hand, industrial economics and its theory effttm, and, on the
other hand, labour economics and its theory ofviddial’'s behaviour
in the labour market (Schumpeter, 1911; Knight,1)9Rlevertheless,
the study of individual determinants of firm creatiis far less simple
than it initially appears. As Reynolds (1997) engbes it,
individuals starting a business are unique andvatistinct situations.
Indeed, individuals decide to create a businessvémious kinds of

motivations/reasons.

As Shapero & Sokol (1982) have shown, the circuntss of
creation may be negative or positive and can leativb types of
motivations, i.epush motivationgnegative circumstances also called
necessity) andull motivations (positive circumstances also called
opportunity). An entrepreneurial initiative dictdteby a push
motivation could arise from unemployment, dissattibn with the

present situation and/or family pressure (Verheuble 2010). In
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contrast, a pull motivation is at the source ofgattve entrepreneurial
initiatives, such as strong professional aspiratianticulated in an
offensive posture, possibly originating in the itiiécation of a market
opportunity (Harisson & Hart, 1983). Since the weod€ Reynolds et
al. (2002), these motivations have given rise te toncepts of
necessity entrepreneurshipand opportunity entrepreneurship
Necessity entrepreneurs are driven by push motivains and

opportunity entrepreneurs by pull motivations (Bhola et al., 2006).

The distinction between necessity and opportunityepreneurship is
becoming increasingly important in entrepreneurshigsearch
(Verheul et al., 2010). Previous empirical reseanels shown that
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs differ botkerms of their
socio-economic characteristics and of their en&epurial behavior
(e.g. Verheul et al., 2010; Block & Sandner, 2008liendo &
Kritikos, 2009; Hechavarria & Reynolds, 2009; McNéul et al. 2008,
Hessels et al. 2008; Morris et al. 2006; Hughe$620As a result,
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs have disitmpacts on the
post-creation characteristics of the firm they tae&ven though these
studies allow us to better understand the effetthe circumstances
that lead an individual to create a firm, we betidhat these results

should be interpreted carefully.

The methodology used in these studies to classiégessity
entrepreneurs versus opportunity entreprensuoften too simplistic.
When authors classify entrepreneurs in terms ofessty or

opportunity, they implicitly work on the premiseathan individual is
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either the one or the other. Yet, we are still ffam having proven

that the frontier between necessity and opportumitgivations is so
neatly drawn (Solymossy, 1997). In fact, recentlistsi emphasize the
possibility that an individual could be simultansiyu driven by

necessity and opportunity motivations (Williams &ilN&ms, 2011,

Caliendo & Kritikos, 2010; Block & Sandner, 200%loreover, as

necessity and opportunity motivations depend ondheumstances
that the individual faces before creation, some essity and

opportunity motivations could, in fact, be the cangy for some

individuals (Hughes, 2003).

To avoid an overly rigid classification of the twtypes of
entrepreneurs based on their motivations, a fimalyais should be
conducted to determine whether or not necessity @uubrtunity
entrepreneurs are heterogeneous groups of indigidoreover,
research could analyze if there are, or not, difiersub-profiles of

necessity and/or opportunity entrepreneurs.

However, answering this question does not suffias.also important
for research to analyze more in-depth the creatfmocess
implemented by these different profiles of entreprgs. Such an
approach seems relevant for several reasons. Ppblicies for
necessity-driven entrepreneurs should be diffefemtn those for
opportunistic entrepreneurs (Bhola et al., 2006her&fore, it is
important both for the scientific and the politiocdébates to better
understand the role that motivations can play atstiart-up phase in

order to improve and/or develop adequate politicaasures in regard
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of the creator’s profile. The firm creation procé&ssn important part
of both the firm’s foundation and its further dey@inent and success
(Burke et al., 2010; Lichtenstein et al., 2007;Dat & Shane, 2003).

An individual’s behavior is often the result of imdlual motivations
(Carsrud & Brannback, 2011; Liao et al., 2001). r&hat al. (2003)
and Korunka et al. (2003) emphasized that motinatiplay an
important role in the entrepreneurial process. &lghors argue that,
as individuals differ in terms of motivations, tkedifferences could
influence the way in which they behave during timrepreneurial
process. According to Gabrielsson & Politis (200®)dividual
motivations have an impact on his/her decision-mgkirocess and
on his/her reaction. If we know that necessity awgportunity
motivations influence the firm’s post-creation dieygnent in terms of
growth, innovation and successur knowledge about the impact of
necessity and opportunity motivations on the firarsation process is
(almost) inexistent. Rodriguez & Santos (2009) sstréhat the firm
creation process comprises two different stagesctmnception stage,
also known as precipitating events, and the gestastage. The
precipitating events that we interpret as relaedhe necessity or
opportunity motivations in the sense of Shaperoo&db (1982) could
have an impact on the activities undertaken byepnéneurs during
the creation process (Shane et al., 2003; Guzmé&pagios, 2001;
Kuratko et al., 1997). Due to the influence of tneation process on
the firm’s success and to the impact of individoedtivations on the

entrepreneurial behavior, it seems relevant thegaeh on necessity
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and opportunity entrepreneurship explores the lmtween the

individual motivations and the creation process.

OUTLINE

This dissertation consists of four essays: oner#imal essay and

three empirical essays.

The first essay offers a review of the literatusyated to necessity
and opportunity entrepreneurship, which mainly csissof empirical
studies. As the push-pull theory underlies the ephof necessity and
opportunity entrepreneurship, we start by presgnthre theoretical
origins and the main empirical results relatedht® push-pull theory.
After that, we present the empirical results relate the study of
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship, bothteims of the
entrepreneurs’ socio-economic characteristics andthe firm’s
characteristics developed by the two profiles dfepreneurs. Next,
we discuss the literature and analyze three maiitdiions of the
methodology used in past researches. In order teodave use the
entrepreneurial event theoshapero, 1984), which is the genesis of
the push-pull theory. More precisely, we show thapirical studies
on necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship db take three
aspects of Shapero’s theory into account (1) thiipieisignifications
of the same entrepreneurial event, (2) the mix€ims of necessity
and opportunity motivations) of the entrepreneueiant and (3) the
plurality of necessity and opportunity motivatiorBased on our

discussion, we propose three research avenueslucirg our three
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empirical essays. The first research avenue isdbaseur literature’s
discussion and the two others are based on thetgapwe identified

in the literature.

The second essay focuses on the impact of theocieatocio-

economic characteristics on his/her necessity-dppity positioning.

The aim of this essay is two-fold. On the one hand, examine
whether it is possible to classify a new ventureation in terms of
necessity and/or opportunity. On the other handskex light on the
articulations  between the  entrepreneur's  socio-@com

characteristics and the alignment of his/her ptoyeith opportunity

and/or necessity dynamics. We confirm that impé&c¢he individual's

socio-economic characteristics in a necessity-dppdy framework

should not be limited to this strict dichotomy,iakas generally been
the case in past research. Indeed, we demonstiatethere are
different necessity and opportunity entrepreneuhalamics and that
necessity and opportunity dynamics can combine iwithe same
individual. The analysis of the impact of the foarid socio-economic
characteristics on his/her propensity to be drikgmecessity and/or
opportunity dynamics, points out that considering iadividual as

exclusively opportunistic or necessity-driven cobédhaphazard.

The third and fourth essays analyze the impact exdessity and
opportunity motivations on two aspects of the ficneation process.
The third essay examines whether or not the ndgeasd/or the
opportunity motivations can have an impact on theice of the
economic sector in which a business is startedre&ent literature

emphasizes, necessity entrepreneurs are more preseexample, in
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the hotel and restaurant or retail sectors in coisa to opportunity
entrepreneurs who are more often present in ttadial or industry
sectors. Despite this fact, we do not know whethese dissimilarities
are due to the necessity and opportunity motivatiorhe fact that
necessity entrepreneurs have a lower reservatiaye waave lower
human and financial capitals and/or are more mt#d/dy economic
survival can drive them to start a business in etosewith low

profitability — but also with a higher failure rateln this essay, we
demonstrate that both the necessity and opportamityvations have
a significant impact on the sector choice. Howewdren we take the
influence of the creator's socio-economics chargties into

account, it seems that some sectors are more opggrtriven that

others. This essay also shows that a same motivaao have two
interpretations — a necessity or an opportunityerprietation —

depending the contextual situation of the creator.

The fourth essay focuses on the differences betweeessity and
opportunity entrepreneurs in terms of the gestadictivities, i.e. the
activities undertaken by nascent entrepreneurs ngdurithe
organization’s creation process. We argue thatlifierences between
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs in terms thed firm
development (post-creation) and success can redubm
dissimilarities in terms of the gestation actistieOur theoretical
argument is based on the differences between tloe pwfiles of
entrepreneurs in terms of the entrepreneurial dppity costs and of
their willingness to adopt a proactive behavior terms of the

gestation activities due to the nature of the natitbn underlying the
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creation. In this essay, we demonstrate that er@nejpirs significantly
differ from one another in terms of the gestatiativities and that
there are different subgroups of necessity and/ppodunity
entrepreneurs. These findings clearly highlightt tttee necessity-
opportunity dichotomy does not correspond to thaitseand suggest

that policy measures need to be adapted to thepzatreur’s profile.
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Necessity and Opportunity Entrepreneurship:

State of the Art and Research Avenues

ABSTRACT

In the past ten years, concepts of opportunity aretessity
entrepreneurship have garnered unanimous supporton@am
entrepreneurial researchers, especially for tHalityato represent, in
a simple and coherent manner, both general entrepreprofiles.
However, it would seem that the dichotomous apgroat the
necessity —opportunity profiles as used in emgdirgtadies is not
without question. Recently, certain studies havghlighted the
possibility that a person may be motivated sim@tarsly by
necessity and opportunity motivations. In this gsaéter recalling the
foundation of entrepreneurial event theory andahgin of the push-
pull model, we propose a new conceptual model gands to the
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship thaersffa better
interpretation of the entrepreneurial event as wasllexamines the
supposedly dichotomous character of necessity applortunity
entrepreneurship. This model enables us to talke astount three
fundamental elements of the Shapero model. These thlements,
absent from empirical studies to this day, are ii9 multiple
meanings of the entrepreneurial event, (2) theepntneurial event

mix, and (3) the plurality of necessity-opportunityotivations. We

* Joint work with Frank Janssen

29



conclude by highlighting the importance of imprayithe analytical
framework used to study necessity and opportunityepreneurship

and we will propose avenues for future studies.

3C



INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurial opportunity recognition unfoldsaasognitive process
experienced by a specific individual, and so, ctfidife experiences
(past experiences and history) unique to this iddiai (Santos et al.,
2010). In cases of individual actions, motivati@m& cognition (such
as knowledge) always act together (Locke & Baun®@720Gartner et
al. (1992) propose that entrepreneurial motivati@ane individual
forces that lead creators towards and through tkation process.
Today, and in spite of the complexity of individualotivations, it
would seem that concepts of opportunity and negessi
entrepreneurship garner unanimous support fromarekers in
entrepreneurship when it comes to classifying, irsiaple and
coherent manner, two general profiles of busineeators based on
their motivation to create (Williams & Williams, 2@). Opportunity
entrepreneurship is often linked to first-orderrepteneurship, while
necessity entrepreneurship is linked to the secwvddr

entrepreneurship (Henrekson, 2004).

The concepts of necessity and opportunity entresnestip originated
in the early 80s with the entrepreneurial event ehateveloped by
Shapero (1984). He proposes that the individualsa®t to start a
new venture is the fruit of an interaction betwesnpositive or
negative triggering event (translated into push pall motivations)
and the individual's situation (namely in regardssbcio-economic
characteristics). This model lead, in the 80swto different patterns

that explain new venture creation: on the one hpodh motivations,
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and on the other, pull motivations, also knownhaspgush-pull theory
(Kirwood, 2009). This theory has been transform#d the concepts
of necessity entrepreneurship (push motivationsy apportunity
entrepreneurship (pull motivations). The systemase of these two
concepts in the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor M3 Eeports since
2001 (Reynolds et al., 2002) is surely a consequehthe popularity
these concepts. Since then, a certain number dfestilhave shown
that an individual's socio-economic characteristiase different
whether one is a necessity or opportunity entregureand that these
two profiles impact the characteristics of thetues to be developed
(Williams & Williams, 2011; Block & Sandner, 200894cMullen et
al., 2008; Van Stel et al.,, 2007). These studiesrease our
understanding of the differences that may existvbeh the two
entrepreneur profiles, as well as the effect os¢herofiles on the
venture’s development (in regards to growth, exgqadb creation, or
innovation). We believe, however, that these resuttust be

interpreted with prudence.

In this article, after recalling the foundation @rftrepreneurial event
theory and the origin of the push-pull model, wdl piesent, each in
turn, the main empirical results of studies on pleh-pull model as
well as necessity and opportunity entrepreneurssiipg an individual

approach. This literature review will set the talite discuss the
empirical approach of the push-pull theory as usestudies over the
last ten years. After presenting the limits of #qgproach used, we
propose three research propositions related tinthgoretation of the

entrepreneurial event as well as the supposedhotbeous character
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of necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship. Wileconclude by
highlighting the importance of improving the anagt framework
used to study necessity and opportunity entreprshguand propose

avenues for future studies.

FROM PUSH-PULL TO NECESSITY-OPPORTUNITY: STATE
OF THE ART

Traditionally, reasons to start a new venture Haeen considered, up
until recently, as linked to purely economic objees (Carsrud &
Bréannback, 2011). Economic theory explains Small iedium sized
Enterprise (SME) creation through the individuabshavior in the
labour market (Knight, 1921). This theory questidhe impact the
labour market, as well as an economic agent’'s prées, have on
this agent’'s choice to either pursue wage employman self-
employment and on an unemployed worker, trapped in
unemployment, to continue (or not) to actively Idok salaried work
or to become self-employed. For Knight (1921), adividual is
confronted by three possibilities in regards tof@ssional career. To
determine the optimal choice, an individual compasmticipated
returns in each of the available options: wage eyment, self-
employed, and unemployment. Individuals become-esalbloyed
when they perceive that the present value of futetarns in self-
employment exceed other alternatives (Staber & Bligkl, 1993).
For Baumol (1990) and Campbell (1992), individualeate new
ventures because they are motivated by economits ghat may be

realised through the entrepreneurial activity. Adarg to Baumol's
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approach, individuals will decide to become enteepurs if their
utility, in terms of value, power, and prestige msximized through
this status compared to the employee status. Nukmation of the
decision to create, at the individual level, isoatsefended by Van
Praag & Cramer (2001). For Eisenhauer (1995), dustn to create
will be the result of both the utility in terms ekpected gain and the
difference in utility in terms of working conditisnbetween the
employee and self-employed statuses. If we liniitselves to the
purely economic approach to understand the entmeprel decision,
we notice that this decision is solely motivated dxpected (often)
financial gain linked to the future profitabilityf the entrepreneurial
activity, therefore by the quest to maximize profidowever,
explaining new venture creation can not rely solety the purely
economic concept of maximizing profit of expectetlity. In the
same vein, Vivarelli (2004) highlights that Schurgp€1934), Knight
(1921) and Oxenfeldt (1943) also stressed the itapoe of the
creator's subjective characteristics. These incltide individual's
personal characteristics as well as personal maiiha towards
entrepreneurship. Shane (2009), on the other hamghoses that a
majority of individuals do not enter the entrepnama adventure for
growth, or value creatidn The motivations that may explain
individual decisions to launch an entrepreneurigividy are many
and must be put into the contexts of past expeegnpersonal
dispositions, available information, etc. (Shephetrdl., 2007; Shane,
2000; Gaglio & Katz, 2001).

L A group of elements which are, according to usdd to the creation under constraint of
profit maximization.
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The idea that the decision to start a new ventareeot be explained
solely by maximizing expected profit, as well ag ttact that there
may exist different motivations or reasons behimd imdividual’s
decision to create, was developed in the earlyl80Shapero in his
entrepreneurial event theory. For Shapero (1975¢, individual
decision to start a business is the result of anghaa personal
displacement resulting from a negative or positieeent. This
negative or positive event gives way to creatiortivations of a push
(negative circumstances) or pull (positive circuemses) nature. The
creation process starts with the situation in whiah individual finds
him/herself and the entrepreneurial act must besidered as the
product of the interaction between a specific $ituraand a specific
individual (Shapero, 1984). Push and pull motivadicare thus the
translation of the creation’s triggering event @wood & Campbell-
Hunt, 2007; Herron & Sapienza, 1992). Push (pulbtivations are
the result of negative (positive) emotions (Kun2007). For Gilad &
Levine (1986) the push-pull theory offers a reldvaheoretical
framework to explain the entrepreneurial offer. apdthe idea that
individuals create according to push or pull mdiwas is widely
accepted in the scientific community (Carsrud & mrback, 2011;
Kobeissi, 2010; Kirkwood, 2009; Schjoedt & Shav&d07; Littunen
& Virtanen, 2006; Shepherd & DeTienne, 2005; Wadh&ternberg,
2004; Mueller & Thomas, 2000).

Origin of push-pull theory
Based on studies by Oxenfeldt (1943), Johnson &nE&&r(1976)

tested an analytical framework for push-pull fast@iarrison & Hart,
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1983). Johnson & Darnell (1976) started with thmqple that new
venture creation is the result of the displacemeitsalaried or
unemployed individuals towards a status of selfdeygd workers.
Such a decision is taken when net monetary, (amd monetary)
benefits, that is, utility of the self-employed teta as perceived by
these individuals, exceeds benefits obtained byntaiging the
current salaried or unemployed status. This is istar® with the
Knight's (1921) findings. According to Johnson &rall (1976), the
decision’s triggering event can subsequently berjpreted as a result

of push or pull forces. These forces may be ilaistl as follows:

Given Ps as the utility of opting for self-employment aid as the
utility of salaried work (or unemployment).andl;.; inform us on the
status of the individual at timeandt+1. A decrease oPe, while P
maintained as constant, will lead the individuav&ods a status of
independent, as shown by the horizontal move; édwardsl.; in
Figure 1. In this cas@e > Per+1 andPs = Psi+1, we will speak of push

effect as a deterministic factors of new ventussation.

“Insert Figure 1 Here”

Figure 2 indicates that the decision to becomeesalbloyed will be
dictated by a positive variation & while P remains constant. In
this case, the choice is dictated by the pull éffecPs; < Ps.+; andPet
= Pet+1. The 45° line represents the case wh&rer P, does not vary,
Pe or Ps being constant. In this case, the individual $itytdifferential
between both periods remains constant and the ithdil has the
same status atandt+1 (Harrison & Hart, 1983). It is possible tHag
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and Ps vary together, in which case the individual’'s attan will
remain unchanged between both periods if both tians are of

identical sign and amplitude.

“Insert Figure 2 Here”

In Johnson & Darnell’s (1976) study, the push facsarelative to the
threat to job security an individual feels and, smquently, to the fear
of being unemployed or the fear of an unemployedkerg because of
employment shortage, to remain unemployed. Harigsbtart (1983)
explain the push effect “fear of being unemployed”follows: When
unemployment increases, fear for job security aafilgy increases
in employed individuals. The desire to affirm ongidependence and
control one’s destiny increases. The choice of bmcg self-
employed in response to the threat becomes predomim a
recession and the number of new ventures will esedf the utility of
the self-employed status does not vary. On therdthed, the pull
factor is the result of a favourable perceptiontld self-employed
status, if the utility of the salaried or unempldysatus does not vary.
This feeling towards self-employed work is the tesaf the
individual’'s economic perceptions. For example, lomemployment
rates that stimulate demand for goods and servinethe beginning,
push-pull theory referred solely to unemployment tor higher
economic utility of independent status. Althoughe thoncept of
expected utility (maximizing profit) is still vergresent in Johnson &

Darnell’s (1976) model, these authors also intredine notion of the
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fear motivation (in the macroeconomic context) teplain the

decision whether or not to launch an entreprenkaciavity.

Since Johnson & Darnell's (1976) studies, the push-theoretic
framework has highlighted two types of entrepreskip. push-type
entrepreneurship and pull-type entrepreneurship i{A& Muller,

1995). Studies following the study by Johnson & rgdir (1976) also

identified motivations linked to these two typesatrepreneurship.

Push-type motivations and pull-type motivations irthe literature?
Push-type entrepreneurship occurs when the entreprial decision
is a defensive reaction to the labour market anttiothe personal
situations of a particular individual. For examplee may talk about
push entrepreneurship when the decision to creatmativated by
factors such as unemployment, lack of alternatiteesneet needs
(individual or family), need for professional fl&xity, divorce, job
insecurity, professional dissatisfaction, glasshuogi or immigration
(Carsrud & Bréannback, 2010; Kobeissi, 2010; Kirkwpo2009;
Kirkwood & Campbell-Hunt, 2007; Kumar, 2007; Noordaven et
al., 2004; Ritsila & Tervo, 2002; Mallon & CoherQ@L; Burke, 1997,
Mason, 1989; Evans & Leighton, 1989; Gilad & Levint986;
Brockhaus, 1980). Pull entrepreneurship, on therolland, is driven
by a positive exercise on the individual's part. tlis case, the
entrepreneurial act meets a strong professionaiadism, constructive
or aggressive, a desire for independence, an apptyt the search

for profit, or the desire to be one’s own boss gzt & Brannback,

2 In our dissertation, we do not discuss the pushlierature related to the gender difference.
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2011; Caliendo & Kritikos, 2010; Kobeissi, 2010;rikvood, 2009;
Kirkwood & Campbell-Hunt, 2007; Kumar, 2007; Mall& Cohen,
2001; Amit & Muller, 1995; Harrison & Hart, 1983)hese studies all
share the common characteristic of going beyondralyp economic
explanation of new venture creation in the senaettiey demonstrate
that profit maximization is not the only motivatioto create.
Entrepreneurial activities are thus not all fuelldy identical
motivations (Acs, 2006).

Although the study of the push-pull model developedthe 80s
helped identify, to a certain extent, the varioustigations an
individual may have in launching a new ventureyés only twenty
years later with studies by the Global Entrepresigipr Monitor
(GEM) that researchers began questioning whethiéerelnces in
socio-economic characteristics existed betweerviithgials with push
or pull motivations. Since then, especially thartks studies by
Reynolds et al. (2002), the distinction between hpud pull
motivations appears only implicitly in studies oectsion factors in
entrepreneurial creation. This distinction has $§jogiven way to
concepts of necessity entrepreneurship (push) apportunity

entrepreneurship (pull).

Necessity and opportunity

In the last decade, the distinction between nefgeasid opportunity
entrepreneurship has become an important area tiepe@neurial
research (Verheul et al., 2010). Vivarelli (20083sed on the GEM

2001 report, states that although most entreprenaug opportunity
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driven, necessity entrepreneurs still represemranegligible share of
potential and current creators. Although these tiypes of

entrepreneurship are very present in today’s erdgregurial literature,
few studies have examined them according to ergngprrs’ socio-
demographic characteristics (such as family enwviremt, education,
age, gender, or employment status) (Bhola et @06 One may
make the same statement in relation to the inflaghese motivations
may play on a creator’s entrepreneurial behavioueritions towards
growth, innovation, job creation, exports, or sectwice) (Hessels et
al., 2008).

The following section presents the main findingsre€ent studies
having examined these two types of entrepreneursBipg these

particular angles.

Main characteristics of necessity and opportunity

entrepreneurs
Concerning age, Block & Sandner (2009), Wagner %20@&nd
Reynolds et al. (2002) demonstrated that oppostuaittrepreneurs
are older than necessity entrepreneurs. Converbalyed on the
2002-2004 GEM data for Canada, Robichaud et aDE()?(hssociate
youth with opportunity entrepreneurship. We alsadfithis link in
studies by Bhola et al. (2006), and Block & Wag(#£06). However,
for Bergmann & Sternberg (2007), age has no impawt the
probability of creating by necessity. Studies byoBhet al. (2006),
Djankov et al. (2006), and Wagner (2005) show  tliatily

3 This study focuses on individuals that are ingtaet-up phase.
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environmentmay have an impact on the entrepreneur’'s profile.
Having parents who are entrepreneurs seems to spas an
individual to create by opportunity rather than essity. However,
Block & Wagner (2006) and Morales & Roig (2005) didt find a
difference between the two types of entreprenepratien factoring
in family environment. For Block & Wagner (2006)et creator’s
educationdoes not vary from one type of entrepreneur todtmer.
Conversely, Bergmann & Sternberg (2007), Bholale{2006) and
Wagner (2005), find that opportunity entrepreneenssent a higher
level of education than necessity entrepreneursckBI& Sandner
(2009) observe that necessity entrepreneurs halmver level of
education in the field in which they start theintre. As forgender
both Bergmann & Sternberg (2007) and Wagner (284 that the
probability of creating by opportunity is signifitily higher among
men. However, Block & Sandner (2009) and Block &gdier (2006)
observe no link between these factors. Finallyemploymenseems
to be much more present in necessity entreprenasrdemonstrated
by Block & Wagner (2006) and Robichaud et al. (2006owever,
findings by Wagner (2005) show that the unemploytmeariable
positively influences both the probability of criegtby opportunity or
by necessity, even though this factor’s influercenbre important for
necessity entrepreneurs.

Innovation, growth, employment, exports
McMullen et al. (2008) show that opportunity entexpeurs focus on
innovation, growth, and exports more than necessityepreneurs do.
As for Hessels et al. (2008), they state that cppdy entrepreneurs

have exports in mind more than necessity entreprsnalo.
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Hechavarria & Reynolds (2009), and Morris et allQ@&) also observe
a difference in growth between these two typestiepreneurship. In
terms of job creation, opportunity entrepreneursvehagreater
ambitions than necessity entrepreneurs (Reynolds.,e2002). Other
studies have shown that ventures created by opptyrtentrepreneurs
are more profitable than those created by necessityepreneurs
(Block & Sandner, 2009; Block & Wagner, 2007). Tiater practice
“imitative ventures” and their venture’s profitabyl is lower
(McMullen et al., 2008).
Sectoral aspiration

It would seem that a difference in sectors exigsvben these two
types of entrepreneurs. Reynolds et al. (2002)wsltoat the
percentage of necessity creators is higher in secsuch as
agriculture, fishing, and hotel and restaurant, levhopportunity
creators are more present in the automotive seatol business
services. These differences in sectors are alddi¢iged by Hughes
(2006). This author suggests that necessity eminepirs, compared to
opportunity entrepreneurs, are more present in tthee sector.
Caliendo & Kritikos (2009), conclude that necessihtrepreneurs are
more common in the trade sector while opportunitirepreneurs are
more likely to be found in the technology sectar Block & Wagner
(2006), since necessity entrepreneurs have a Imgervation wade
they may decide to start a venture in sectors \ather revenues.
Whatever the reservation wage one may ask, beadube survival
aspect reflected by necessity venture creatioressity entrepreneurs

are not more preoccupied with short-term needs eoeapto real

4 salary for which an individual is ready to work.
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market needs. This might explain why necessityegméneurship is
found in sectors where there is no gap betweenlguwpm demand
and where business creation is rather easy. Thipopition is

supported by Van Stel et al. (2007) who believet thacessity
entrepreneurs, as opposed to opportunity entreprenedo not

develop an activity to meet a specific market need.

These results seem to show that an individual’ cseconomic

characteristics will differ depending on whetheeas a necessity or
opportunity entrepreneur. It also confirms thathbptofiles have an
impact on the characteristics of the ensuing venthiowever, these
studies also present contradictory results thatulshbe interpreted

with prudence.

DISCUSSION OF THE LITERATURE AND RESEARCH
PROPOSITIONS

As stated previously, scholars accept without doesthe postulate
that an individual’'s decision to create is the lesfi a negative or
positive triggering event that can be translate ipush and pull
motivations (Kirkwood, 2009). The main idea undertythe theory,
that there exist two general types of motivatiosslso our argument.
However, although the basis of the push-pull theermot open to
criticism; its application may be brought into ques. For example, is
the dichotomous approach of the push-pull theosdus empirical
studies justifiable? Should we always interpret ativation in the
same manner whether it is identified of a necessitypportunity

nature in the literature? Can necessity entreprshgu be seen as
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more than pre-creation unemployment status, astén ahe case in
the literature? We present and develop in the \iolig section three
main reasons to support our questions.

Multiple meanings of the entrepreneurial event

In most studies, the authors establish that, ifirefividual starts a
business because of a motivation identified in litezature as push
(pull), then this individual is automatically clifesd as a necessity
(opportunity) entrepreneur. We contend that thighme@ology goes

against Shapero’s (1975) argument.

As proposed above, Shapero’s entrepreneurial gélieoty (1975) is
at the heart of push and pull motivations. One nmasé that studies
on these motivations do not take into account @er@sl element of
Shapero’s theory: the multiple meanings a samepreneurial event
may have, and consequently, the ensuing push ommtlvation. In

fact, as stressed by Shane et al. (2003), entreprerare distinct

individuals and may respond in different ways sirailar event.

Shapero (1984) believes the creation process stéttisthe situation
(positive or negative) in which the individual isnda the
entrepreneurial act must be considered as a pradube interaction
between a specific situation and a specific indigid He argues that
these specific situations are diverse and a péaticsituation will
provoke different responses according to the tyfpedividual facing
the situation. In fact, whether an individual pévese an event as
negative or positive, and the way the individuapends to it is the

product of that individual's past, present, envimramt, family,
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education, and life experience. When taking thenelgs developed
by Shapero into account, one can only questiorati¢imacy of the
strict necessity-opportunity dichotomy (categorigen individual on
the sole basis of confessed motivations in credtirghew venture) as
used in studies conducted in the past ten yearsla®iy, some studies
have recently postulated that a motivation ingiatlentified by the
literature as push or pull could be, in the enterpreted differently
according to the individual's situation (Kirkwood009; Schjoedt &
Shaver, 2007; Kirkwood & Campbell-Hunt, 2007; Sheygh& De
Tienne, 2005, Clark & Drinkwater, 2000).

In fact, one may easily predict that certain indials originally
identified as “necessity” entrepreneurs based eir thotivation may
finally decide to create their business for oppaitiu reasons. For
example, one may imagine that an individual may cgge

unemployment as an opportunity to launch a newurentn this case,
this individual may use this forced period of ineity as an

opportunity to launch a latent entrepreneurial gerbjwhich this
individual was unable (unwilling) to start beforedause of lack of
time due to employment. However, such an individwdl more

likely be considered as a necessity entreprenesedoa@n his/her
confessed motivation: the unemployment. In addjtian employee
suddenly faced with unemployment may, thanks to ekperience
acquired through professional activities, have fified a market
niche. As stressed by Krueger & Brazeal (1994)¢g@ative event can
very well be the triggering event that will allowparson to give life to

this person’s entrepreneurial potential. The samgeiaent may be
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developed for entrepreneurs identified as “oppastioi. For
example, one may suppose that creating for prafitmtivation
considered as opportunity-type in the literatur@ymeflect necessity
entrepreneurship if, for the individual, profitsgnonymous with the
ability to meet one’s or one’s family’s needs. lhigh case, it would
be more relevant to speak of necessity entreprehguwith a focus

on survival rather than opportunity entrepreneyrshi

These examples show that the same motivation mag Hdferent
meanings according to a person’s characteristichattime of the
triggering event. It is thus important that thedst@and interpretation
of motivations take into account the individual’racacteristics in
order to avoid classifying entrepreneurs too qyickto necessity or
opportunity entrepreneurship.

The mix of the entrepreneurial event

Alongside the multiple meanings of the same en¢negurial event,
we may also question ourselves on the mutuallyusiket nature of
both entrepreneurial profiles. This approach pastsl that both types
of motivations can not be found simultaneously ime tsame
individual. This being the case, new venture cogais a complex
process which involves a multitude of motivationBirley &
Westhead, 1994). In addition, it has not been éstednl that the line
between opportunity and necessity is as clear thegkes suggest. A
number of recent publications (Hughes, 2003; Ma8oGohen, 2001;
Clark & Drinkwater, 2000; Borooah & Hart, 1999) qagot this
proposition arguing that the simplistic approacrerestereotyped, of

the necessity-opportunity dichotomy may be queatits
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In fact, it is plausible that the simplistic nedgsspportunity
categories do not reflect reality because entrepnéal motivations
are more complex than this dichotomy (Kirkwood &n@Gabell-Hunt,
2007). Many authors believe that necessity and ppiby
motivations may be present simultaneously in theesperson (Arias
& Penas, 2010; Block et al, 2010; Caliendo & ko,
2010; Verheul et al., 2010; Block & Koellinger, B)0Kirkwood,
2009; Williams, 2009; Kumar, 2007; Bhola et al.,080 Block &
Sandner, 2006).

The ensuing question is thus to discover if netessid opportunity

entrepreneurs really do form two homogeneous groQpsld we not

also ask if sub-categories exist among these twapy? Sarasvathy
(2004) stresses, for example, that there might ekiferent types of

necessity entrepreneurs.

Plurality of necessity-opportunity motivations

Despite the fact that the literature has identifimény types of

necessity and opportunity motivations (see abowe)number of

studies still link necessity entrepreneurship te tole “lack of

employment” motivation and opportunity entrepreséiyy to the

“profit/opportunity” motivation. Kautonen & Palmreo(2010), for

example, stress that necessity entrepreneurshgprierally linked to

the sole “unemployment” motivation. It is even msrgprising when

we know that studies on the impact of unemploynasna triggering

event for new venture creation have given conttadiaesults, where
the variable may have a sometimes positive, sonestimegative result

on new venture creation (Thurik et al., 2008).
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Other motivational factors must be taken into actoWhlaner &
Thurik (2007) consider venture creation as oppargudriven when
the individual sees it as a source of profit, mateor not, and
necessity entrepreneurship when it is the resuét obnflict between
the creator's current situation and desired one.ceNsty or
opportunity entrepreneurship cannot be brought desvronly two
factors: unemployment and monetary profit. Howewge must note
that studies are too often limited to these twceatsp This raises the
guestion of the relevance of using only one din@msn this case the
non-employment status, to categorise an individimalterms of
necessity or opportunity. This is not without réicgl, as we have
previously stated, the danger of generalising ttierpretation of an
event by different individuals, without taking intaccount the
characteristics and the individual's specific di@a Finally, as
stressed by Shane et al. (2003), it is essentlrdsearchers further

clarify the measures used to identify creation waatons.

Opportunity and necessity: Research propositions
As stated previously, the approach used in studiesecessity and

opportunity motivations raises a certain numbegustions.

Therefore, it seems essential to us to use an agiprihat enables us
to, on the one hand, interpret the entreprene@vaint with more
finesse and, on the other hand, verify the supppsdidhotomous
nature of necessity and opportunity entrepreneprsho do so, the
entrepreneurial event must be analysed using tdesidual as a

starting point (that is this individual's characséics) and the
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particular situation faced. These characteristiesr® independent to
certain elements which determine the creator’stpposin the labour

market and the resources objectively available anbjectively

exploitable. Not taking these elements into accauakes ensuring
the intelligibility of different entrepreneurial ftarns difficult. In this

sense, we support Shapero’s (1984) argument thantapreneurial
event must be seen as the dependant variable anddiridual as the
independent variable.

In the following section, we propose three resegmapositions that

makes room for such an approach.

Research propositions
The identification of an entrepreneurial opportyniinfolds as a
cognitive process, experienced by a specific imitial, and therefore
reflecting a life path (history and past experie)canique to this
individual (Santos et al., 2010). When consideimgjvidual actions,
motivations and cognition (such as knowledge) abvagt together
(Locke & Baum, 2007). This is in line with studibg Baron (2004)
for whom the entrepreneurial act must be seen@maitive process
and Gartner et al. (1992) who argue that entrepmalemotivations
are individual forces that lead creators towardsl @imough the
creation process. The individual decision of becmdn entrepreneur

is the result of a complex cognitive process (Sh&8cott, 1991).

According to Hisrich & Peters (1998), the act oéation supposes a
decisional process about a lifestyle change. iltflsenced by factors

that make this changdesirable such as cultural models, and others
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that make itpossible such as skills and available resources. The
decision to change may be rooted into two elemedistuptive
(necessity) elements such as school failure, batdyu retirement,
loss of employment, divorce, etc., or opportunitsilable by the
work environment. Katz (1992) and Vesper (1980)hbsihare this
point of view on push-pull motivations. The sooigical vision of the
triggering event supported by Hisrisch & PetersO@)9eminds us of
Shapero’s (1984) approach for whom creation maythiee fruit of
negative circumstances (ruptures) or positive orsiances
(opportunities). Buenstorf (2009), considers neitessid opportunity
as the triggering event of the creation and therepnéneurial
intention. The decision to change lifestyles widl bncouraged by a
positive perception of the charigdhis perception will surely have
more impact if it matches the individual's repres¢ional system as
well as values and current cultural referencefénindividual’s social

environment.

In this perspective, the creator’s socio-econorharacteristics impact
the way he or she enters into the opportunity aessity paradigm. It
influences modes of perceptions and translationseality. Certain
creation opportunities are perceived by certainviddals and not by
others. An individual's interpretation of potenlyal disruptive
situations or events, as defined by Hisrich & Pe(@©98), will vary
according to these characteristics which will lefd a split in
strategies and positions on the opportunity-netgessxis. These

different positions will translate into differenypes of necessity

® This lifestyle improvement anticipated by the indual following creation can be found in
studies by Uhlaner & Thurik (2007) and Johnson &rigd (1976).
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and/or opportunity modalities. One may suppose, tftat example,
certain individuals will probably be mainly motieat by necessity or
by opportunity reasons, etc. The term “mainly” eehthe number and
varying importance of motivations (necessity or appnity) that
incite an individual to create. In fact, startingttwthe premise that
two types of motivations may be present in the sardesidual, we
add that both types of motivations may be preseat‘inon-balanced”
way in an individual. In which case we would refeicreation mainly
guided by necessity motivations or creation maigyided by

opportunity motivations.

Based on the discussion so far, we propose that:
> the move into venture creation is the fruit of @iden rooted
into a rupture and/or an opportunity;
> the nature of the ruptures and opportunities ditaenced by
the objective situation of an individual (socioeconc
characteristics); as are the frequency and intensit the
ruptures and opportunities;
> since the way in which reality is translated andstroucted is a
socio-cultural production and is linked to the sabci
characteristics of an individual and to life expeie, the way
an individual interacts with ruptures and oppottiesi is
therefore sociologically contingent: the same
necessity/opportunity may be invested with diffénex@anings
according to socio-economic characteristics;
> finally, these characteristics and trajectorieslugrfice the

propensity to move into new venture creation aneé th
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positioning of this creation in the necessity anafoportunity
paradigm.

Three propositions can be derived from these links.

Proposition 1:Individuals who enter into an entrepreneurial
process have faced, perceived, and invested a (nma&egssity and/or
opportunity situation(s) and position themselvethattime with more

or less intensity in both types of creation.

Proposition 2:Situations that have lead individuals towards
creation are of a very diverse nature and may beested with
multiple meanings, which implies that the opportyniand/or

necessity model may take on many different forms.

Proposition 3Since socio-economic characteristics influence
not only the objective exposure to opportunity andcessity
situations, but also their subjective perceptior, mvay expect that a
link exists between these characteristics and tlsitipning in
relation to opportunity and necessity entreprenbirsboth in terms

of intensity than modality
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CONCLUSION AND RESEARCH AVENUES

In the past decade, concepts of opportunity andessiy

entrepreneurship garner unanimous support amongepeaheurial
researchers, especially for their ability to reprdsin a simple and
coherent manner both general entrepreneurial peofiStudies on
these two types of entrepreneurship have helpddrhidentify socio-

economic characteristics of both entrepreneur leofs well as their
influence on the evolution of the ensuing ventitewever, it would

seem that the dichotomous approach of the pushnrpadiel, as used
in empirical studies, is not without question. Refe certain studies
have highlighted the possibility that a person nisy motivated
simultaneously by necessity and opportunity moioreg (Block &

Sandner, 2009; Caliendo & Kritikos, 2010; Willian#)08). In fact,

the creation process is a complex phenomenonnkiatvies different
types of motivations (Birley & Westhead, 1994).dddition, the line
between necessity and opportunity motivations is a® clear as it
would seem (Solymossy, 1997). Today, this argurisestipported by
a number of authors (Arias & Penas, 2010; Bholal.et2006; Block
& Sandner, 2006; Block et al., 2010; Block & Koedjer, 2009;
Caliendo & Kritikos, 2010; Kirkwood, 2009; Verheet al., 2010;
Williams, 2009; Kumar, 2007). Some authors evenchate that the
necessity-opportunity dichotomy is too simplistitdadoes not reflect
reality (Kirkwood & Campbell-Hunt, 2007).

Based on empirical studies conducted to this dag an the

entrepreneurial event theoretical model proposedShgpero that

53



underlies the necessity and opportunity concepts, propose to
redefine the approach used in the past reseamtedeio the necessity
and the opportunity entrepreneurship. In ordera®al, we propose to
take into account three fundamental elements ofSin@pero model.
These three elements, absent from empirical studithgs day, are (1)
the multiple meanings of the entrepreneurial ev@&)jtthe mix of the
entrepreneurial event, and (3) the plurality of essity-opportunity
motivations. Based on these elements, we propose tresearch

propositions.

As stated previously, certain studies have idesdifdifferences in
socio-economic characteristics of necessity and oxppity
entrepreneurs. Despite the interest of these studiey have not
examined the individual position according to coeatharacteristics.
In fact, these studies are based on the premigeathéndividual is
either necessity or opportunity driven. Researcliees analyse the
characteristics belonging to each profile. In othewsrds, creator
characteristics are studied according to the ajreaddsen supposed
belonging to one profile or the other. Regardle$stie strict
dichotomous nature of these studies, this approachmot very
conclusive. If motivations are linked to the triggg event, their
interpretation will depend on each individual’s owharacteristics
(Shapero, 1984). In other words, it is the indiabs situation and its
influence on the perception of the triggering evilatt will determine
the position, and not the triggering event itséerefore, it would
seem to us more relevant to use a retroactive apprdo better

interpret all the complexity of a same entrepremuevent, the
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impact of an individual's situation when facing antrepreneurial
event, as well as the interpretation this individoeakes and the
ensuing position on the necessity-opportunity agisch retroactive

approach can be beneficial for scientific debate.

Although a better interpretation of the entreprei@@uevent is
necessary to avoid classifying the creator too lduic and
consequently, to better identify the various cregiofiles, it would
also seem relevant that future studies on neceasitly opportunity
entrepreneurship study the creation process acwptdi the various
necessity and/or opportunity entrepreneur profigstter knowledge
of the creator profile is not sufficient; we mussaidentify the pre-
creation process in order to improve pre-creatiolicp supports. In
fact, although it is established that entrepremeativations influence
growth, job creation, exports, and investments, deenot know if
these motivations influence sector choice and teecpeation process.
No study has addressed these types of entrepréieurem this
angle. Nevertheless, disparities exist among iddizis when it comes
to entrepreneurial success (Evans & Leigthon, 1986lymossy,
1997; Vivarelli, 2004; Vivarelli & Audretsch, 1998)A plausible
argument enabling us to explain this fact woulddesn the fact that,
prior to creation, individuals are different whehn ¢omes to
entrepreneurial motivations and social charactesis{Acs, 2006;
Shane et al., 2003). In fact, as presented by Karwet al. (2003),
personal motivations influence both the entrepraakdecision and

the creation process itself. Different creationtiragions therefore
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probably involve dissimilarities in terms of entrepeurial success

and performance (Kobeissi, 2010).

Concerning sector choice, although Caliendo & Kistk(2009);
Hughes (2006) and Reynolds et al. (2002) obsemam fa purely
descriptive point of view, differences in sectoedvizen the two types
of entrepreneurship, these authors have not detecthin a robust and
significant way whether these differences may betated by the
individual's creation motivations. For Shane et @003), however,
while motivations play a role in the entreprendupi@cess and have
an impact on the characteristics of the venturey timay also
influence the creator's sector choice. One may aes@pthat an
entrepreneur mainly guided in the creation prockgsnecessity
reasons, and so by economic dependence on the@gewili choose a
sector in which start-up is quick and easy. ForngXae, this
entrepreneur would tend towards a sector wheree lastart-up
investments are not necessary, where access fdfession is not or
very slightly restricted or regulated (low train)ngand/or where
administrative measures for pre-start-up and sigaidfe open and fast.
On the other hand, opportunity creators may chasegrding to their
main motivations, a sector more geared towards tjroand
innovation, requiring a long-term vision, where d@am is high, and
where competition (present and future) may be &dhivy costs and/or
access conditions to the sector.

In parallel to the probable impact motivations havesector choice,
one may expect that motivations also play a sigaift role in the

entrepreneurial creation process (Shane et al.3)200 fact, at the
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onset of the entrepreneurial process, motivatiaes aadetermining
factor that acts as a catalyst in the process’ldpueent (Santos et al,
2010). For these authors, entrepreneurial motimation addition to
being an important input in the entrepreneurialcpss, are also
important in the decision phases for they systeralyi influence
them. Rodriguez & Santos (2009), believe the ventareation
process has two phases: the triggering event, fenddstation phase.
Consequently, it would be interesting to determifedifferent
necessity and/or opportunity entrepreneur profilgger in terms of
the gestation activities. As stated by Liao & WaI$2008), it would
be relevant to study to which extent the triggeengnt influences the
gestation activities. In fact, differences in posgation entrepreneurial
behaviour between the two types of entrepreneunsdcalso be the
result of disparities in the creation process @est activities), that is
the activities conducted by the individual durimg tcreation process
(Carter et al.,, 1996). The gestation activities hasimpact on job
growth, the organisation’s development, and thetwers success
(Burke et al., 2010; Delmar & Shane, 2003). To thay, few studies
have looked at the role motivations play in theias aspects of the
entrepreneurial process. Within the necessity amboxunity
entrepreneurship framework, this fact is even twken it comes to
the gestation activities. In fact, although -certastudies have
demonstrated that both types of entrepreneurstifprdn the post-
creation phase, our knowledge of the impact of s&ite and

opportunity motivations on pre-creation is quitaited, even absent.

57



In conclusion, we wish to restate that the studyeofrepreneurial
motivations constitutes an important element tdebainderstand the
creation process for it is these motivations theadlguide the
behaviour of the individual (Carsrud & Brannback12; Farmer et
al., 2009 ; Naffziger et al., 1994).
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Opportunity and/or Necessity Entrepreneurship?

The Impact of Socio-economics Characteristics

of Entrepreneurs |

ABSTRACT

Few studies have tried to identify the impact & socio-economic
characteristics of entrepreneurs on their oppaontuTecessity
positioning. Based on a sample of 538 entreprenawoint out that
individuals who get involved in an entrepreneunmbcess, have
encountered a situation of necessity and/or oppitytiand that the
latter can take on various forms. We show the ihpd@dhe socio-
economic characteristics of entrepreneurs on tlgnrakent of their
projects with a necessity or opportunity entrepueia dynamic. The
existence of sub-profiles of entrepreneurs withire tnecessity-
opportunity typology is also highlighted. We strefs instance, that
not all jobseekers are necessity entrepreneurstteatdnew venture
creation based on family influence may convey hothecessity and
an opportunity dimension. Finally, our study regeal new kind of

entrepreneurship, i.e. hobby entrepreneurship.

" Joint work with Frank Janssen, Louvain School ofnisigement, Université Catholique de
Louvain, Jean-Luc Guyot, Institut Wallon de I'Evation, de la Prospective et de la
Statistique (IWEPS, Belgium) and Olivier Lohest @RS, Belgium).

T An early version of this second essay has beegpéetd for presentation at the 2006 Congrés
Francophone en Entrepreneuriat et PME and the 20&fnational Council for Small
Business conference.
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INTRODUCTION

The push-pull theory offers an interesting intetatige model for the
analysis of the entrepreneurial supply (Amit & Mu]l 1995 ; Gilad &
Levine, 1986). According to Uhlaner and Thurik (ZDOnew venture
creation obeys to a pull dynamic when it is cong®deby the
individual as a source of profit, be it materialrat, and to a push
dynamic when the creation results from a confligtween the
situation the individual actually finds himself and the one he/she
looks for. Since Reynolds et al. (2002), the dcdton between these
two dynamics appears only implicitly in the studaesaling with the
decisional factors of new venture creation. Asadten of fact, there
has been a semantic shift towards the termscessity
entrepreneurship (push) and opportunity entrepreneurshigpull)
(Verheul et al., 2010). Up to now, few empiricaldies have tried to
highlight the impact of the socio-economic charasties of the
founder on his positioning in terms of necessity apportunity
entrepreneurship. This issue is important becausedssential to be
able to identify the different profiles of potertiantrepreneurs in
order to adapt start-up assistance measures toreélagors’ profile(s).
Current policies aimed at (future) entrepreneurklose make a
distinction between opportunistic and necessityairientrepreneurial
dynamics. As highlighted by Bhola et al. (2006jijcg#nt policies for
necessity-driven entrepreneurs are likely to be eipfbl to
opportunity-driven entrepreneurs as well. Our stadyld be a first

step towards a refinement of new venture creataitips based on a
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subtler knowledge of the socio-economic charadtesisof both

profiles of entrepreneurs and their subcategories.

The aim of this paper is to examine whether itdsgible to classify a
new venture creation in terms of necessity and/ppodunity

entrepreneurship on one hand, and to shed lightherarticulations
between the entrepreneur’s socio-economic charsttsr and the
alignment of his project with opportunity and/orcassity dynamics,
on the other hand. In order to achieve this, we aisample of 538

individuals.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 1 gmes the literature
regarding the push-pull model as well as the catscepopportunity
and necessity entrepreneurship. Section 2 specdigs research
hypotheses. Section 3 describes the methodolofriaaiework that
has been mobilized. Sections 4 and 5 present @aguskion and
findings. Finally, the last section draws the casns of this study,
highlights its political and scientific implicatisnand suggests some
directions for future research.

FROM THE PUSH-PULL MOTIVATIONS TO THE
NECESSITY-OPPORTUNITY DICHOTOMY: EVOLUTION
OF RESEARCH

To the profane, for whom technological innovatidhe growth of
demand for goods and services or the introductforew products are

the main drivers of business creation, identifyiing triggering factors
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hereof may appear as evident. However, businessi@anemay be the
fruit of a diversity of circumstances and motivaso(Hechavarria &
Reynolds, 2009 ; Kirkwood, 2009 ; Bhola et al., @0As highlighted
by Shapero & Sokol (1982), the circumstances ofin@ss creation
can be negative or positive elements which leathdividual to the
decision to found a new start-up. According to Aaisch & Thurik
(2000), an individual can create a start-up eithecause he fears
unemployment or because he discovers an opporturtiig vision of
business creation is presented by Bhola et al.gRa¢ a two ‘types of
dynamics’ one: either push or pull. Since Reyna@tsl. (2002), this
dichotomy has given birth to the concept of netgssitrepreneurship

(push motivation) and opportunity entrepreneurgpipl motivation).

Nowadays, it seems that the concepts of opportuaniy necessity
entrepreneurship have unanimous support from relsees in
entrepreneurship because of their capacity to btogether, in a
simple and coherent way, the two general profile®rdrepreneurs
(Gurtoo & Williams, 2009 ; Acs et al., 2008 ; Helsset al., 2008).
Their systematic use in the reports of the Globatrépreneurship
Monitor (GEM) since 2002, following Reynolds stuslie has
undoubtedly contributed to the popularity of these concepts.

As highlighted above, the classification of entesurial behaviour
in terms of opportunity and necessity implicitlysuéts from the push-
pull concepts. Therefore, we will start our liten& review by
presenting the current knowledge on these two quecéefore

examining the concepts of opportunity and necessityepreneurship.
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By the end of our literature review, we will presghe push-pull
indicators that will be used to analyze the netgssid opportunity

entrepreneurial dynamits

The Push-Pull Dichotomy

In 1976, Johnson & Darnell, building on the work Okenfeldt
(1943), developed and tested a push-pull modetderao identify the
explanatory factors of new venture creation (Harrig Hart, 1983).
Johnson & Darnell’'s (1976) starting point is thewraption that new
venture creation underpins the shift from salarietrk or
unemployment towards self-employment. Such a datiss taken
when the net monetary and non-monetary payoffslItnegufrom
being self-employed surpass those derived fromikgegn employee
or unemployed status. According to these authbestrigger of such a
decision may be then interpreted as a functiorwof tiypes of forces:
push or pull. For Uhlaner & Thurik (2007), new vers creation
follows a pull dynamics when it is considered bg thdividual as a
source of profits, be they material or not, andushpdynamic when it
results from a conflict between the current sitvatof the ‘aspiring’
entrepreneur and the one he would like to expegienc

A situation of unemployment can stimulate new bes creation
(Ritsila & Tervo, 2002; Mason, 1989; Evans & Leight 1989).
Mason (1989), for example, has conducted a studh@motivations
of two groups of entrepreneurs. The first group poses individuals
who had started their business during the 1976-1%ftbd (a pre-

! When examining the literature on this distinctiamd on the opportunity-necessity
dichotomy, we shall favour an individual approacid ahall address only those studies which
adopt this perspective.
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recession one), whereas the second group is mady updividuals
who had founded their firm during the post-1979iguéa recession
one). While the entrepreneurial decisions of irdlinls during the
pre-recession period were predominantly motivatgdpbll factors
such as market opportunities, financial purposes, mew product, the
recession entrepreneurs were rather motivated bly factors such as
unemployment, a lay-off or work-related insecuritsila and Tervo
(2002), in their study on the impact of unemployin@m new venture
creation, notice that short-term (1 to 8 months)employed
individuals have a higher propensity to start tteeim business than
long-term (9 to 12 months) jobseekers. Gilad & bev(1986) have
also pointed out that individual short-term (15 &5 weeks)
unemployment has a positive effect on new businesstion by these
individuals. On top of the unemployment factor, Eva& Leigthon
(1989) notice that individuals who have changed jimbquently, have
precarious jobs or low salaries, are more likely become self-
employed. The absence of professional prospectonsidered by
Burke (1997) as the main motivation behind new masiists’ desire
to create their own labels and distribution chasin€bor Brockhaus
(1980), the absence of satisfaction in the curjants seen has a push

dynamic that leads individuals to start an entrepueial activity.

Opportunity and Necessity Entrepreneurship
Since Reynolds et al. (2002) works, the distincti@tween push and
pull motivations does not appear explicitly in stedies dealing with

new venture creation decision-making factors angnofhis
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distinction has been replaced by the conceptseogssity(push) and

opportunity(pull) entrepreneurs

However, until now, few studies have examined oppoty and

necessity entrepreneurship in an individual apgrobased on the
socio-economic characteristics of entrepreneurl@Blet al., 2006).
Hereafter, we present the main results of the fegemt studies that

have dealt with that question.

Vivarelli (2004), referring to the 2001 GEM glob@port, highlights
that opportunity entrepreneurs are predominantalsat that necessity
entrepreneurs represent a significant part of paleand actual
business founders. Of course, the type of entrepmship is
dependent on the institutional and the economi@ldgwent, as well
as the environment at large (Henrekson & Sanan2@jil; Bosma &
Levie, 2010; Wennekers et al., 2010; Noorderhaveal.e2004). As
these authors emphasized, the economic environnagit the
institutional development impact the relative intpoce of these
types of entrepreneurship. A low level of econoagéwelopment and
of institutional infrastructures tend to increalse humber of necessity
entrepreneurs and to decrease the number of opgrtu
entrepreneurs. The country’s per capita incomel$® @ositively
(negatively) correlated to the level of opportunifnecessity)
entrepreneurs (Acs, 2006). Concerning the culturejsact, Baum et
al. (1993) stressed that a “non-entrepreneuridgtieil could increase

the proportion of necessity entrepreneurship.
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Despite these facts, Wennekers et al. (2010) pibiote: that the level
of necessity entrepreneurs in the OECD countrigsis anecdotical,
meaning that necessity entrepreneurship is not immportant in the

underdeveloped countries.

Reynolds et al. (2002) show that opportunity emeapurs are older
(35-44 years) than necessity entrepreneurs (182adsy. Conversely,
based on the 2002-2004 GEM data for Canada, Ralucled al.

(2006Y associate youth with opportunity entrepreneurshie same
association can be found in the works of Block &asdner (2009),
Bhola et al. (2006), Block & Wagner (2006) and Weagr§2005).

However, for Bergmann & Sternberg (2007), age doasseem to

have an impact on the probability of necessityegrgneurship.

The studies of Bhola et al. (2006), Djankov et(2004) and Wagner
(2005) show that having entrepreneurial parentgdipposes to
opportunity rather than necessity entrepreneurskajging advantage
of an entrepreneurial network is more specific tppartunity

entrepreneurs (Robichaud et al., 2006).

The educational level of the entrepreneur does seaim to be a
discriminatory factor between the two types of epteneurs.
According to Block & Sandner (2009) and Block & Wiag (2006),
there are no differences between these two typesitoépreneurs. On
the other hand, Bhola et al. (2006) and Robichdual.2006), find

that opportunity entrepreneurs are characterized bygher level of

2 This study is about individuals who are in a basicreation phase.
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education. Bergmann & Sternberg (2007) emphasiaettie level of
education does have an impact, but on opportumityepreneurship

only. These studies have thus led to contradiatonclusions.

Finally, and unsurprisingly, unemployment seembBda@ predominant
feature among necessity entrepreneurs, as shov&hoboi & Wagner
(2006) and Robichaud et al. (2006). However, Wdgn€2005)
findings show that the unemployment variable hamositive impact
on the probability of both necessity and opporgumew venture
creations, although the impact is more important feecessity

entrepreneurs.

Towards a More Complex Interpretation of Reality

The above-mentioned studies suggest that the soopemic
characteristics of the founder have an impact ors/hbr
entrepreneurial dynamics. However, these findind®oukl be
considered with caution. In fact, the methodologgdito make such
classifications could be criticized as it impligitbostulates that an
entrepreneur is either opportunistic or necesgityed. For instance,
in Robichaud’s et al. (2006) study, only the “Areuyinvolved in a
new venture creation process because you wankéoatdvantage of a
business opportunity or because you have no othgsloyment
choice?” item was used to distinguish between push and pul

motivations. Wagner (2005) used a similar iteflock & Wagner

% Translated from French to English.

4w ..104 of the 349 people...in our survey staked they start their own business because
they do not have a better alternative to earniadithese nascents are labeled nascent
necessity entrepreneurs. 217 agreed that theyastemtv venture to realize a business idea,
and they are labeled nascent opportunity entreprghe
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(2006) who examined a group of entrepreneurs whe \weeviously
unemployed, have made a classification based omethwons of this
situation: "Those who reported to have left thedb jin paid
employment on their own were classified as oppdgun
entrepreneurs, whereas those who were either disthiby their
employer or laid off because their place of workseld down are
classified as necessity entrepreneurs”. Finallthensurvey of Bhola
et al. (2006), the distinction between opportunégd necessity
entrepreneurs was based on the following questihin all, would
you say you started, or are starting, your busibesgause you saw an
opportunity or you started it out of necessity?".

In our opinion, the necessity/opportunity entregiaship dichotomy
is too limitative. Indeed, it has not been estdgltsthat the boundary
between opportunity and necessity dynamics is aardut as the
aforementioned authors pretend. This view is shhayefirias & Penas
(2010), Hughes (2003) and Solymossy (1997).

Hence, the question to be asked is whether entrepre obey
exclusively to one or the other dynamic. As Willer(2009) and
Block & Sandner (2006) have emphasized, it is wehile asking
whether necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs aceually
homogenous groups. Shouldn’t we examine whethewbithere are
different subcategories within these two groupsiPoaing Block &

Koellinger (2009), Block & Sandner (2006), Bholaagt (2006) and
Solymossy (1997), we consider the possibility ofsienultaneous

belonging to both dynamics.
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H1: Individuals position themselves with more or less

intensity on both types of entrepreneurial dynamics

Measuring Entrepreneurial Motivations

As highlighted above, the empirical examinationtltd opportunistic
or necessity-driven nature of an entrepreneuridleawour is not an
easy task insofar as few studies offer a set atatdrs enabling their
identification. Moreover, as stressed by KautoneRa&mroos (2010),
necessity entrepreneurship is generally associatéti a sole

motivation: “unemployment”. And yet, other factoase likely to

originate this kind of entrepreneurship.

On the basis of these observations, we have uskchiors which are
either supported by previous research, or candidigd with no need
for too restrictive assumptions. We have, in & Btage, classified the
items of our questionnaire regarding new ventueation motivations
depending on whether we considered them as obeyingn
opportunity or necessity dynamic. The functionho$ tclassification is
purely heuristic, all the more so, as Hughes (2@08phasizes, as the
meaning of an event or situation in terms of opotity or necessity
may vary depending on the individual and the specifcumstances
he/she faces before start-up. The following tablesents this

classification.

“Insert Table 1 Here”
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Regarding theyet out of unemploymeirtdicator, our classification is
based on previous work by Block & Wagner (2006)n Varaag
(2003) ; Ritsila & Tervo (2002) ; Evans & Leight@¢h989) ; Mason
(1989) and Harrison & Hart (1983). The absence efspnal
development in one’s work and/or the need for redapn are
generally associated with professional or persdissatisfaction and
thus with necessity entrepreneurship (Noorderhastral., 2004).
Therefore, we have classified tbbtaining prestigeindbeing socially
recognizedindicators in the necessity section. Theeeting family
expectationsand perpetuating the family traditionndicators have
been classified in the necessity section becausg t¢brrespond to
situations where individuals have been pushedad st take over a
business by their family circle. In addition, tiisoice echoes back to
the work of Bhola and al. (2006) who demonstratg #n individual
can be pushed into entrepreneurship because abifgation to take
over the family business. Our choices to classiyg indicator3
earning big money, increasing one’s income, beingo@omous,
creating one’s own job, having no boss anymore/eligping new
products, and developing new manufacturing processeso the
opportunity indicators notably relies on previoesaarch by Cassar
(2007); Carter et al. (2003); Kolvereid (1992); Mas (1989);
Harrison & Hart (1983).

® The creating one’s own joland having no boss anymoiadicators refer to the desire of
autonomy and independence. These two motivatiomgeanerally classified as indicators of
opportunity entrepreneurship (Carter et al., 2003).
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OPPORTUNITY OR/AND NECESSITY: WHAT POSITIONING
AND WHY?

In order to interpret the origin of the foundergsfioning, it seems
relevant to take his/her socio-economic charadiesis into
consideration. These characteristics determine pihgition of the
founder in the professional sphere, as well asréseurces that he
objectively possesses and those that he can swkjgcinobilize.
Without taking these elements into consideratibseems difficult to

fully understand the various entrepreneurial dyrmeami

This is also what Hisrich & Peters (1998) highligldtccording to
these authors, the venture creation act presuppodesision-making
process on a change of lifestyle. This processacted by factors
that make this changeanted i.e. cultural models, and other factors
that make itpossible(notably with respect to the available skills and
resources). The decision to change can be enraotedo kinds of
elements: disruptive (necessity) elements such dcmaos failure,
bankruptcy, retirement, job loss, divorce, etc. @pportunities
revealed by the professional context. This socioklgvision of the
triggering element of new venture creation is cléseShapero &
Sokol's (1982) approach according to whom staringew business
can be the consequence of negative (disruptive) positive
(opportunities) circumstances. For Buenstorf (20@%) necessity and
opportunity motivations must be considered as tiggering element

of new venture creation and of entrepreneuriahinb@.
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The decision to change one’s lifestyle will be amaged by a
positive perception of this charfgeThis perception will have more
impact if it is simultaneously in agreement withe tindividual's
representation system and values as well as with chltural

references prevailing in his social environment.

In this perspective, the socio-economic charadiesi®f the potential
entrepreneur influence the opportunity or necesiityamics to which
the entrepreneurial process obeys. In additiory, ki@e an impact on
the perception and interpretation mechanisms ofityeaSome
entrepreneurial opportunities will be spotted byneandividuals and
not by others. Similarly, the interpretation of gatially disruptive
situations or events, as defined by Hisrich an@mRgt1998), will vary
depending on these characteristics and this wdlltein different

strategies and positioning along the opportunityessity axis.

H2: the socio-economic characteristics influence the
positioning of the entrepreneur in terms of oppoity and

necessity entrepreneurship both in intensity andatity.
METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
Presentation of the Database

To identify our population (new businesses staetedihilo), we have

first used the information available in the adntidBve index of

® This improvement of the lifestyle anticipated the tindividual as a consequence of new
venture creation is found notably in Uhlaner & Tiky2007) and Johnson & Darnell (1976).
" IWEPS database.
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Belgian businesse&rodt index) in order to isolate ventures started
between June 1 1998 and May 31 Z0@n the basis of these criteria,
12,748 businesses within tlirodb index have been indentified as

new ventures.

In a second stage, all 12,748 businesses were atedtdy mail
between September 15 and October 30 2001 in @odesolate the
businesses created ex nihilo and to identify tfminders, as well as
their previous experience regarding venture craaflhis survey was
conducted between October and November 2001. Out207f48
businesses which were contacted, 4,562 responddtigosurvey,
which corresponds to a response rate of 35.8%. Amtme
respondents, 7 out of 10 correspondedxaihilocreations. The rest
had been created through mergers, subsidiary onsatir demergers.
Out of 4,562 firms, we have been able to identif$92 founders,
among which 4,322 were first business founder; riyisesents a little
bit more than 70%.

In a third stage, we looked at the socio-econorhiaracteristics of
business founders. Between September and Octobdr ald founders

identified in the previous stage, were invited a&e part in a socio-

8 This is an administrative database which compriseet of non-confidential data (mainly

coming from the trade register) on all businesseated in Belgium. The notion of business
is here considered at its broadest meaning ingsfdroth firm and self-employed people are
listed. Each business is characterized by its imgudate of foundation, legal form, address
of the headquarters, employment size, its VAT nunadoghe number in the national register
of legal entities, its last legal situation, etc.

® These dates were chosen in order to favour somegeneity of the context and at the same
time they comprise a large enough population of besinesses. The information collection

concerned only for-profit incorporated firms.
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economic surveY (through mail and phone reminders). The
guestionnaire was structured in 4 main sections.firbt section dealt
with the characteristics of the business at the tohits creation, i.e.
between June 1 1998 and May 31 2000 (date of faiomjaname of
the company, industry, etc.). The second sectiaat@ut the process
of business creation. This section was particulaitlyed at identifying
the “temporality” between the idea and the actwehtion of the new
venture, the personal and professional triggersnguhis phase, the
kind of steps taken, the support obtained or hofmd and the
potential barriers encountered by the businessdersa The third
section dealt with the financial resources thatem@obilized during
the creation and the main strategic orientatioas\were adopted. The
fourth and last section focused on the founder hisdcircle. The
guestions about the founder concerned his agegatgadackground,
socio-professional and socio-economic situation strt-up. One
guestion was about the personal motivations theeprgneur was

pursuing through the act of business creation.

This questionnaire was sent to 3,520 business fasndut of 4,322
that were identified in the previous phase. Thifedénce was due to
lacking addresses or phone numbers of 800 founAé&es. a phase of
phone reminders, 538 valid questionnaires werellyingeceived,

which corresponds to a response rate of 12:4%

10 The questionnaire was pre-tested on a sub-sample.

11 This rate is already high for this kind of sunaayd for the method used. The response rate
is actually higher than 12.4% because this rate been calculated on the basis of all
guestionnaires sent and thus, does not take intmuat those which found no addressee (e.g.
firms having closed down, moved, etc), or whichreznbe exploited (off deadline, blank
guestionnaires or unexploitable responses, efcyeltake into account these elements, the
response rate reaches 23%.
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The absence of an official index on the populatidninterest (the
founders) makes the estimation and correction témi@l biases due
to survey participation impossible (Heckman, 19N&vertheless, we
can highlight the convergence of our results ondh@racteristics of
founders with other surveys conducted at an intemal level (The
Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED)aete program
(Gartner et al., 2004)).

Methodology

Regarding the data processing, we use a two stépodheFirst, we
will try to identify the necessity and opportunigntrepreneurial
dynamics. In order to do this, we will apply a pipal component
analysis (PCA) to the data on the necessity-oppiytindicators (see
table 1). By doing this, we will be able to idewtithe individual

positioning of founders in terms of necessity angpartunity

entrepreneurial dynamics. In a second stage, wstrean a system of
equations that explains the variations of the feusd different

individual opportunity-necessity positionings degig on the socio-
economic characteristics. The latter analysis sbtan the estimation
of the equations system through the SUR method lI§&es

Seemingly Unrelated Regressions Estimation, 1971).

The regression model
Our empirical analysis is thus based om aquations regression
model. This model retains the variables identified by PCA as

independent variables.
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In order to take potential interdependencies betweguations into
account, we estimate the effects of socio-econahéracteristics on
these components by using @UR? model. This econometric
approach is justified by the fact that nothing gquéees that the
dynamics that have driven the founders have beemulated
independently from one another. Indeed, it is gadsghat the founder
can be simultaneously driven by a dominant negessieation
dynamics but also by a secondary opportunity dynaini addition,
the presumption of a correlation between the @sons is reinforced
because then estimated equations have the same structure, which
supports the possibility that some explanatory aldes common to
the equations could be omitted. Under these var/sssmptions, the
errors of then equations will be correlated with one another givan
time'® In this context, the SUR model allows us to take
interactions that may exist between the differerdtivations into
account (Williams, 2008) through the potential etations between
the perturbations of the different equations whitdke up the system
of equations. Based on determinants relative to filhender(s)
characteristics, and by considering the positionifigthe founders
around oum necessity-opportunity axes, we test the follow8igR

model made oh equations:

y, =X,B,+¢& ,j=1....n,wheren=6 (1.2)

12 For a detailed presentation, the reader can tefBrivastava & Giles (1987).

13 |n this context, the assumption Coy€J=0 is violated and the independent variable is no
more independent of perturbations. Therefore, fipdi@ation of OLS to each of the equations
taken separately will produce biased and non-caerdrestimators as well as biased t-stat.
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where Yjis a vector oT observations of the dependent varia X
is the full rank matrix of explanatory variabIeTxki), Biis the

vector of theK; unknown coefficients an€; = (51,- 1E2j €y ) is
the column vectorT X1 of random errors. In this system, the
interdependence between equations is simply caaigdy the error
terms that are correlated between the differenatguos. The SUR
model is thus an extension of a linear regressibare/the error terms
of the equations are correlated with one anotheis kind of model
uses Generalized Least Square (GLS) to estimateatfzaneters of the
system. In the context of our estimations, we preske complete
model, i.e. the model which considers both sigaific and
insignificant variables.

The measurement of the explanatory variables
Different explanatory variablésthat could have an impact on the
opportunity or necessity positioning of founderdl Wwe tested. These
variables are:
* Theage of the foundewhich is measured on the basis of the
number of years since the birth of the founder;
» The gender of the foundeWe insert a dichotomous variable
in the model which equals 1 if the founder is a man
* In order to assess the effect of thander’s level of education
three dichotomous variables are included in the ehothey
measure the highest degree obtained by the fowtdsart-up.

Through these dichotomous variables, three leviedslocation

M We refer, inter alia, to the work of Bhola et(@006) and Djankov et al. (2004).
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are taken into account: 1) no qualifications obas$t a junior
high school diploma 2) high school graduate, 3)versity
degree, post-graduate or PhD;

The impact of the founder’s professional backgrouselveral
dichotomous variables have been developed in daleéake
the socio-professional background of the founder atcount:

a dichotomous variable which equals 1 if the fourwias self-
employed before start-up, a dichotomous variableichvh
equals 1 if the founder was unemployed before -sgarta
dichotomous variable which equals 1 if the founders a
blue-collar worker before start-up, a dichotomaasiable
which equals 1 if the founder was an executivehim private
sector, a dichotomous which equals 1 if the fourndas an
employee in the private sector, a dichotomous k&iavhich
equals 1 if the founder was an employee in theipgilctor.

The founder’s wealth levelhis dimension is captured by a
variable which measures the average after-tax roirtbome
of the founder’'s household at start-up. At the saime, our
model takes the number of people who lived on it®me
into account;

Entrepreneurial family We have created a dummy variable
which equals 1 if the founder personally knew (pg&geuncles,
friends) an entrepreneur.

Same industry as parentd/e have created a dummy variable
which equals 1 if the founder’'s parents had a lassrin the
same industry as the one in which the founder wemtstart

his own business.
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EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

Main Characteristics of Founders

The analysis of our database on founders highlighteral of their
characteristics and of the creation process. Afjhoan in-depth
examination of the results of the survey goes bdyba object of the
present paper, we shall nevertheless try to highlige most striking

characteristics.

First, we observe a strong male presence withisaineple: some 77%
of the founders are men, whereas they represent 50f of the

populatior®. Secondly, within the sample, the portion of foersd
between 32 and 38 years old is the highest (25%&greas this age
bracket only represents 18% of the total populatfmunders over 46
are underrepresented in our sample in comparisdah thie total

population: 24% of the founders versus 36% of thyeupation.

Regarding the correlation between the level of atian and new
venture creation, we observe that the degree appesr a
differentiating factor on whether to start a newsibess or not. In
comparison with the working population, founderg aroticeably
better educated. In fact, graduates (college, usitye and post-
graduates) represent some 61% of our founders wahethey

represent only 15% of the working population.

15 Data based on the 2001 census.
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The second part of the survey identifies the mtitves supposed to
impact the creation process. The most frequentvaitidns concern
the material and financial aspects as well asnbe/iduals’ need for
autonomy and independence. ‘Increasing incoméidgstiost common
motivation among founders. Indeed, some 80% of thensider this
motivation as important for their creation proce$he motivations
concerning independence such as ‘being autonomausating one’s
own job’ and ‘having no boss anymore’ play alsoredominant role
in the creation process. On the other hand, gettng of

unemployment seems to be a rare motivafion

Motivations and Necessity-Opportunity Dynamics: Tovards a
Multidimensional Understanding

Before our empirical analyses, we verify the ingmalidity of our
classification of push-pull (see supra) indicatdrg using the
Cronbach alpha. We have obtained a 0.879 alphatter push
classification and a 0.907 one for the pull clasatfort’.
Subsequently, we wanted to examine whether it $sipte to interpret
the involvement in entrepreneurship in necessifyeofunity terms
and if necessary, to characterize it. As in otliediss such as Carter
et al. (2003), Birley and Westhead (1994), Alangel &cheinberg
(1988) and Scheinberg and MacMillan (1988) whiclaldeith new
venture creation decision-making factors, we ugCa. It is applied

to all push-pull indicators retained. The objectiseto verify if the

18 This result must be moderated insofar as the grontif founders who were jobseekers
before start-up was very low (17%).

7 n their study on entrepreneurial career choiGester et al. (2003) retain Cronbach values
ranging between 0.58 and 0.78 in order to justify ¢lassification obtained by PCA.
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indicators presented in table 1 combine with onettzar along the

presupposed opportunity-necessity axis.

When looking at table 2, we observe that 6 fadtange an eigen value
higher than 1 and that they explain 79.915% of ttital variance
explained by PCA.

“Insert Table 2 Here”

The VARIMAX procedure that has been used redisteébuthe
variance in a more even way between the differamtors and
facilitates their interpretation. In order to bdeato interpret the final

results of PCA, we used a “component after rotatioatrix.

“Insert Table 3 Here”

The analysis of table 3 allows us to draw the feitg conclusions.
For axis 1 (Cronbach’'s alpha: 0.818), the motivaidbeing
autonomous, having no boss anymaneicreating one’s own jolare
the most representative. The nature of these 3vat@ins suggests
that axis 1 represents thiesire for independenceas motivation for
new venture creation. The analysis of axis 2 (Cachts alpha: 0.760)
shows that the motivationperpetuating the family traditiorand
meeting family expectatiorse the most correlated with this axis. The
latter can be interpreted as referring to the @eaimotivation
resulting fromfamily influence. The motivationsdeveloping new
manufacturing processesd developing new productse correlated

the most with axis 3 (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.710) sTeifers tanarket
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opportunity as a creation motivation. The motivatiomereasing
one’s incomendearning big monewre correlated the most with axis
4 (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.725). The latter can berpnéted as the
creation motivation resulting fronpfofit research”. The search for
social recognitionas the creation motivation is identified in axis 5
(Cronbach’s alpha: 0.65F) The motivationsobtaining prestigeand
being socially recognizedre the most correlated to this axis. Finally,
unemployment as a reason for creation is clearly identifiedthg

analysis of axis 8 and theget out unemploymentotivation.

In terms of necessity-opportunity motivations, ®€A has allowed
us to indentify 3 kinds of necessity motivationan(ily influence,
social recognition and unemployment) and 3 kindsopportunity
motivations (market opportunity, the desire for @pdndence and

profit search).

Personal characteristics and necessity-opportunitpositioning:
what articulations?

We have just shown that necessity and opportunyitiachics can take
different forms. Now we need to explore the assimnpthat the
socio-economic characteristics of founders havangmact on their
necessity and opportunity entrepreneurial dynanfiosh in intensity
and modality and hereby on their positioning imtemf necessity and
opportunity entrepreneurship.

8 The value of Cronbach’s alpha obtained for this @an be explained by the fact that a
high Cronbach value is sometimes difficult to obtaihen an axis is only made of two items
(Carter et al. 2003).

% The Cronbach’s analysis cannot be conducted anakis because it includes only one
item.
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Our empirical analysis, using the SUR model, issbdasn a regression
model with 6 equations. This model considers thevasiables
highlighted in the previous section as dependemniabkes, i.e. the
desire for independence, family influence, markgbartunity, profit
search, social recognition and unemployment.

Results
Table 4 provides a summary of the results of teplete SUR model
(with all significant and insignificant variables

“Insert Table 4 Here”

»  The necessity dynamics
Creation motivated by a ‘search for social recagnitis impacted by
age, by the education level, by the fact that thienfler's parents
were/are active in the same industry and by thetfat the founder
has been previously employed in the public sector.
Age has a negative impact on this kind of creatiém older
individual will not start a business because ofearsh for social
recognition. This can be explained by the fact #rablder person has
already reached some level of social recognitiorouth his/her
professional career and/or personal fulfilment. i&irty, holding a
university degree has a negative impact on thid kihcreation. For
university graduates, creation will thus not beuicetd by a ‘search for
social recognition’ dynamic. This result can prdigdiie explained by
the difference in terms of opportunity cost betwstrting one’s own
business in order to be socially recognized aneptory a salaried
job, the latter seemingly being a more importanirse of social
promotion and recognition for a university gradud#oreover, the

graduate status itself can be synonymous of sefficisocial
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recognition. The fact that parents are active enxghme sector has also
a negative impact on creation for recognition megivA possible
explanation for this result would be that theseiviladials are more
conscious of the lack of social recognition regagdihe entrepreneur
status specific to their industry. Conversely, IcBérvants seem to
search some kind of social recognition in startimgir own business.
The low social recognition of civil servants cariphanderstand this

result.

Regarding new venture creation due to ‘family iefige’, five

variables seem to have a significant impact: gerfdele), having

entrepreneurs in one’s social circle, the fact geaents are active in
the same industry as the founder, being a jobsemké@rbeing self-
employed. Gender has a positive impact on thisepreneurial

dynamic. Thus, men start more often their busihessause of family
constraints. This could mean that men are momenafifluenced by
their family circle in order to perpetuate the fimtradition and/or

that they are more sensitive to this constraint.oAe might expect,
this entrepreneurial dynamic is impacted positivihthe fact that the
individual has an entrepreneurial family circle. eTlfact that the
individual wants to start a business in the sanuistry as his/her
parents also has a positive impact. Two mechanisrag explain

these results. On one hand, the ‘family influenggamic could be
interpreted in opportunity terms: thaspiring entrepreneur could
benefit from the advice of his family and would bate possibility to
articulate his entrepreneurial project with an exgfamily business.

On the other hand, it could also correspond to eessity: the
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individual starts an entrepreneurial career bechaesghe is pushed by
his family to perpetuate the entrepreneurial tradit The ‘family
influence’ entrepreneurial dynamics could also egpond to a
combination of necessity and opportunity elemen#s individual
who is already self-employed will be positively lidnced by the
‘family influence’ dynamic to start his businessirdugh this activity,
he will already have had the opportunity to testher entrepreneurial
skills and this can be a positive signal vis-ahisgher family. In this
last example, the entrepreneurial dynamic resultmogn a family
constraint could be considered as an opportunibadyc, rather than
as a necessity one. Finally, being a jobseekea megative impact on
the ‘family influence’ entrepreneurial dynamics.iJkould mean that
being unemployed within an entrepreneurial famdyseen as a bad
signal for taking over the family business.

As far as the ‘get out unemployment’ entreprenéutignamic is
concerned, five variables have a significant impaender (male),
age, presence of entrepreneurs in the family citbkelevel of income
and being a jobseeker. Unlike women, male jobssekeem to be
more prone to start a business to quit inactivithis could be
explained by the existence of cultural norms thatbaite the role of
head of the household to men. Although there areenmecessity
entrepreneurs among women (Wagner, 2005 ; Orharcdit,S2001 ;
Reynolds et al., 2002 ; Hisrich & Brush, 1985), ngeunemployed
might be a more important source of stigmatizatiom men.
Moreover, the studies of Hughes (2003), Orhan acdtt§2001),
Duchéneaut (1997), Buttner and Moore (1997) andri¢hi and Brush

(1985) show that unemployment does not constiturealominant
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entrepreneurial motivation among women. Age, onatiher hand, has
a positive impact. Like Block and Sandner (2001oR et al. (2006),
Block and Wagner (2006) and Wagner (2005), we ofesénat age
has a positive impact on necessity entrepreneyrsleie only in the
case of unemployment. The greater difficulties thblaer jobseekers
face in finding a job do probably partially explawhy these
individuals start a business in order to escaps #iiuation. A
jobseeker from an entrepreneurial family will besegrone to start a
venture when facing an unemployment situation. Téer of the
family’s judgment in case of failure could be onglanation for this
result. This confirms the results of Bhola et 20@6); Wagner (2005)
and Djankov et al. (2004) who stress that necessitsepreneurship is
negatively impacted by the family circle. The négatmpact of the
income level on this kind of entrepreneurship ishbsurprising and
interesting. We believe that there are two possixplanatory factors
for this negative correlation: the impact of illégaork and a too
generous welfare supp8tt Since the Belgian welfare system
corresponds to the latter criterion, these jobssekee probably not
always encouraged to consider starting their bgsirfer financial
reasons despite their precarious status. Thisdcexplain to some
extent the low level of necessity entrepreneursimp Belgium
(Reynolds et al., 2002). Finally and unsurprisingimilarly to the
observations of Block and Wagner (2006), Robichatudl. (2006)
and Wagner (2005), a jobseeker will be positivehpacted by his

workless status in his decision to start a newuwrent

20 Unemployment benefits and minimum income for ingign.
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»  Opportunity dynamics

The only characteristic with a significant impact the ‘desire for
independence’ entrepreneurial dynamics is age. nHgative impact
hereof could be explained by the fact that ofteolder individual has
already gained some financial and social indeperel@md, were he
to start a business, this aim will not be predomindhe negative
impact of age on this opportunity dynamic confirResynolds et al’s.
(2002) findings regarding the higher propensitplofer people among
opportunity entreprenetf’s

The ‘market opportunity’ entrepreneurial dynamic positively

impacted by the ‘executive in the private sectoid &mployee in the
public sector’ variables. The positive impact a# first variable is not
surprising. Because of his very function, an exgeun a company is
more likely to detect market opportunities. He mbg part of

informative networks which facilitate this detectidn their study on
risk and success factors during the seed phase,Gédateren et al.
(2005) highlight the fact that experience in a givedustry can help
spotting and assessing new business ideas. Mopgisng is the

observation that being an employee in the publitcsenas a positive
impact opportunity entrepreneurship. This could m#aat, contrary
to some stereotypes, the public sector can alserftdge discovery and

exploitation of niches.

21 At least because of a desire for independence
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Four variables have a significant impact on theofiprsearch’
entrepreneurial dynamics: age, being an executiwrployee in the
private or public sector. The impact of age is tiega This result
corroborates our observations on the impact of @geew venture
creation motivated by a need for independence seaach for social
recognition. This could mean that an older entre@ue is often
wealthy enough and thus is not motivated by proieing an
executive or an employee in the private or pubécter also has a
negative impact. Thus, we can assume that eithey face no
financial constraint or that these individuals havatility function in
which profit is not predominant. The first hypottseis more likely for

executives, whereas the second one is more likelgrhployees.

DISCUSSION

In this study we have tried to shed light on thecalations, at an
individual level, between socio-economic charast@$ and the
adoption of an opportunity and necessity entrepraale dynamic.
The motives of our research were threefold. Fistydies on
entrepreneurial motivations often classify an indlsal as
opportunistic or necessity-driven based on his puzh pull
motivation(s) upstream of any analysis of the imimal. Yet, this
approach has a limit because the same motivatiorbeaa push one
for one individual and a pull one for another (Hegh2003). Second,
up to now, few studies have been interested inirtigact of socio-
economic characteristics of individuals on theirpogpunity or

necessity positioning (Hessels et al., 2008; Bleblal., 2006). There
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are, however, significant differences between thes&o

entrepreneurial profiles (Block & Sandner (2009)er@gmann &
Sternberg (2007) ; Robichaud et al. (2006) ; Bhefaal. (2006) ;
Block & Wagner (2006) ; Wagner (2005) ; Djankovati{2004) and
Reynolds et al. (2002)). Third, building on the etvations of Hughes
(2003) and Block & Sandner (2006), it seemed reletw@ investigate
whether there are subcategories among the opptyrtand necessity

entrepreneurs.

Based on these motives, we have elaborated twotlgpes. The first
one (H1) consisted in verifying whether individuateo get involved
in an entrepreneurial process have encountered;eiped and
invested in a necessity and/or opportunity situgipand thus chosen,
with  more or less intensity, a necessity and/or oopmity
entrepreneurial dynamic. If we refer to our PCAutess H1 is
verified. Indeed, we can observe that entreprehemtivations
correspond to necessity and opportunity entrepmaadedynamics.
Our PCA results also show that the necessity andjfgrortunity
entrepreneurial dynamics can take different formiis finding
reveals the diversity of necessity and opporturgtytrepreneurial
dynamics. Our results demonstrate that necessity agpportunity
dynamics are not subtended by a single axis thpbses the two
dynamics. The analysis suggests that this bipglaosition does not
always exist as such, in a monolithic way, but ttieg underlying
oppositions and dimensions are subtler. Our fingliognfirm that a
dichotomy is insufficient and, maybe, wrong. Acdogito our second

and last hypothesis (H2), the socio-economic cheratics of
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founders could have an impact on the entreprenguusitioning
within the opportunity or necessity dynamics bathintensity and
modality. Based on the results of our regressioves,can draw 2
important conclusions. First, the socio-economi@arahteristics do
affect the entrepreneur’s positioning in terms @partunity and
necessity entrepreneurship: this confirms the figsi of previous
studies (Bhola et al., 2006). Second, and it i€ lies the originality
of our approach, we also observe that the sociogox
characteristics of an individual and their impact lois necessity-
opportunity positioning also determine his beloggito potential
subcategories of these two types of entreprengur§iie found, for
instance, that a jobseeker could not start a bssidecause of a
necessity motivation following a ‘family influenceMore generally
speaking, new venture creation resulting from ‘upkEyment’
necessity dynamics will not necessarily lead ageksr to necessity
entrepreneurship if this individual is protected doywelfare system.
This last finding does confirm to some extent thesi that a protective
welfare system can reduce entrepreneurial inteesgels et al., 2008).
Our results also show that young people can beedrivn their
entrepreneurial motivation by both necessity (deafor social
recognition) and opportunity (search for profit atesire for
independence) dynamics. As far as older entreprerage concerned,
it seems that older jobseekers are driven solelyabyget out
unemployment’ entrepreneurial dynamic and, thus, r®cessity
entrepreneurship. The findings regarding older aoemployed
entrepreneurs such as (early) retirees are alsresiing. These

individuals are concerned neither by the necessity by the
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opportunity dynamics that have been identified.sTimakes us think
that another kind of entrepreneurship is possikle, hobby
entrepreneurship. This finding paves the way fer hilgpothesis of an
‘opportunity-necessity-hobby’ entrepreneuridgtinomial. Another
interesting finding concerns founders with an emeaeurial family
background or those who start a business in the sadustry as their
parents. For some entrepreneurs, this dynamic sésrosrrespond
simultaneously to necessity and opportunity engegurship. Finally,
our findings show also that a same group of indiaid can be driven
by both necessity and opportunity motivations. peeticularly point
out the simultaneous positive impact of the ‘empoyn the public
sector’ status on the necessity entrepreneuriaamyn driven by a
search for ‘social recognition’ and on the oppoitgudynamic driven

by a ‘market opportunity’.

CONCLUSION

The findings of our research confirm the idea tthet study of the
impact of socio-economic characteristics of an vitllial in a
necessity-opportunity framework should not be leditto this strict

dichotomy, as it has generally been the case wique research.

Indeed, we have shown that there are different ssiye and
opportunity entrepreneurial dynamics and that tiesedynamics can
combine within the same individual. The analysishef impact of the
socio-economic characteristics of the founder enpnopensity to be

driven by necessity and/or opportunity dynamics painted out that
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considering an individual as exclusively opporttinior necessity-
driven, could be haphazard. The opportunity-netessitrepreneurial
typology should be refined. It is essential thafuture research, the
two profiles be examined separately because they ob different
mechanisms (Hechavarria & Reynolds, 2009). Accadito
Gabrielsson & Politis (2009), the motivations ofiadividual have an
impact on his decision-making process and on hiy teareact.
Despite these observations, up to now, no studyecessity and
opportunity dynamics has examined whether therlatie an impact
on the founder's entrepreneurial strategy regardirggources
(financial, human, etc.) used in the creation psecgtage and the kind
of venture created. We consider that such a sucayd be a
significant contribution for a better understandingy the various
implications of necessity and/or opportunity dynesnbn new venture

creation.

LIMITATIONS

We believe that developing an adequate theorefreahework to
study necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs wallddv us to take
the entire set of factors that could both influertbe individual’'s
positioning in terms of necessity and/or opportumihd its possible
evolution (e.g. necessity changing into opporturgityd vice versa)
into account. As Audretsch (2003) argues, the stitioking at firm
creation motivations do not consider the wholeddtctors likely to
influence individuals’ decision to set up a busmeS$herefore, we

believe that an appropriate theoretical and engdifimmework that
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would allow us to consider several aspects of redyesand

opportunity entrepreneurship would be very useful.
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Table 1. Classification of Indicators of Necessit@pportunity

Entrepreneurship

Necessity

Opportunity

Escaping unemployment
Obtaining prestige

Being socially recognized
Meeting family expectations

Earning big money
Increasing income
Being autonomous
Creating one’s own job

Having no bosgraare
Developing new products/services
Developing new manufacturing process

Perpetuating the family tradition

Table 2. PCA : Eigenvalue and Percentage of VariaecExplained by Each
Component After Rotation

Components Eigenvalue and Variances After Rotation

% Cumul.
Total % of Variance Variance

1 2,303 19,195 19,195

2 1,638 13,651 32,846

3 1,611 13,429 46,275

4 1,541 12,843 59,117

5 1,478 12,315 71,433

6 1,018 8,482 79,915

Table 3. PCA Component Matrix after Rotation

. . Components
Necessity-opportunity indicators 1 > 3 7 3 6
Obtaining prestige .308 .242 .273 .269 777 .143
Creating one’s own job .783 144 .262 .284 .170 .140
Being autonomous .815 .160 .333 197 129 .107
Developing new manufacturing process .280 .245 .785 .167 .248 .102
Developing new products/services .253 217 .842 .160 124 .143
Being socially recognized 446 .359 .276 .240 .525 .206
Increasing income .243 .230 .184 .856 .170 .140
Earning big money 401 .329 .201 .642 .282 .184
Having no boss anymore 773 .260 .115 .149 .295 .162
Perpetuating the family tradition 242 763 .283 .295 .205 192
Meeting family expectations 211 .847 .229 194 .180 .183
Escaping unemployment .225 .259 .176 .190 .154 .889
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Table 4: SUR model estimation — dependent variabke necessity-opportunity component

Component Component Component
‘desire for independence’ ‘family influence’ ‘market opportunity’

Explanatory variables Coefficients Std. P-value  Coefficients Std. P-value Coefficients Std. P-value
Gender 0.0519 0.090 0.564 0.2216%** 0.082 0.007 -0.1038  09G. 0.264
Age -0.0231%** 0.006 0 -0.0021 0.005 0.687 -0.0077 ®.00 0.188
Age squared 0.0000*** 0.000 0 0.0000 0.000 0.660 0.0000 0.000 .218
High school graduate 0.0053 0.189 0.978 0.1515 0.172 0.379 -0.0562 0.195 0.773
University graduate -0.0003 0.179 0.998 -0.2476 0.162 0.128 -0.2155 84.1 0.242
Entrepreneurial family -0.0625 0.101 0.534 0.4783** 0.091 0 0.0939 0.104 0.365
Same industry as parents -0.1276 0.117 0.277 0.4659** 0.107 0 -0.0720 0.121 0.552
After-tax monthly income 0.0852 0.076 0.265 -0.0902 0.069 0.196 0.0688 0.079 0.383
Number of people living on the income -0.0204 0.037 0.585 0.0140 0.034 0.681 -0.0286 90.03 0.459
Jobseeker 0.2938 0.220 0.183 -0.3374* 0.201 0.094 0.1428 .22 0.531
Executive in the private sector 0.2419 0.162 0.136 -0.0431 0.148 0.817 0.4104**  168. 0.014
Employee in the public sector -0.0328 0.183 0.857 0.1147 0.166 0.491 0.3394* 8.18 0.072
Employee in the private sector 0.2080 0.138 0.131 -0.1184 0.125 0.925 0.1811 0.142  0.203
Blue-collar worker 0.2978 0.222 0.179 -0.2585 0.202 0.201 -0.0235 9D0.22 0.918
Self-employed 0.1218 0.135 0.366 0.21184* 0.122 0.085 0.1072 9D.13 0.440
Constant 0.7330* 0.362 0.043 -0.2687 0.330 0.0.416 0.3744  373. 0.316
R2 0.082 0.211 0.044
N° observations 378 378 378




Component Component Component
‘profit search’ ‘search for social recognition’ ‘unemployment’

Explanatory variables Coefficients Std. P-value  Coefficients Std. P-value  Coefficients Std. P-value
Gender -0.0521 0.092 0.572 0.0712 0.089 0.426 0.2475*  80.0 0.002
Age -0.0100* 0.006 0.088 -0.0292%** 0.006 0 0.0097* 00 0.056
Age squared 0.0000* 0.000 0.088 0.0000*** 0.000 0 0.0000* 0.000 0.061
High school graduate 0.0555 0.194 0.774 -0.2511 0.188 0.181 0.0342 0.1670.838
University graduate 0.0782 0.183 0.669 -0.2934* 0.177 0.098 -0.0293 5®.1 0.853
Entrepreneurial family 0.0375 0.103 0.716 -0.0962 0.100 0.335 -0.1492* 8®.0 0.095
Same industry as parents 0.1528 0.120 0.204 -0.2535* 0.117 0.030 0.0769 04.1 0.461
After-tax monthly income -0.0888 0.078 0.257 -0.0628 0.076 0.408 -0.1198* 06D. 0.078
Number of people living on the income 0.0517 0.038 0.178 -0.0135 0.037 0.716 -0.0455 33.0 0.172
Jobseeker -0.0480 0.226 0.832 -0.1234 0.219 0.573 2.0053** 196 0
Executive in the private sector -0.2996* 0.166 0.072 0.1707 0.161 0.290 0.1908 .14 0.186
Employee in the public sector -0.4519* 0.187 0.016 0.4657** 0.181 0.010 -0.705 0.162 0.664
Employee in the private sector -0.3296** 0.141 0.020 -0.1308 0.137 0.339 0.0547 12D. 0.655
Blue-collar worker -0.3113 0.227 0.170 -0.0736 0.220 0.738 0.1181 70.19 0.549
Self-employed 0.1334 0.138 0.333 -0.0896 0.134 0.503 -0.0274 90.11 0.819
Constant 0.5538 0.371 0.135 1.7056*** 0.359 0 -0.3946 0.321 0.220
R2 0.064 0.108 0.280
N° observations 378 378 378

*p < 0,10 ; **p < 0,05 ; **p< 0,001
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Necessity and Opportunity Entrepreneurship:

What impacts on entrepreneur’s sector choice?

ABSTRACT

The objective of this study is to highlight thelugnce of necessity
and opportunity motivations on the choice of thereenic sector in
which a business is started. To do this, we usampk of 538
entrepreneurs. Our results first show that there saignificant
differences in terms of sectors of activity witlspect to necessity and
opportunity motivations. Second, our research alsarly shows that
the necessity and opportunity motivations havegaificant impact on
the sector choice of the entrepreneur. Trade, H&ettaurant, and
services sector correspond to necessity entrepr&hipuand financial,

industry or health sectors to an opportunity emgrepurship.

" Joint work with Frank Janssen, Louvain School of Bgement, Université Catholique de
Louvain, Jean-Luc Guyot, Institut Wallon de I'Evdioa, de la Prospective et de la
Statistique (IWEPS, Belgium) and Olivier Lohest (IR%, Belgium).

T An early version of this third essay has been aecefuir presentation at the 2008 Congres
Francophone en Entrepreneuriat et PME and the 22&4&ch in Entrepreneurship and Small
Business conference (2008). A french version of dsisay entitled “Entrepreneuriat contraint
et volontaire: quel impact sur le choix sectoriekdentrepreneurs?” has been accepted for
publication in theRevue Internationale PM@orthcoming).
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INTRODUCTION

In the last ten years, the distinction between s&iteand opportunity
entrepreneurship, as defined by Reynolds et al01(R0is used in
numerous studies on the characteristics of entneprs. This
typology implicitly refers to the individual's meftion to engage in
entrepreneurial activity. These motivations ardegitof a “push” or
“pull” nature (Thurik et al., 2008; Acs, 2006). Nsssity or push
entrepreneurship occurs when an individual creaedusiness
because, among other factors, of a lack of othepl@yment
alternatives and/or because of family responsiéditOpportunity or
pull entrepreneurship occurs when an individuaatas a business to
pursue an opportunity and/or because of a desirenftependence
(Verheul et al., 2010; Bhola et al., 2006). Sineykolds et al. (2002),
numerous studies having adopted an individual amtrdo necessity
and opportunity entrepreneurship have shown thstenge of many
socio-economic differences between necessity angortmity
entrepreneurs in terms of education, professioxgkemrence, age,
gender, or role models (Verheul et al., 2010; Bl&ckandner, 2009;
Williams, 2009; Schjoedt & Shaver, 2007; UhlanefT&urik, 2007;
Bhola et al., 2006; Wagner, 2005; Noorderhaven let 2004;
Vivarelli, 2004; Carter et al., 2003; Ritsila & e, 2002; Orhan &
Scott, 2001).

Today, many authors have called for more studieshenimpact an
entrepreneur’s necessity or opportunity may have han or her

decisions or entrepreneurial aspirations (Zhaol.et2810; Shane et
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al., 2003). In fact, an individual's entreprenelidacisions may be
linked to this individual's motivations (Hechavari& Reynolds,

2009). Furthermore, Shane et al. (2003) highlighdt tindividual

motivations may have an influence on the value h&f teveloped
activity. According to these authors, individualscause of their
different motivations, are not all created equakwlit comes to their
ability to identify high added-value opportunitiddoreover, necessity
entrepreneurship is sometimes considered as haviimgited impact

on economic development as opposed to opportunttggreneurship
(Acs, 2006). These findings may be explained by fiet that the

personal motivations of necessity entrepreneurs, #dpend on their
daily activity to survive, limit their contributionto innovation,

employment growth, and exports (Hessels et al.3p0Bhane et al.
(2003) suppose that if motivations play a role Ire tbusiness’
evolution, they may also influence the industrytsechosen by the
entrepreneur. In spite of this hypothesis, no sthdg analysed the
influence necessity or opportunity motivations rhaye on the choice
of sector. It may be conceived that an entreprenmmtivated to start a
business mainly for survival and who is economyjcakpendant on
the new business, will choose a sector where sfaiit quick and

easy. On the other hand, the opportunity creator ch@ose a sector

geared on growth and innovation with a long-termspective.

Using these observations as a starting point, bjeco of this article
will be to determine the influence necessity or apmity
motivations have on the entrepreneur’s choice ofoseTo do so, a

sample of 538 entrepreneurs has been used.



The article is structured as follows. Section 1 swarizes the
literature relevant to different entrepreneurigdiestions and presents
our hypotheses. Section 2 describes the databdstn@methodology
used. Section 3 presents our study’s findings, Wwhidl be discussed
in section 4. Finally, we conclude with what canléaned from this

study and offer avenues for future studies.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES

Studies by Smith & Miner (1983) or more recently ®@gssar (2007),
Van stel et al. (2007), and Baum & Locke (2004)ehahown that a
creator’s profile influences the nascent venturétostrategy. These
studies have established a link between the cfegboofile and the
type of venture created including in terms of jokeation, size,
growth, and exports. Differences also seem to é@dsiveen necessity
and opportunity entrepreneurs (Hessels et al., 200@e following

section presents findings of studies having regetatiched on this

question.

Innovation, growth, exports, and motivation

McMullen et al. (2008) show that the motivations abportunity
entrepreneurs push them towards innovation, groaii, exports as
opposed to necessity entrepreneurs. Hessels(808B) highlight that
opportunity entrepreneurs, as opposed to necessitgpreneurs, have
exports as an objective. Hechavarria & Reynold€9%20as well as
Morris et al. (2006) also observe a difference usibess growth

between these two types of entrepreneurship. Whecomes to
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entrepreneurship, opportunity entrepreneurs aree raatbitious than
necessity entrepreneurs (Reynolds et al.,, 2002)erOstudies have
shown that ventures created by opportunity entreqares are more
profitable than those created by necessity entnepms (Block &

Sandner, 2009; Block & Wagner, 2007). The later ageg in

“imitative ventures” and their firm has lower piatfoility than the

former (McMullen et al., 2008).

Sectoral aspiration and motivation

It would seem that sector differences exist betwbese two types of
entrepreneurs. Reynolds et al. (2002) demonstthtgdhe percentage
of necessity entrepreneurs is more important incatjure, forestry,
fishing and the hotel and restaurants sectors, aospto opportunity
creators who seem to be more present in the auinand business
services sector. These sector differences are lilgolighted by
Hughes (2006). According to this author, “forceditrepreneurs are
more prevalent in the trade sector than “classintrepreneurs.
Caliendo & Kritikos (2009) conclude that the tresetor has a higher
percentage of necessity entrepreneurs, while  oppioyt
entrepreneurs are more present in the technolagyrse For Block &
Wagner (2006), since necessity entrepreneurs hioxgea reservation
wage, they may decide to create businesses in econsesiors with
lower revenues. Whatever the reservation wage lexwel may ask
whether because of the survival aspect reflecteddrgssity business

creation, necessity entrepreneurs are not morequeed with short-

! Salary for which an individual is ready to work.



term needs rather than real market needs. Thistneighlain why
necessity entrepreneurship is found in sectors evligere is no gaps
between supply and demand and where business areatirather
easy. This proposition is supported by Van Stel.e2007). For these
authors, necessity entrepreneurs, as opposed toortapjy
entrepreneurs, do not develop an activity to mespexcific market

need.

Although it is well established that entreprendunmotivations
(whether necessity or opportunity) influence growjbb creation,
exports, and investments, we do not know if thesativations
influence the choice of sector. In fact, if Calien®fl Kritkos (2009);
Hughes (2006), and Reynolds et al. (2001) obseirvea purely
descriptive point of view, differences in sectoc@uling to the type of
entrepreneurship, these authors have not deternimeadrobust and
significant way whether these differences may h#atied (to some
extent) by the individual’s motivation to createowtver, for Shane et
al. (2003), while motivations play a role in thdrepreneurial process
and have an impact on the venture’s characterjstitsyy may also
influence the sector choice made by the entrepreihet us note, at
this time, that it is not excluded that an indivatlean be guided by
both necessity and opportunity motivations (Willer@2009). We will
thus speak of creation mainly guided by necessitfivations and

creation mainly guided by opportunity motivations.

It may be supposed that an entrepreneur motivatedetate a venture

mainly by survival, and so, by economic dependeioveards this
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venture, will choose and sector that offers a quainkl easy creation
process. For example, this entrepreneur would tewards a sector
where large start-up investments are not necessdrgre access to
the profession is not or very slightly restricted regulated (lower
level education), and/or where administrative messtior pre-start-
up and start-up are open and fast. On the othed, happortunity
creators may chose, according to their main matinat a sector more
geared towards growth and innovation, requirin@ragiterm vision,
where demand is high, and where competition (pteaad future)

may be limited by costs and/or access conditiorieecsector.

These findings lead us to formulate the followirypdtheses:

H1: Entrepreneurs mainly guided by necessity motivation
have a higher probability of creating in sectorsttwiow
entry barriers such as trade, hotel and restauramd service

sectors.

H2: Entrepreneurs mainly guided by opportunity mofivas
have a higher probability of creating in innovatigectors,
with high profitability, and/or high growth, suclsdinance
and industrial sectors.

As noted by Hughes (2003), necessity and oppoytumdttivations are
the result of an individual's situation and spexctdircumstances at the

time of creation. It is probable that the motivasbinfluencing the
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choice of sector be tempered by certain individirracteristics. For
example, education, as well as prior knowledgehefgector may be
elements that determine the sector choice. Accgrdin Block &

Sandner (2009) human capital, that is education exprience, is
very important in entrepreneurial decisions. Moexout has been
established that previous experience in the sanwtorselays a

significant role in the creator’s sector choice €Bstorf, 2009). Role
models also influence an individual’'s entrepreredudecision (Van

Auken et al., 2006). In fact, contacts with othetrepreneurs may
allow the creator to get familiar with a particulsector (suppliers,
and/or potential clients, entry barriers, etc.) amfuence the final

sector choice. Finally, it is possible that an wulial’'s gender may
also influence sector choice. Certain authors dohesitate to speak
of a male stereotype in entrepreneurship (Gupt.e2008). In fact,

characteristics associated with entrepreneurs, ascimdependence,
aggressiveness, autonomy, courage, etc., are afsociated with the
men (Gupta et al., 2009). The influence of sucteeestype may lead
individuals to develop a negative perception ofirtlemtrepreneurial
skills, which may explain the difference in entrpeurial behaviour
between women and men (Krueger, 2007). This stgreatnay also
impact an individual’'s sector choice. Some studiase shown that
women tend to choose trade and services sectoust{Bat al., 2004).
On the other hand, men are more present in indlistriconstruction
sectors (Allen et al., 2008). These personal cheratics may modify

the influence motivations have on the sector choice

These findings lead us to formulate the followirypdthesis:
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H3: The influence creation motivations have on theasect

choice is linked to personal characteristics.

METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Presentation of the Database

To identify our population (new businesses staetedihilo), we have
first used the information available in the adntm@sve index of
Belgian businesse&(@rodbindex) in order to isolate ventures started
between June 1, 1998 and May 31, 2000. On the ldstbese
criteria, 12,748 Dbusinesses within thieurodb index have been
indentified as new ventures. In a second stagel,2ali48 businesses
were contacted by mail between September 15, anob&c30, 2001
in order to isolate the businesses created exongmt! to identify their
founders, as well as their previous experience rddgg venture
creation. This survey was conducted between OctabérNovember
2001. Out of 12,748 businesses which were contacte862
responded to this survey, which corresponds tospomse rate of
35.8%. Among the respondents, 7 out of 10 corredgdroex nihilo
creations. The rest had been created through nsergeibsidiary
creations or demergers. Out of 4,562 firms, we hiagen able to
identify 6,392 founders, among which 4,322 werestfibusiness
founder; this represents a little bit more than 70%a third stage, we
looked at the socio-economic characteristics ofifass founders.
Between September and October 2004, all foundenstifeed in the
previous stage, were invited to take part in aeyithrough mail and

phone reminders). The questionnaire was structiredd main
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sections. The first section dealt with the changsties of the business
at the time of its creation, i.e. between June998land May 31, 2000
(date of foundation, name of the company, industy,). The second
section was about the new venture creation prodéss.section was
particularly aimed at identifying the “temporalitygetween the idea
and the actual creation of the new venture, thesqued and

professional triggers during this phase, the kificsteps taken, the
support obtained or hoped for, and the potentiaiidra encountered
by the business founders. The third section dedh the financial

resources that were mobilized during the creatiod the main

strategic orientations that were adopted. The foarid last section
focused on the founder and his circle. The questaout the founder
concerned his age, academic background, sociogwiofel and

socio-economic situation at start-up. One questias about the
personal motivations the entrepreneur was pursihiraugh the act of
business creation. This questionnaire was sent,5@03business
founders out of 4,322 who were identified in theypous phase. This
difference was due to lacking addresses or phomebats of 800

founders. After a phase of phone reminders, 53#8l wplestionnaires

were finally received, which corresponds to a respaate of 12.4%.

Methodology
Before describing the statistical procedure usethis research, we
present the indicators used in order to identify flecessity and the

opportunity entrepreneur’s profile and the actiagctors.
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Measuring Entrepreneurial Motivations
As highlighted above, the empirical examinationtltd opportunistic
or necessity-driven nature of an entrepreneuridieaxour is not an
easy task insofar as few studies offer a set atatdrs enabling their
identification. Moreover, as stressed by KautoneRamroos (2010),
necessity entrepreneurship is generally associatgti a sole
motivation: “unemployment”. And yet, other factoase likely to

originate this kind of entrepreneurship.

On the basis of these observations, we have uskichiors which are
either supported by previous research, or candidigd with no need
for too restrictive assumptions. We have, in & Btage, classified the
items of our questionnaire regarding new ventueation motivations
depending on whether we considered them as obetingan
opportunity or necessity dynamic. The functionho$ tclassification is
purely heuristic, all the more so, as Hughes (2@08phasizes, as the
meaning of an event or situation in terms of opotity or necessity
may vary depending on the individual and the specifcumstances
he/she faces before start-up. The following tablesents this
classification.

“Insert Table 1 Here”
Regarding theget out of unemploymeirtdicator, our classification is
based on previous work by Block & Wagner (2006)n Varaag

(2003) ; Ritsila & Tervo (2002) ; Evans & Leight§h989) ; Mason
(1989) and Harrison & Hart (1983). The absence efspnal
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development in one’s work and/or the need for redampn are
generally associated with professional or persdigdatisfaction and
thus with necessity entrepreneurship (Noorderhastral., 2004).
Therefore, we have classified tbbtaining prestigeindbeing socially
recognizedindicators in the necessity section. Theeting family
expectationsand perpetuating the family traditionndicators have
been classified in the necessity section becausg ¢brrespond to
situations where individuals have been pushedaud st take over a
business by their family circle. In addition, tiisoice echoes back to
the work of Bhola et al. (2006) who demonstrate @va individual
can be pushed into entrepreneurship because ahbliigation to take
over the family business. Our choices to classHg fndicators
earning big money, increasing one’'s income, beingo@omous,
creating one’s own job, having no boss anymoreeliping new
products, and developing new manufacturing processeso the
opportunity indicators notably relies on previoesearch by Cassar
(2007); Carter et al. (2003); Kolvereid (1992); Mas (1989);
Harrison & Hart (1983).
Industry sector identification

The database grouped creators into 15 differenios®cTo avoid any
problems of sample representativeness, we choskmate sectors

with low percentages (below 1.5% of responses)o Adertain sectors

2 The creating one’s own joland having no boss anymoiadicators refer to the desire of
autonomy and independence. These two motivationgemerally classified as indicators of
opportunity entrepreneurship (Carter et al., 2003).

These sectors are: Agriculture, hunting and syltice; Extractive industry ;
Manufacturing industry ; Electricity, gas, and wat@roduction and distribution ;
Construction ; Trade and marketing, automotive alwinestic item repair; Hotel and
restaurant ; Communication and transport ; Finaanoé insurance ; Public administration ;
Education and training ; Health and social acti@ollective, social, and personal services ;
Real estate, rent and business services ; Other.
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were eliminated because of their (quasi) monopolisharacteristics
(Electricity, gas, and water production and disttibn) or

representation of the state (Public administratidijs operation left
us with the nine most representative sectors: Agrtice,

Manufacturing, Construction, Trade, Hotel and nestat, Finance,
Real estate, Health, and Services (See Table «vpelthese represent
94.7% of the creators originally included in thetatese. Table 2
indicates that the best represented sector is ¢fa éstate sector with

26.8% of creators belonging to this sector.

“Insert Table 2 Here”

Statistical procedure

Data treatment was done using a three-step mekhsdly, necessity
and opportunity motivations are identified. A piple component
analysis (PCA) is applied to the data accordingtht® necessity-
opportunity indicators (see Table 1). It will thos possible to identify
the individual position of creators relative to theo types of
motivations. During the second step, using an ANGype'
univariate analysis, we analyse the differenceseinsitivity between
the various sectors relative to the necessity-dppdy motivations
identified during the PCA. The hypothesisiof° tested by the
ANOVA is that, on average, importance of necesaitg opportunity

motivations is identical among the various sectiorgonjunction with

4 The normality hypothesis is respected.

® The alternative hypothesibi{) was that for at least one of the groups (secttiis)average
importance of one (or many) of the motivations ign#icantly different from the other
groups.



the ANOVA, we conduct a multiple comparison anaysi determine
which sectors present different sensitivities adicwy to creation
motivation. Although we suppose that the data fedoa normal
distribution, we prefer Levene’s test to Bartlettsst to check for
homogeneity of variances. Levene’s test is lesa@to type | error
(rejection of the null hypothesis when it is cotjen case of lack of
data normality. When homogeneity of variances cabegroven, we
use Welch'’s test. In fact, in cases where homogeéivariances is
absent, Fischer’'s test used for the ANOVA is na&ltp robust and
the results may be incorrect. Welch's test hasathentage of giving
ANOVA results that are more reliable while allowirfigr non
homogeneity of variances. During the last step wf analysis, to
check our hypotheses, we conduct an analysis wsingultinomial
logit model. The main interest behind this modellia that it allows
us to take into account the multiple sector choioesiness creators
will often make. From a more formal point of vieum, this type of
modelling, we pose as a hypothesis that an indalidunust choose
one and only one alternative) @mong a group dfl alternatives. For
each of thesd alternatives (indicated y n=1, ..., N), correspoads
utility function that may be written as follows:

Ui, = Xil,nlg+£i,n
WhereX'i, § is the vector of observable variables angs the vector
of independent random variables. The individualsigoposed to
choose the modality that maximises its utility. Theobability of
choosingn comes down to estimating the following model by

likelihood maximum:
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oy =r)= S A
1+ exp(X,3,)

In our model, the dependant variable has nine oaggaccording to
the creation sector: i) agriculture, ii) manufactgr iii) construction,
iv) trade, v) hotel and restaurant, vi) finance) veal estate, viii)
health, and ix) services. The reference categorgnasle up of the
group of creators whose business was created liestste. As for the
explanatory variables used, in addition to the snotivations
identifie®, we used four moderator variables. These variahtes
linked to certain socio-economic characteristicstted creator that
may have played a role on the choice of sector. entioned
previously, an individual’'s necessity and opportymnotivations are
function of situation and particular circumstancas the time of
creation (Hughes, 2003). From then on, it is prébathat the
influence motivations may have been moderated btaicecreator

characteristics.

Based on this, we propose to estimate two modéis.fifst (model 1)
aims to verify hypotheses H1 and H2 by determinthg strict
influence of only the necessity and opportunity inaitons on the
sector choice of the creator. The second (modeiir@¥ to check the
third hypothesis H3 by examining if the influencetimations have on
the sector choice, identified in model 1, is motidaby the creator’s
characteristics. To do so, we use four moderatorabkes in the

second model;

® As opposed to ANOVA and in multiple comparisons, ssitg and opportunity motivations
are treated here as continuous variables.



Education level: three dichotomous variables atuged in
the model. They measure the highest diploma olddayethe
creator at the time of creation. Through these atmmous
variables, three levels of education are identifidd no
qualifications or at best a junior high school dipk, 2) high
school graduate, 3) university degree, post-gradoaPhD;
The sector of the creator before creation: a dmhous
variable with a value of 1 if the sector prior toeation is
identical to the sector of creation, and of 0 if;no
Entrepreneurial entourage: a dichotomous variabith &
value of 1 if the creator knows a business leadgsgnally
(parents, uncle, friends);

Gender of creator: a dichotomous variable with laevaf 1 if

the creator is a man.

The analyses were conducted using the SPSS 18viasef

RESULTS

Before proceeding with the empirical analyses, wshed to verify

the internal validity of our classification of timecessity-opportunity

indicators (see supra) using a Chronbach’s alpha. dtained an

alpha of 0.879 for the necessity item and of 0.&07he opportunity

We then determined if, for the individuals in owngple, it were

possible to translate their move towards businesation in terms of

necessity-opportunity entrepreneurship. To do soused a PCA, as
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done by Carter et al. (2003) and Birley & Westh€Hab4) in studies
on decision factors in business creation. Thisyamawas conducted
on all the necessity-opportunity indicators useke purpose was to
verify if these indicators combine following theegupposed axis of
necessity entrepreneurship and opportunity entnepmship. The
PCA lead us to six factors with an eigenvalue alibead explaining
79.915%0f the total variance explained by the PCA. Firedults of

the PCA are presented in Table 3 below.

“Insert Table 3 Here”

The analysis of table 3 allows us to draw the feiig conclusions.
For axis 1 (Cronbach’'s alpha: 0.818), the motivaideing
autonomous, having no boss anymanelcreating one’s own jolare
the most representative. The nature of these 3vat@ins suggests
that axis 1 represents tllesire for independenceas motivation for
new venture creation. The analysis of axis 2 (Caghts alpha: 0.760)
shows that the motivationperpetuating the family traditiorand
meeting family expectatioase the most correlated with this axis. The
latter can be interpreted as referring to the @eaimotivation
resulting fromfamily influence. The motivationsdeveloping new
manufacturing processemd developing new productse correlated
the most with axis 3 (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.710) sTreifers tanmarket
opportunity as a creation motivation. The motivatiomereasing

one’s incomendearning big monewre correlated the most with axis

" In order to be able to interpret final resultshef PCA, we based ourselves on the matrix of
“components after rotation”. The VARIMAX proceduresdsredistributes more equally the
variance between factors and facilitates their pregation.
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4 (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.725). The latter can berpméted as the
creation motivation resulting fronptofit research”. The search for
social recognitionas the creation motivation is identified in axis 5
(Cronbach’s alpha: 0.651)The motivationsobtaining prestigeand
being socially recognizedre the most correlated to this axis. Finally,
unemployment as a reason for creation is clearly identifiedtby

analysis of axis and theget out unemploymentotivation.

In terms of necessity-opportunity motivations, ®€A has allowed
us to indentify 3 kinds of necessity motivationan(ily influence,
social recognition and unemployment) and 3 kindsopportunity
motivations (market opportunity, the desire for épdndence and

profit search).

Importance of motivations in sectors

In the first phase, to determine the possible libk$ween industry
sector and the necessity-opportunity nature of theation, we
transformed each of the 6 elements identified @yRICA into binary
variables (0, 1) for each individual. To transfoftme PCA scores into
binary variables we used the median cut methodr (8aal., 2006).
This method consist in calculating the median valtieach variable
and attributing the value 0 to the variable whenhlue is inferior to

the median and 1 when the value is superior tortbdian.

8 The value of Cronbach'’s alpha obtained for this a&an be explained by the fact that a high
Cronbach value is sometimes difficult to obtain wtemaxis is only made of two items

(Carter et al. 2003).

° The Cronbach’s analysis cannot be conducted srattis because it includes only one item.
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Table 4 below, with a purely descriptive point aéw, allows us to
determine for each motivation the sector whers the most (or least)
represented, and the most important (or least itaptrmotivation for

each sector.

Firstly, when it comes to the importance of motivas, we note that
lack of employment is more (less) present in thielhand restaurant
sector (health sector). Family influence is moresg) important in
agriculture (real estate and health). The seanchdoial recognition is
more (less) important in trade (manufacturing). Thearket

opportunity motivation is more (less) important manufacturing

(health). Finally, the search for profit is mores¢) important in the

health sector (hotel and restaurant).

Secondly, if we examine the most (least) importamutivation for
each sector we find family influence (unemploymdot)agriculture,
market opportunity (unemployment) for manufacturangd services,
desire for independence (unemployment) for constmgc finance,
and real estate, search for profit (market oppdtsturfor trade,
unemployment and family influence (market opportyrand search
for profit) for hotel and restaurant, as well asarsd for profit
(unemployment) for health.

These descriptive results confirm the idea thatessity and
opportunity motivations are more important in certaectors than
others. These findings match results by Caliend&r&os (2009),
Hughes (2006), and Reynolds et al. (2001).
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“Insert Table 4 Here”

During the second step, in order to determine ifsignificant

difference in sensitivity exists between the sectwhen linked with
the six types of necessity-opportunity motivatiomentified, we
conducted an ANOVA followed by a multiple comparisanalysis.
Before conducting the ANOVA, we checked for homaggn of

variances for all identified motivations. When hayeoeity was not
present we used Welch’s test to determine if adifiice in sensitivity

did indeed exist.

Table 5 below presents the results for the homagenest. Let us
note that for the unemployment, family influencecial recognition
and desire for independence motivations, homogerditvariance
was not proven. The interpretation of the ANOVAuUles (Table 6)
for these four motivations will therefore be conigtusing Welch's t
test. For informational purposes, results from ests test are also

presented.

“Insert Table 5 Here”

“Insert Table 6 Here”
ANOVA results presented in Table 6 show that a ifigant
difference in sensitivity exists between at leasi sectors for each of
the identified motivations, except for the seamhdocial recognition

motivation. However, these results do not allowtaissignificantly
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identify which sectors clearly differ from otherdor a same
motivation. To do this, we conducted a multiple pamison analysis
to determine which sectors present different seitss than other
sectors. This multiple comparison analysis was ugotedl using the
non-parametric Tamhane test. In fact, since Lewendést
demonstrated that variances of motivations areatiohomogenous,
we may not use a parametric test which necessitaitesharacteristic.
Table 7 presents only the significant results ofr ouultiple

comparison analysis.

“Insert Table 7 Here”

Firstly, the “unemployment” motivation is, on avgea significantly
more important for creators in the trade sectom ttiaose of the
finance or real estate sectors. Secondly, the HNamfluence”

motivation is more important for creators in theiagture sector than
those in the construction, trade, health, and rsthte sectors.
Creators in the latter sector are less sensitivihisomotivation than
creators in the service sector. Thirdly, the “markg@portunity”

motivation is more important for creators in mamtfi@ging than

creators in construction. Fourthly, the “desire fodependence”
motivation is less important for creators in thaltte sector than for
creators in agriculture, trade, real estate, amdtcoction. Creators in
the latter sectors are more sensitive to this mtitw than creators in
manufacturing. Finally, the “search for profit” mation is more

important for creators in the health sector thaatars in real estate.
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Results from our ANOVA and multiple comparison asak lead us
to conclude that significant differences in semgigs exist between
sectors when linked to the importance of necessity opportunity
motivations. Our results thus confirm statisticatlye descriptive
conclusions of Caliendo & Kritkos (2009), Hughe20@6), and
Reynolds et al. (2001). Let us examine further Wwaetthese

differences may play a role in a creator’'s sechmice.

Impact(s) of motivations on an individual’s sectorchoice
Analyses conducted in the previous section showt tertain
motivations are stronger in some sectors than sthet us reinforce
these results with a more in depth analysis. Tea@owe propose to
estimate the “all things being equal” effect ofraator’s necessity and
opportunity motivations on the sector choice. Tetedwmine both the
influence of necessity and opportunity motivatioms the sector
choice, as well as the moderating role played bg theator’s
characteristics on the motivations’ influence, wepmse to estimate
two probabilistic models. The first model (modeMii)l determine the
influence necessity and opportunity motivationsehan the creator’'s
sector choice. The second model (model 2) will khéic the
motivations’ influence on the sector choice ideatfin Model 1 is
moderated by the creator’'s characteristics. Firglimge presented in
Table 8.

H1 and H2 verification
Looking at the results from model 1, we first netithat a creator’s
sector choice is not guided solely by necessity opportunity

motivation. In fact, each sector choice seems tanHaenced, to a
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certain extent, by a group of necessity and oppdstumnotivations.

This confirms reflections by Williams (2008) and ghes (2006) who
stated that an individual may be guided by bothessity and
opportunity motivations. However, certain sectoossgem to attract
certain dominant motivations. The choice of tradetel and

restaurant, agriculture, and services sectors islynaictated by

necessity motivations, especially for the first taextors. Inversely,
the choice of manufacturing, finance, and healtttose is mainly

dictated by opportunity motivations. Finally, thénoice of the

construction sector is dictated equally by necessitd opportunity
motivations. Thereford{1 andH2 areconfirmed.

H3 verification

Globally, results form the second model (Model Bpw that the

influence of necessity and opportunity motivatioméien controlled
with the creator’s socio-economic characteristies, clearer in certain

sectors.

As opposed to model 1 results, the choice of thaufeturing and
construction sectors is solely dictated by oppatyumotivations
(market opportunity, desire for independence, anddearch for
profit). Model 2 results confirm that the choicefofance and health
sectors is solely guided by opportunity entreprestap, that is,
market opportunity and/or search for profit. In afiite and
manufacturing, let us also note the positive impdatducation. The
latter, however, has a negative impact on the coctsdn sector.
Choosing the health sector is positively influenceyg sector

experience and negatively influenced by being a.man



Results from model 2 also show that the choicegpicalture, trade,
hotel and restaurant, and service sectors is dittay both necessity
and opportunity motivations. Although these resaoiastch model 1's
results, we note that the influence of both typesativations is more
nuanced. For these four sectors, as opposed tolnodbe only
opportunity motivation present is the “search fawofp”, while
necessity motivations are limited to “unemploymeatid “family
influence”. Being a woman positively influences ttigoice of hotel
and restaurant, trade and service sectors. Edoncao has a negative

impact on the latter two.

Results from model 2 confirm our hypothesis thatividual
characteristics moderate and/or clarify the infeeemotivations have

on sector choiceéHd3 is thusconfirmed.

“Insert Table 8 Here”

DISCUSSION

The first two hypotheses aimed at confirming ifrepteneurs mainly
motivated by reasons of necessity had a highergtibtty of creating
in sectors with low entry barriers such as tradeehand restaurant,
and services, and whether entrepreneurs mainly vateti by
opportunity reasons had a higher probability ofatirgy in innovative
sectors, where profitability was high and of higlowth such as the
finance or manufacturing sectors. The final hypsiheaimed at

examining if the influence motivations have on dm®ice of a sector
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may be influenced by the creator’s profile. Ourdfimgs confirm our

hypotheses.

As demonstrated though our ANOVA and multiple congmn
analyses, a difference does exist between sectmes womparing the
influence of necessity and opportunity motivatio$iese results
confirm the descriptive conclusions by Caliendo &itkos (2009),
Hughes (2006), and Reynolds et al. (2001). Usingrabability
regression model we then analyzed the influenceess#ty and
opportunity motivations have on the probability sdividual will
create in one sector rather than in another. Today, no other study
had examined this relationship using a causalityleanin fact, our
knowledge of the relationship between necessity apportunity
motivations and the sector choice of individualswaited to purely
descriptive conclusions of a few studies (suprajfeiznt findings

emerge from our regression analyses.

Using the first model, we were able to establisht tbreators who
decided to develop activities in agriculture, tradetel and restaurant,
and service sectors were mainly guided by necessitiyvations. On
the other hand, manufacturing, finance, and hea#htors were
chosen by creators guided by opportunity motivatiorhese results
were refined while taking into account the persarfadracteristics of
the creator, which could, combined with the moiivas, play a role in
the sector choice. Model 2 demonstrated that tHence of
motivations, especially opportunity ones, on seathoice is even

clearer. The choice of manufacturing, constructimance, and health
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sectors are solely the result of opportunity mdiores. This may be
explained by the fact that entry into these sectsrsamong other
things, conditioned by entry barriers such as agstd professional
access or important start-up capital. In additide fact that these
sectors do not generate daily ready cash the wadetrhotel and
restaurant, or services do, may explain why indigld mainly guided

by necessity motivations will choose them lessdeagly.

The influence motivations have on the choice oficadpure, trade,
hotel and restaurant, and service sectors is ldésar.cln fact,
individuals having chosen these sectors are gubld by necessity
and opportunity motivations. However, without resilering the
statement that an individual may be incited to t&ehy both
constrained and voluntary motivations, we belidve thoice of the
trade, hotel and restaurant, and service sectorsespmnds to
necessity entrepreneurship. In fact, for theseetlsectors, matched
with the influence of necessity motivations such'@semployment”
and/or “family influence”, the only opportunity nieation to play a
significant role is the “search for profit” motivah. We believe that
the influence of this motivation on the sector ceanay be explained
in the following manner. Firstly, it is relativeBasy to start an activity
in these sectors because of their low entry barrier addition, offer
in these sectors is nearly saturated, often dtieetéack of innovation.
Facts supported by Van Stel et al.’s (2007) comehss These authors
state that necessity entrepreneurs, as opposed pfmrtanity
entrepreneurs, do not create an activity to meelemand. The

presence of the opportunity motivation “search fwofit” as an
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element that influences sector choice may even degital. In fact,
as stated above, one may conclude that entrepsenmainly
motivated by survival choose sectors where pradit be generated
quickly. 1t is thus not surprising that the oppaity motivation
related to profit be also present in these entrequres. Also, the
simultaneous influence of necessity motivations ah@ motivation
initially considered as opportunity, may bring tinchthe fact that the
same motivation may have, depending on the indalidsituation, a
necessity or an opportunity connotation (Willian2009 ; Hughes,
2003). It is therefore possible that the influerdethe opportunity
motivation “search for profit’, evoke in this cathe economic
survival preoccupation of necessity entreprenekirglly, individual
characteristics (gender, education, experienceklwimfluence the
choice of trade, hotel and restaurant, serviceosgcalso support the
idea of necessity entrepreneurship in these sedtofact, it has been
established that necessity entrepreneurship cafolrel in greater
proportions in women than in men (Bergmann & Stergp 2007,
Wagner, 2005). Also, low levels of education areagally linked to
necessity entrepreneurship (Bergmann & Sternbe®@7)2 Studies
also highlight that necessity entrepreneurs devédsp activities in
sectors where they have experience compared to riojojty
entrepreneurs (Block & Sandner, 2009). Considetiigy we believe
that the choice to create activities in sectorhsag trade, hotel and
restaurant, and services is generally, even coihgtaguided by

necessity motivations.
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CONCLUSION

This study has tried to shed light on the particuilaks between a
creator's motivations and the choice of sector. Watements have
directed our work. Studies by Caliendo & Kritkos0(®), Hughes
(2006), and Reynolds et al. (2001) have shown,paraly descriptive
manner, the existence of sector differences betwesmressity and
opportunity entrepreneurship. However, as statednity by Zhao et
al. (2010), the influence motivations have on theice of sector has
not yet been demonstrated to date. Nevertheleasacteristics of the
entrepreneurial activity are probably linked to amdividual's

motivation (Hechavarria & Reynolds, 2009). Alsor fehane et al.
(2003), while motivations play a role in the entespeurial process
and in determining the business’ characteristiteytmay also
influence the creator’'s sector choice. One may ass@pthat an
entrepreneur mainly guided by survival, that is ¢élsenomic survival
of the venture, will choose a sector where starisupasy and quick.
On the other hand, opportunity creators could caasector more
geared towards growth and innovation, and thatirega long-term

point of view.

Two main findings emerge from our study. Firstlyr aesults show
that, among the various industry sectors, signitiga different
sensitivities to necessity and opportunity motimas exist. Secondly,
they indicate that necessity and opportunity moives have a
significant impact on an individual's sector choide fact, certain

sectors are preferred by entrepreneurs becauskenfriecessity or
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opportunity motivations. Trade, hotel and restayranservice sectors
for example, are chosen for necessity reasons, ewfilance,
manufacturing, or health sectors are associate@ mith opportunity

entrepreneurship. These findings confirm our stgriiypotheses.

We wish to propose two avenues for future resediicktly, as certain
studies have shown, pre-start-up activities (wgitihe business plan,
looking for financing, initial contacts with supgis, etc.) conducted
by the entrepreneur have a positive impact on tiogegt’'s success
(Carter et al., 1996). It would therefore be inséireg to examine any
existing link between pre-creation steps by netessid opportunity

entrepreneurs and their entrepreneurial succeszonSly, a

longitudinal study would allow us to better undarst the reasons
behind the higher failure rate among necessityepnéneurs (and
therefore in the sectors chosen by them) and tgotadapport

measures geared towards this type of entreprenpufgan Praag,

2003). In fact, necessity and opportunity entrepues do not follow

the same entrepreneurial logic when it comes tevtjroinnovation,

jobs, exports, or sector choice. We can thus sugppbat policies

destined to foster and support entrepreneurshig difisr when they

target necessity entrepreneurs or opportunity prereeurs (Verheul
et al, 2010).
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Table 1: Classification of Indicators of Necessitydpportunity

Entrepreneurship

Necessity

Opportunity

Escaping unemployment

Obtaining prestige

Being socially recognized
Meeting family expectations
Perpetuating the family tradition

Earning big money

Increasing income

Being autonomous

Creating one’s own job

Having no bosgraare

Developing new products/services
Developing new manufacturing process

Table 2: Sector of activities

Sectors Number Percentage
Agriculture 33 6,1
Manufacturing 21 3,9
Construction 62 11,5
Trade 101 18,8
Hotel and Restaurants 19 3,5
Finance 27 5
Real estate 144 26,8
Health 60 11,2
Service 43 8
Total 510 94,79

Table 3. PCA Component Matrix after Rotation

. L Components
Necessity-opportunity indicators 5 3 7 5 5
Obtaining prestige .308 .242 .273 .269 777 .143
Creating one’s own job .783 144 .262 .284 .170 .140
Being autonomous .815 160 .333 197 129 .107
Developing new manufacturing process .280 245 785 .167 .248 .102
Developing new products/services .253 217 .842 .160 124 .143
Being socially recognized 446 359 .276 .240 .525 .206
Increasing income .243 230 .184 .856 .170 .140
Earning big money 401 .329 201 .642 .282 .184
Having no boss anymore 773 260 115 .149 .295 .162
Perpetuating the family tradition 242 763 .283 .295 .205 192
Meeting family expectations 211 .847 229 194 .180 .183
Escaping unemployment .225 259 176 .190 .154 .889
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Table 4 : Motivations and sector of activities

Unemployment family influence  Search for social market desire for profit search
0, 0, iti 0, i 0, i 0,
Sectors/Motivations (%) (%) recognition (%) opportunity (%) |ndep();]r)1dence (%)
Yes No yes no Yes No yes no Yes no yes no
Agriculture 30,3 69,7 66,7 33,3 455 55,5 48,5 51,5 54,5 45,5 54,5 45,5
Manufacturing 19 81 42,9 57,1 28,6 71,4 61,9 381 294 571 42,9 57,1
Construction 25,8 74,2 33,9 66,1 43,5 56,5 35,5 564, 75,8 24,2 50 50
Trade 33,7 66,3 38,6 61,4 51,5 48,5 32,7 67,3 53,546,5 58,4 41,6
Hotel-Restaurant 42,1 57,9 42,1 57,9 36,8 63,2 31,6 68,4 36,8 63,2 31,6 68,4
Finance 14,8 85,2 37 63 37 63 29,6 70,4 63 37 37 63
Real estate 20,8 79,2 25 75 43,1 56,9 44,4 55,6 1 61, 38,9 47,9 52,1
Health 10 90 25 75 46,7 53,3 21,7 78,3 30 70 70 30
Service 34,9 65,1 44,2 55,8 44,2 55,8 53,5 46,5 244, 558 44,2 55,8
Table 5 : Motivation’s Variance Homogeneity test
Motivations Levene’s test DF] DF2
Unemployement 7,287*** 8 501
Family influence 5,985*** 8 501
Search for social recognition 2,009** 8 501
Market opportunity ,934 8 501
Desire for independence 1,732 8 501
Profit search 1,431 8 501

**p < 0,05 ; **p < 0,000




Table 6 : ANOVA

Motivations Sum of DF Mean Fischer Welch
Squares Squares test test

Between groups 20,854 8 2,607 2,588** 4,738%**
Unemployment Within groups 504,589 501 1,007

Total 525,443 509

Between groups 31,592 8 3,949 4,046%** 2,969**
Family influence Within groups 489,045 508 ,976

Total 520,637 509

Between groups 6,274 1 ,784 767 ,705
Search for social recognition Within groups 512,280 508 1,023

Total 518,554 509

Between groups 16,807 1 2,101 2,108** 2,075*
Market opportunity Within groups 499,306 508 ,997

Total 516,113 509

Between groups 31,885 1 3,986 4,191%*  4,161**
Desire for independence Within groups 476,443 508 ,951

Total 508,328 509

Between groups 20,175 1 2,522 2,546** 2,483**
Profit search Within groups 496,327 508 ,991

Total 516,501 509

**p < 0,05 ; ** p < 0,000
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Tableau 7 :

Analyse en comparaison multiple des dears et des motivations

Dependant Variable :

Motivations dépendante Sector (A) Sector (B) Difference average between A and B
Finance ,686**
Unemployment Trade Real estate 427
Construction ,738*
) Trade ,672%
Family influence Agriculture Real estate 1880
Health ,822%*
Service Real estate ,653**
Market opportunity Manufacturing Construction ,764*
Agriculture Health ,688**
Construction Manufacturing ,728*
Desire for independence Health ,926%**
Trade Health ,556**
Real estate Health ,659%**
Profit search Health Real estate 547+

**p < 0,05 ; ** p < 0,000
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Table 8: Motivations impacts on the sectoral choice

Model ] - i Model 2 -
= [} o < . 5 5 7] -+ = :
Motivations
Unempl.  ,581** ,098 ,496** ,619%** ,881*** ,445 ,512 ,004*** ,003 ,064 ,255 ,326** 312+ ,378 -,219 ,360**
Family infl. ,764%* ,592 ,344%%* ,455%** JTAT* 224 ,403 ,681%+* ,395** ,562 ,064 ,235 ,349 ,626 -,429 ,389*
Social recognition ,432** ,167%* ,278 ,384 ,402%* 372 ,229 ,461** ,049 ,542 -,290 -,222 ,209 ,285 - 477 ,025
Market opportunity ~ ,502** ,591** ,141 ,261 ,329 ,221%* 117 ,556** 177 T3 -,342 -,167 ,029 ,170%* ,017 ,260
Desire for ind. ,262 ,064 ,306** ,194 ,251 ,203 -,441 ,203 ,087 ,031  ,495* -,052 ,084 ,138 -,575 ,013
Profit search ,856*** 848** ,568** J711x* ,673** ,607** ,133% * ,652** ,589** ,562** ,305** JA22** ,314** ,456** ,109*** ,136**
Socio-economic characteristics
Gender (= 1 if Male) -,652 ,138 372 -,612%* ,264 -,353 -,621* -,430**
No qualifications Réf. Réf. Réf. Réf. Réf. Réf. Réf. Réf.
High school graduate ,838 573 -,019 -,080 ,648 -,353 6,800 ,691
University graduate -,518* ,485*** -,384**x -,366*** ,990 , 732 6,979 -,971
Sector (idem = 1) -,653** ,032 ,204 -,625** -,158** -,521 ,105%** ,666
Role model (yes =1) ,884** ,517 ,501 ,445 ,329 -, 787 ,138 ,484
Observations 448 414
Log likelihood -153,960 -352,817
Nagelkerke R2 ,264 576

**p <0,05;**p<0,000
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Firm Gestation Activities: Is There a Difference
Between Necessity and Opportunity

Entrepreneurs? |

ABSTRACT

The necessity and opportunity entrepreneurshipatitee shows that
these two types of entrepreneurship could lead (ifferent

entrepreneurial behaviors. Some researchers atwtethiere could
exist more than two different entrepreneurial pesfiin terms of
motivations. Based on these arguments, the obgdiivour research
is to determine whether there are different prefilef necessity-
opportunity entrepreneurs and if these differ inm® of gestation
activities between for these two kinds of entreptes. Based on a
sample of 538 entrepreneurs, our results show émétepreneurs
significantly differ from one another in terms oégjation activities
and that there are different subgroups of necessgipprtunity

entrepreneurs.
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INTRODUCTION

Recent studies on necessity and opportunity ertneprs showed that
these two profiles could lead to different entrepuial behaviors.
For example, opportunity entrepreneurs are morevifpraoriented,
innovative and successful, in terms of firm surlivate and/or
profitability, than necessity entrepreneurs (Vethatwal., 2010; Block
& Sandner, 2009; Hechavarria & Reynolds, 2009; Mt&tuet al.
2008, Hessels et al. 2008; Morris et al. 2006). &amsearchers
highlight that necessity and opportunity entreptegaealso differ in
terms of activity sectors (Caliendo & Kritikos, ZD(Hughes, 2006).
These differences in the entrepreneurial behaviarpportunity and
necessity entrepreneurs could be the result ofindissities in the
gestation activities, i.e. activities undertakennagcent entrepreneurs
during the organization’s creation process (Casteal. 1996). Several
authors stress that the gestation activities has irapact on
employment growth, the organization’s developmenmnt firm success
(Burke et al. 2010; Delmar & Shane, 2003). Rodrig@e Santos
(2009) emphasize that the process of firm creatias two different
stages: the conception stage, or precipitating tsyamd the gestation
stage. According to Shapero & Sokol (1982), préatpig events are
negative or positive circumstances leading theviddal to decide to
create a firm. These are related to the individuatiotivation, i.e.
necessity or opportunity (Bhola et al., 2006). Ame et al. (2003)
pointed out, only a few researches have studiedntloévations’

impact on specific steps of the entrepreneuriat@ss. Yet Liao &
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Welsch (2008) stressed that it is important to yael how

precipitating events influence the gestation aiitigi

In this study, we argue that the impact of necgsaitd opportunity
motivations on the gestation activities could bes da differences
between these two types of entrepreneurs in tefropmortunity costs
and willingness to adopt proactive behaviors durihg gestation
activities. However, some authors argue that tloessty-opportunity
dichotomy is too simplistic and does not correspomdhe reality
(Kirkwood & Campbell-Hunt, 2007). Therefore, morbah two
different profiles of entrepreneurs in terms of ivations could exist.
Based on these elements, the objective of our resésto determine
whether different profiles of necessity-opporturgtytrepreneurs exist
and if there are differences in terms of gestapi@mtess between these
two kinds of entrepreneurs. To our knowledge, n@ienal studies

have been conducted on this issue.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 1 sanwes the state of
the art regarding differences in terms of entrepueial behaviour
between necessity and opportunity entrepreneurgioBe? presents
our theoretical development and research hypothesige section 3
describes our methodology. In sections 4 and 5pregsent and then
discuss our findings. The last section draws theckrsions and the
limitations of this study, highlights its politicahnd scientific

implications and suggests some directions for &utesearch.



NECESSITY AND OPPORTUNITY ENTREPRENEURS: MAIN
EMPIRICAL FINDINGS

Since Smith & Miner’s work (1983) and more receritipt of Cassar
(2007), van Stel et al. (2007) and Baum & LockeO@0 we know
that the firm creator’s profile has an impact oe tiim development.
These studies have established a link betweenréagor’s profile and
the type of business that he/she decides to crgagejfically in terms
of job creation, size, growth and exportations. [Sddferences also
appear between necessity and opportunity entreprer(élessels et
al., 2008). Below, we present the main findingsstufdies that have

recently addressed this issue.

Innovation, Growth, Employment, Exportations, Secto
Differences

McMullen et al. (2008) have shown that opporturetytrepreneurs,
because of their motivations, are more orientedatd# innovation,
growth and exportations than necessity entreprenéigchavarria &
Reynolds (2009), Morris et al. (2006) also obsenadgrowth
differential between the two types of entreprenieiprsin terms of job
creation, opportunity entrepreneurs have a greatabition than
necessity entrepreneurs (Reynolds et al., 2002séle et al. (2008)
stressed that opportunity entrepreneurs are mgrererriented than
necessity entrepreneurs. Other studies have shbein businesses
created by opportunity entrepreneurs are more tpioé than those
created by necessity entrepreneurs (Block & Sandd@09). The
latter develop more imitative ventures and theitrepreneurial

activity has a lower profitability (McMullen et aR008). It seems that

17C



there are sector differences between the two pobf entrepreneurs.
Reynolds et al. (2001) show that the percentagenetessity
entrepreneurs is higher in agriculture, forestighihg and the hotel
and restaurant sectors in comparison to opportueitirepreneurs
which seem to be more present in automobile anergmse services
sectors. These sector differences are also higbligty Hughes
(2006). According to her work, necessity entrepueseare more
present in the commercial sector than opportunityrepreneurs.
Caliendo and Kritikos (2009) conclude that necgssittrepreneurs
are more represented in the retail sector while odppity
entrepreneurs are more present in the technolaggrse For Block &
Wagner (2006), given that necessity entrepreneange ha lower
reservation wage, they might decide to start an@ssi in industries
offering a low profitability. One could wonder ifi¢se entrepreneurs
are more concerned with their own short-term netbas by real
market needs given that creation by necessity i® maaracterized by
survival characteristics. If so, it could explainhyv necessity
entrepreneurship is found (1) in sectors whereetherno real gap
between supply and demand and (2) where the dewelapof a new
activity is relatively easy. This view is suppattby Van Stel et al.
(2007). For these authors, necessity entrepreneali&e opportunity

entrepreneurs, do not develop an activity to meznarket demand.

These differences in the entrepreneurial behaviarpportunity and
necessity entrepreneurs could be the result ofndissities in the
gestation activities, i.e. the activities undertakdy nascent

entrepreneurs during the organization creation ggeqCarter et al.
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1996). Some studies stress that the gestationitegivhas an impact
on employment growth, organization development fimd success
(Burke et al. 2010; Delmar & Shane, 2003). No sthdg empirically
analyzed if necessity and opportunity entreprendiifer in terms of
gestation activities. As Shane et al. (2003) paat, only a few
researchers have studied the motivations’ impacspecific steps of
the entrepreneurial process. Yet Liao & Welsch 8Qfress that it is
important to analyze how precipitating events ieflage the gestation

activities.

THEORITICAL DEVELOPMENTS AND HYPOTHESIS

An individual's behavior is often the result of imdlual motivations
(Carsrud & Brannback, 2011; Liao et al., 2001). dwding to Shane
et al. (2003) and Korunka et al. (2003) motivatiplesy an important
role in the entrepreneurial process. These autlaogsie that as
individuals differ in terms of motivations, theséferences could
influence the way in which they behave during timérepreneurial

process.

Rodriguez & Santos (2009) emphasize that the fireation process
has two different stages: the conception stagerexipitating events,
and the gestation stage. The precipitating evdraswe interpret as
related to the necessity or opportunity motivatiansthe sense of
Shapero & Sokol (1982) could have an impact on dbsvities

undertaken by entrepreneurs (Shane et al., 2003m&u & Santos,
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2001; Kuratko et al., 1997). In fact, as Arias &RB€2010) show, we

could presume that individual motivation affects testation stage.

In this study, we argue that the impact of necgsaitd opportunity
motivations on the gestation activities could be tlu the differences
in terms of opportunity costs and of willingnessatiopt a proactive
behavior in terms of the gestation activities betwé¢hese two types

of entrepreneurs.

Entrepreneurial Opportunity Costs

As past studies have shown, necessity and opptytantrepreneurs
differ in terms of individual characteristics (Vedl et al., 2010 ;
Block & Sandner, 2009 ; Williams, 2009 ; SchjoedtSkaver, 2007 ;
Uhlaner & Thurik, 2007 ; Bhola et al., 2006 ; Wagn&005 ;
Noorderhaven et al., 2004 ; Vivarelli, 2004 ; Car&t al., 2003 ;
Ritsila & Tervo, 2002 among others). For examphest studies have
demonstrated that the necessity entrepreneur hiasvexr level of
education, is more dissatisfied by his/her situgtichas less
professional experience and/or considers entreprehip as the sole
employment alternative. These findings suggest thatessity
entrepreneurs have lower human and social capitatrefore, we
could expect that the opportunity costs to creabrisiness could be

lower for necessity entrepreneurs.

When an individual has the intention to create atrepreneurial

activity, he considers the opportunity costs asgedi with the

1 In this chapter, the word “proactive” refers to tealization (or not) of different kinds of
gestation activities.
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decision. In other words, an individual will decide create an
entrepreneurial activity when the activity has leglexpected return
than the opportunity costs to create the businBksck & Wagner,

2006). For Block & Wagner (2006), opportunity epteneurs have
higher opportunity costs than necessity entrepresnda@cause the
latter have a lower reservation wage. For Arias éxd (2010), the
higher level of the opportunity costs of opportynéntrepreneurs
leads them to perform better than necessity emnegurs. Ho &
Wong (2006) also stressed that necessity and appbyt
entrepreneurs differ in terms of opportunity cdstr these authors,
necessity entrepreneurs have no opportunity costause of the
absence of alternative employment and/or inconverheul et al.
(2010) also believe that opportunity entreprenelase a higher
opportunity cost than necessity entrepreneurs aatl because of
their motivations, they may be better preparedaat & business. We
believe that the opportunity costs differentiaivibetn the two kinds of
entrepreneurs could influence their respective agiest behavior in
terms of the gestation activities. Since the gmstahctivities has an
influence on the development and the success dirtheand because
opportunity entrepreneurs have higher opportuniigts; we could
expect these to be more proactive (undertake mareitees) in the

gestation phase than necessity entrepreneurs. Wilkydo this in

order to increase their probability of success dhdreby, to reduce
their opportunity costs linked to entrepreneun@éntion. This could

also be due to the fact that the motivations (pash and pull

2 These authors stress that in countries with hégkllof social security, the opportunity cost
of necessity entrepreneur is not null because thlemetries offer an unemployment
allocation.
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motivations) underlying necessity and opportunittrepreneurship

involve two types of behavior.

Gestation Activities

Push and pull motivations are sometimes referreastextrinsic and
intrinsic motivations (Liao at al., 2001). An exisic entrepreneurial
motivation means that an individual decides to tstrbusiness
because of “negative” factors, such as job losgmpioyment or
social status recognition search. By contrast, arrinsic
entrepreneurial motivation means that an individiedides to start a
business because of “positive” factors, such agepsonal vocation,
opportunity or desire for independence, that lead to choose an
entrepreneurial career as the aim of his/her Gfar¢rud & brannback,
2011; Shinnar et al., 2009; Guzman & Santos, 208&jne authors
have stressed that these two types of motivatiane lan influence on
the entrepreneurs’ actions (Santos & Linan, 200ivaiélli, 2004;
Liao et al., 2001; Krueger & Casrud, 1993). An indual motivated
by intrinsic motivations tries to do more difficutasks, is more
persistent in his/her behavior and is more credtnam an individual
motivated by extrinsic motivations (Guzman & San@@01). In other
words, entrepreneurs motivated by intrinsic (opaty) motivations
will have a more important willingness to carry oatproactive
gestation behavior in terms of gestation activjtie®. in terms of
number and type of gestation activities that hd walry out), than
entrepreneurs motivated by extrinsic (necessity)tivations. For
Guzman & Santos (2001), the type of motivation etated to the
quality of the entrepreneurs (where intrinsic atgeled as high quality

and extrinsic as low quality). Therefore, an irgiin entrepreneur
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would have a higher probability to reach entrepueia¢ success than
an extrinsic one because they have higher levelanabition and

capacity for collaboration.

Based on the above mentioned arguments, we expggurtanity
entrepreneurs to carry out more gestation acts/isech as preparing
business plans, conducting market studies, stat@giveloping
strategic plan, etc. than necessity entreprenedige to their
motivation and to their opportunity costs diffeiahtHowever, recent
studies highlight the possibility that an indivilugould be
simultaneously driven by necessity and opportumbptivations
(Caliendo & Kritikos, 2010; Block & Sandner, 2008daColin, 2008).
Business creation is a complex process which irsbhifferent kinds
of motivations (Birley & Westhead, 1994). Moreovehe border
between necessity and opportunity motivations i$ that clear
(Solymossy, 1997). This argument is supported byymauthors
(Arias & Penas, 2010 ; Block et al., 2010 ; Calendl Kritikos,
2010 ; Verheul et al., 2010 ; Block & Koellingerd@ ; Kirkwood,
2009 ; Williams, 2009 ; Kumar, 2007 ; Bhola et @006 ; Block &
Sandner, 2006). Some argue that the necessity-pyitgrdichotomy
is too simplistic and is not reflective of realitfKirkwood &
Campbell-Hunt, 2007). Therefore, there could exmire than two
different profiles of entrepreneurs in terms of ivations, some
being, for example, mainly motivated by necessityopportunity,
while others would be motivated by a mix of nedgssand

opportunity, etc.
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If we take into account the fact (1) that the opyaity cost is higher
for an opportunity entrepreneur, (2) that oppotiunmnotivation is

positively linked to the individual’'s willingness tadopt proactive
gestation behaviors in terms of gestation actiwiged (3) that there
are different groups of necessity and/or opporyunibtivations, our

research hypothesis is that:

The more an individual will be motivated by oppaity motivations

the more proactive he/she will be in terms of testation activities.

METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Presentation of the Database

To identify our population (new businesses staetedaihilo), we have
first used the information available in the adntr@sve index of
Belgian businesse&(rodbindex) in order to isolate ventures started
between June 1, 1998 and May 31, 2000. On the hstbese
criteria, 12,748 businesses within thHeurodb index have been
indentified as new ventures. In a second stagel,2ali48 businesses
were contacted by mail between September 15, anob&c30, 2001
in order to isolate the businesses created exoratmtl to identify their
founders, as well as their previous experience rdaga venture
creation. This survey was conducted between OctabhdrNovember
2001. Out of 12,748 businesses which were contacte862
responded to this survey, which corresponds tosporese rate of
35.8%. Among the respondents, 7 out of 10 corredpdroex nihilo



creations. The rest had been created through nsergeibsidiary
creations or demergers. Out of 4,562 firms, we hlbeen able to
identify 6,392 founders, among which 4,322 were fir& business
founder; this represents a little bit more than 70%a third stage, we
looked at the socio-economic characteristics ofifass founders.
Between September and October 2004, all foundexnstifeed in the

previous stage, were invited to take part in tavesy (through mail
and phone reminders). The questionnaire was stedtin 4 main

sections. The first section dealt with the chanrgsties of the business
at the time of its creation, i.e. between June998land May 31, 2000
(date of foundation, name of the company, industy,). The second
section was about the new venture creation proddss.section was
particularly aimed at identifying the “temporalityfetween the idea
and the actual creation of the new venture, thesqued and

professional triggers during this phase, the kificsteps taken, the
support obtained or hoped for, and the potentiaiidra encountered
by the business founders. The third section dedh the financial

resources that were mobilized during the creatiod #e main

strategic orientations that were adopted. The ffoarid last section
focused on the founder and his circle. The questaout the founder
concerned his age, academic background, sociogwiofel and

socio-economic situation at start-up. One questias about the
personal motivations the entrepreneur was purgihirgugh the act of
business creation. This questionnaire was sent,5203business
founders out of 4,322 that were identified in tmeyous phase. This

difference was due to lacking addresses or phomebats of 800
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founders. After a phase of phone reminders, 53#8l wplestionnaires

were finally received, which corresponds to a respaate of 12.4%.

Statistical Procedures

Regarding the data processing, we use a threemstéipod. First, we
will identify the necessity and opportunity entrepeurial dynamics.
In order to do this, we apply a principal componamlysis (PCA) to
the data on the necessity-opportunity indicataee (able 1). By doing
this, we are able to identify the individual pasiting of founders in
terms of necessity and opportunity entrepreneutialamics. In a
second stage, in order to identify different groopsiecessity and/or
opportunity entrepreneurs we carry out a hieraathiclustering
analysis on the necessity and opportunity dynandiestified by our
PCA. As Gartner (2008) stressed, a large part efcthster analysis
interpretation is subject to the analyst's subjgistiand intuition and
the classification could be heuristic. In orderrémluce the risk of
heuristic classification, we perform a hierarchichister analysis by
using theR statistical software To do thisR used the HCPC function
(Hierarchical Clustering on Principal ComponenfBhe aim of the
HCPC function is to perform clustering and the ctamgntarities
between clustering and principal components methtudsbetter
highlight the main features of the data set. Basethat,R constructs
the hierarchy and suggests an “optimal” level efgibon. The second
advantage is the fact that the cluster’s interpigiais based on the
v.test *test) provided byR. In our case, the v.test’s hypothesis (Ho)

tested is that the motivation’s value in the cluste equal to

3 More details concerning R statistical softwaréiandbook of Statistical Analyses Using
R (Everitt & Hothom, 2010).



motivation’s value in the whole set of data. Theref when Ho is
rejected, it means that the motivation plays a r@legative or
positive) in the cluster. This strongly reduces shjectivity and the
intuition of the analyst. We finally conduct an AN@* to examine
whether there are significant differences betwebka tiroups of
necessity-opportunity dynamics in terms of gestawativities. The
hypothesis (HO)tested by the ANOVA is that, on average, there are
no differences in terms of gestation activitieswssn the different
groups of necessity-opportunity profiles. Alongsite ANOVA, we
conducted a multiple comparison analysis to deteemvhich groups
of necessity-opportunity are significantly diffetérom the other ones
in their gestation activities. While we assume that data is normally
distributed, we prefer the Levene test to the B#rlest to verify
homogeneity of variance. The Levene test is ldsdlito result in a
type | error (reject the null hypothesis when itctarect) when the
data is not normally distributed. When homogeneityariance was
not assumed, we used the Welch test. When homdgeferariance
is not assumed, the Fischer test used for the AN@4/Aot robust
enough and results may be incorrect. The Welch lest the
advantage of providing more trustworthy ANOVA rdsulwhile
allowing for heterogeneity of Variance. PCA, ANO\&hd Multiple

Comparison analyses are carried out with SPSS 18.0.

4 Normality is assumed.
® The alternative hypothesis (H1) was that for asleme group, the gestation activities would
be significantly different from the other groups.
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RESULTS

Measuring Entrepreneurial Motivations

The empirical examination of the opportunistic @cessity-driven
nature of an entrepreneurial endeavour is not ag sk insofar as
few studies offer a set of indicators enabling rthieientification.
Moreover, as stressed by Kautonen & Palmroos (20468yessity
entrepreneurship is generally associated with a& subtivation:
“‘unemployment”. And yet, other factors are likely originate this
kind of entrepreneurship. On the basis of thesemwhsions, we have
used indicators which are either supported by previresearch, or
can be justified with no need for too restrictiss@amptions. In a first
stage, we have classified the items of our queséiva regarding new
venture creation motivations depending on whether considered
them as belonging to an opportunity or necessitpadyic. The
function of this classification is purely heuristas the meaning of an
event or situation in terms of opportunity or nesiys may vary
depending on the individual and the specific cirstances he/she
faces before start-up (Hughes, 2003). The classifio is presented in
table 1.

“Insert Table 1 Here”
Regarding theget out of unemploymeirtdicator, our classification is
based on previous work by Block & Wagner (2006)n Varaag

(2003) ; Ritsila & Tervo (2002) ; Evans & Leight§h989) ; Mason
(1989) and Harrison & Hart (1983). The absence efspnal
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development in one’s work and/or the need for redamn are
generally associated with professional or persdigdatisfaction and
thus with necessity entrepreneurship (Noorderhastral., 2004).
Therefore, we have classified tbbtaining prestigeindbeing socially
recognizedindicators in the necessity section. Theeting family
expectationsand perpetuating the family traditionndicators have
been classified in the necessity section becausg ¢brrespond to
situations where individuals have been pushedad st take over a
business by their family circle. In addition, tiisoice echoes back to
the work of Bhola and al. (2006) who demonstratg #n individual
can be pushed into entrepreneurship because ahbiigation to take
over the family business. Our choices to classig fndicator®
earning big money, increasing one’s income, beingo@mous,
creating one’s own job, having no boss anymoreeliping new
products, and developing new manufacturing processeso the
opportunity indicators notably relies on previoesearch by Cassar
(2007); Carter et al. (2003); Kolvereid (1992); Mas (1989);
Harrison & Hart (1983).

Before our empirical analyses, we verify the inggmalidity of our
classification of push-pull indicators by using Benbach alpha. We
have obtained a 0.879 alpha for the push classditand a 0.907 one
for the pull classificatioh

® The creating one’s own joland having no boss anymoiadicators refer to the desire of

autonomy and independence. These two motivationgemerally classified as indicators of

opportunity entrepreneurship (Carter et al., 2003).

”In their study on entrepreneurial career choiGester et al. (2003) retain Cronbach values
ranging between 0.58 and 0.78 in order to justié/dlassification obtained by PCA.
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PCA Analysis

The objective of our PCA analysis is to verify Hiet indicators

presented in table 1 combine with one another atbegoresupposed
opportunity-necessity axis. The PCA results shoat 8hfactors have
an eigen value higher than 1 and that they exp18i815% of the total
variance explained by PCA. The VARIMAX proceduratthas been
used redistributes the variance in a more even betyeen the

different factors and facilitates their interpregat In order to be able
to interpret the final results of the PCA, we usettomponent after

rotation” matrix.

“Insert Table 2 Here”

The analysis of table 2 allows us to draw the feitg conclusions.
For axis 1 (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.818), the motivaidbeing
autonomous, having no boss anymanelcreating one’s own jolare
the most representative. The nature of these 3vat@ins suggests
that axis 1 represents thiesire for independenceas motivation for
new venture creation. The analysis of axis 2 (Caghts alpha: 0.760)
shows that the motivationperpetuating the family traditiorand
meeting family expectatiorse the most correlated with this axis. The
latter can be interpreted as referring to the @eaimotivation
resulting fromfamily influence. The motivationsdeveloping new
manufacturing processeand developing new productare most
correlated with axis 3 (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.710hisTrefers to
market opportunity as a creation motivation. The motivations

increasing one’s incomand earning big moneyare most correlated
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with axis 4 (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.725). The lattan e interpreted as
the creation motivation resulting fronprofit search”. The search
for social recognitionas the creation motivation is identified in axis 5
(Cronbach’s alpha: 0.651)The motivationsobtaining prestigeand
being socially recognizedre the most correlated to this axis. Finally,
unemployment as a reason for creation is clearly identifiedtby

analysis of axis and theget out unemploymentotivation.

Hierarchical Cluster Analysis

In order to identify the subgroups of necessityamity

motivations, we carried out a hierarchical cluséeralysis on the

necessity and opportunity dynamics results fromR@&A analysis.
“Insert Figure 1 Here”

Figure 1 presents the corresponding dendogram Her dluster
analysis, where five (A to E) different groups efcessity-opportunity
motivations profiles are identified. In order totarpret the five
clusters, we proceed in two steps. First, we apatiie v.test value
and p-value to identify which necessity and oppatjumotivations
are positively or negatively associated in eacktelu Second, we take
into account the motivations’ ranking in terms ok tv.test value
within the corresponding cluster. These resultgpaesented in table 3

and allow us to interpret the five clusters asoiwh:

8The value of Cronbach’s alpha obtained for this a&n be explained by the fact that a high
Cronbach value is sometimes difficult to obtain wtemaxis is only made of two items

(Carter et al. 2003).

° The Cronbach’s analysis cannot be conducted srattis because it includes only one item.
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In Cluster A the motivationsdesire for independencand market
opportunity are both positively correlated and respectivelykeal 1
and 2. Theprofit searchmotivation is negatively correlated to Cluster
A. We could interpret this cluster as the one whielgroups the
Strictly Opportunity motivated individual. In ClusterB the
motivationssearch for social recognition, unemploymeantd profit
searchare all positively correlated and respectivelykethl, 2 and 3.
The market opportunitymotivation is negatively correlated to Cluster
B. We could interpret this cluster as the one whiegroups the
individuals Mainly motivatedby Necessity In ClusterC, the family
influence and search for social recognitioomotivations are both
positively correlated and respectively ranked 1 @ndThe profit
searchanddesire for independenamotivations are both negatively
correlated to Cluster C. We could interpret thisstér as the one
which regroups thé&trictly Necessity motivatedindividuals. For the
clusterD the motivationssearch for social recognitioanddesire for
independencare both positively correlated and respectivehkeal 1
and 2. Themarket opportunityunemploymenand family influence
motivations are allnegatively correlated to Cluster D. We could
interpret this cluster as the one which regroupsittidividual who are
motivated by aix of Necessity-Opportunity motivations. In cluster
E the motivationglesire for independenceyrofit search,andsearch
for social recognitionare all positively correlated and respectively
ranked 1, 2 and 3. Thmarket opportunity motivatiors negatively
correlated to Cluster E. We could interpret thigstér as the one
which regroups individuals who areéMainly motivated by

Opportunity .
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“Insert Table 3 Here”

As we emphasized, past studies have shown thatssigceand
opportunity  entrepreneurs differ in terms of indival's
characteristics. Some of these dissimilarities asem to appear
between the five clusters. For example, the peacenbf women is
higher in the strictly necessity (34.1) and mainkgcessity (38.9)
clusters than in the mainly opportunity (20.4) atdctly opportunity
(12.2) clusters. Concerning the level of educationr descriptive
analysis seems to confirm that there are differefi@ween necessity
subgroups (strictly and mainly) and opportunity guaips (strictly
and mainly). In fact, only 34.4% and 50.9% of slyimecessity and
mainly necessity entrepreneurs have a high leveleddicatior’
compared to 62.5% and 66.8% for the mainly oppdftand strictly
opportunity entrepreneurs. Some authors (Caliend¢rigkos, 2009;
Van Stel et al.,, 2007; Block & Wagner, 2006; Hugh2806 and
Reynolds et al., 2001) stress that necessity enineprs are more
likely to create a business in sector such as atwie, forestry,
fishing and the hotel and restaurants sectors thpportunity
entrepreneurs. In our five clusters, there are asme sector
differences. For example, our descriptive analgbisws that strictly
necessity (69.3%) and mainly necessity entrepren¢b®.1%) are
more present in sectors such as agriculture, agigin, hotel and
restaurants and retail than strictly opportunit.€86) and mainly
opportunity (43.1%) entrepreneurs.

10 University graduate.
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Gestation Activities and Motivations

In order to carry out the ANOVA and the multiple ngparison

analysis, we identified six types of gestation\atiéis in our database.
These are similar to those used in other gestgtimcess studies
(Arias & Pena, 2010; Rodriguez & Santos, 2009; Szleon &

Davidsson, 2009; Liao & Welsch, 2008; Lichtensteinal., 2007;

Liao et al., 2005; Carter et al., 1996; Gatewoodalat1995). These
are: (1) to get private legal assistance or courge{2) to develop a
business plan; (3) to carry out a market study;t@d)arry out a
strategic development plan; (5) to ask credit tngtns for funding

and (6) to get public legal assistance or coungeliln the

guestionnaire, each gestation activity was a dahous variable

scored 1 if completed and O otherwise.

We then tried to determine whether there are st differences
between the five clusters in terms of gestationviies. For this

purpose we conducted an ANOVA analysis. We firstifieel the

homogeneity of variance using Levene’s test forheaestation
activities. If this condition was not met, we us@tlch’s test to
determine if there were significant differences waen the five
clusters. Levene’s test results showed that thiablas “to use private
legal assistance or counseling”, “to carry out mnearstudy” and “to
ask credit institutions for funding” activities hogeneity of variances
could not be assumed. We therefore used Welchisdesterpret the
ANOVA results (table 4) in regards of these threstgtion activities.

“Insert Table 4 Here”



Table 4 shows that there are differences betwedsaat two clusters
for each (except for “to get public legal assistame counseling”)
gestation activities. However, these results, dat allow us to

identify which clusters were significantly diffetteftom the others in
each gestation activities. We therefore followedwith a multiple

comparison analysis in order to determine whichstelis differ

significantly from the other ones using the nongpagtric Tamhane’s
test. Given that the Levene’s test indicated anquakvariance for
some gestation activities we could not use a par&ntest to conduct
this comparison. The significant findings of our Itiple comparison
analysis (see Table 5) are as follows. First, fiesgps that the “to get
private legal assistance or counseling” activitiess often carried out
by the strictly necessity group than by the maimdcessity, strictly
opportunity and mainly opportunity groups. Secohdsiness plans
are more common within the mainly opportunity antficgy

opportunity groups than within the strictly necéssyroup. Third,

market studies are more carried out by the mairdgensity, the
strictly opportunity and the mainly opportunity gps than by the
strictly necessity group. Concerning this activithere are also
differences between the Mix of Necessity-Opportugitoup and the
strictly and mainly opportunity groups. The fornggoup seems more
inclined to perform a market study than the laggeups. Fourth, the
strictly opportunity group is more inclined to hawe strategic
development plan than the mainly opportunity amettyf necessity
groups. Finally, asking for funding is less comnwaithin the mix of

necessity-opportunity and mainly necessity groupntwithin the

strictly necessity group. The same relationshigtexoetween the mix
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of necessity-opportunity group and the mainly opyoaty and strictly

opportunity groups.

“Insert Table 5 Here”

DISCUSSION

In this study, we try to determine the differenoeserms of gestation
activities between necessity and opportunity eménegurs. There
were different motivations for our study. First,rdinowledge about
the startup process is relatively limited, partgely concerning the
gestation activities (Arenias & Ehrstedt, 2008;d_et al., 2005). For
Lichtenstein et al. (2007), the gestation actigitie an important part
of firm foundation. It is also important for its wlEopment and its
success (Burke et al., 2010; Delmar & Shane, 20883ond, Liao &
Welsch (2008) stress that future studies on gestatctivities should
integrate the context (i.e. the entrepreneurial nBven which

entrepreneurs carry out the gestation activitié® importance of the
context of creation is also emphasized by Zhad.gR810). Yet, as
van Gelderen et al. (2006) show, such an appraacither absent in
entrepreneurship research. Third, necessity and orappty

entrepreneurship research has demonstrated thsd the kinds of
entrepreneurship are different in terms of innamtigrowth, and
employment creation (McMullen et al., 2008; Carétral., 1996).

Therefore, one could wonder whether these dissiitida could, at
least partially, result from differences in the tgéisn activities

behaviors between necessity and opportunity er@nsurs. Finally,



some authors argue that the necessity-opportuittyotbmy is over
simplistic and does not correspond to reality (Kidod & Campbell-
Hunt, 2007). Therefore, more than two different remteneurial
profiles in terms of motivations could exist. Tordinowledge, no
empirical study has yet analyzed whether theralidierent profiles of
necessity-opportunity entrepreneurs and whethee thee differences
in terms of gestation process between these kifidsntoepreneurs.

Based on our analysis, we are able to draw theviillg conclusions.

First, our cluster analysis results indicate tha strict dichotomy
usually used in necessity-opportunity research tigk over-
simplistic. There are different profiles of necéssind/or opportunity
entrepreneurs. These results confirm the existefcgub-groups of
necessity-opportunity profiles (Arias & Penas, 2Q01Block et al.,
2010 ; Caliendo & Kritikos, 2010 ; Verheul et a2010 ; Block &
Koellinger, 2009 ; Kirkwood, 2009 ; Williams, 200¥Xumar, 2007 ;
Bhola et al., 2006 ; Block & Sandner, 2006; Hugh2803). This
observation is reinforced by our ANOVA and Multip@omparison
Analyses which show that the gestation activitiesried out by the
entrepreneur significantly differ in regards to /h&r necessity-
opportunity profile. As expected, the opportunitpugps (strictly and
mainly) are more proactive during the gestatiorcpss than necessity
groups (strictly and mainly). For example, strictand mainly
opportunity entrepreneurs get more assistance vcedhan strictly
necessity entrepreneurs. This could be explainethéyact that they
have higher levels of human and social capitalllexgulting in larger

personal networks and/or more knowledge needechptement such
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gestation activities. In terms of business planrang market study,
differences also appear. Mainly or strictly oppaity entrepreneurs
carry out such activities more often than mainlystrictly necessity
entrepreneurs. We believe that these results doelldue to the fact
that the opportunity cost of creation is more intaot for opportunity
than for necessity entrepreneurs (Verheul et &102 Block &

Wagner, 2006). Therefore, opportunity profiles naechake sure that
their entrepreneurial project will be sufficiengyofitable in order to
compensate for their opportunity costs and to redbe uncertainty of
firm creation. As Burke et al. (2010) have shownbusiness plan
increases the growth performance of the firm. Fondkmann et al.
(2010), Delmar & Shane (2003) and Liao & Gartndd0@), business
planning reduces the uncertainty linked to the 'Bractivity. The fact
that opportunity groups analyze the market in witlody will create
their activity more frequently is supported by Ari& Pena (2010).
For these authors, opportunity-driven entreprenenage a better
understanding of their environment than necessited

entrepreneurs. Strictly necessity and strictly oppoty entrepreneurs
seem also to differ in their propensity to carryt @ strategic
development plan. The former are less inclined &fgom this

activity. This result could be due to their diffeces in terms of the
willingness to adopt a proactive behavior and wirtkentrepreneurial
vision. An entrepreneur motivated by opportunityntrinsic)

motivations will try to do more difficult tasks, ivbe more persistent
in his/her behavior and more creative than an iddsi motivated by
necessity (extrinsic) motivations (Guzman & Sant@901). As

Carsrud & Brannback (2011) emphasized, when thevithhl's
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motivations are of the necessity type, one he/slag ignore the
opportunity to have a longer payback period. Theeefone could
assume that strictly necessity entrepreneurs davaste much time in
carrying out strategic development plans becausy #re more
concerned with their day to day survival and lessldng term
achievements (i.e. employment growth, exportatianil/or because
they choose an entrepreneurial career becauseéhétveyno better job
alternative. Our results concerning the propengdy ask credit
institutions for funding are also interesting. Wiadf that strictly
necessity entrepreneurs are more inclined to camtythis activity
than mainly necessity and mix of necessity-oppatyuentrepreneurs,
and also that the latter are more prone to cartytloa activity than
strictly and mainly opportunity entrepreneurs. they words, these
results show that the more an individual will be tiveted by
opportunity motivations, the less he will ask fanfling from credit
institutions. One plausible explanation is that there an individual
will be motivated by opportunity motivations, theora he/she will
prefer and/or will be offered the possibility tot gdternative funding
(i.e. business angels, venture capital). They calsd have more
financial resources coming from their personal mekndue to their
higher level of social capital. To some extents #wigument is in line
with the results related to the activities “to getate legal assistance
or advice”. As strictly and mainly opportunity espreneurs seek ore
assistance or advice than strictly necessity erdrequrs, it is possible
that, thanks to these activities, they benefit naften from alternative

financing.
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The idea that the more an individual will be mot@ég by opportunity
motivations, the more he will be proactive in terofsthe gestation
activities is also supported by intra-group diffezes. For example,
our results show that the mainly necessity entregures’ propensity to
carry out a business plan and to get private lagsistance or advices
is higher than for strictly necessity entrepreneufgally, and
surprisingly intra-group differences between mairdpd strictly
necessity entrepreneurs seem to be counter-irguitdur findings
reveal that mainly opportunity entrepreneurs areremioclined to
carry out a market study than strictly opporturetytrepreneurs. This
result is difficult to interpret. However, we bele that this result
could be, to some extent, explained as follows. Thainly
opportunity entrepreneur, unlike the strictly ogpaity entrepreneurs,
are not motivated by the market opportunity (as bigrarchical
cluster analysis shows it). Because of that, thenéo could have a
poorer understanding of his/her market environmemd be more

proactive in terms market study.

Based on these results, it seems that our resdgymbthesis which
was thatthe more an individual will be motivated by oppaoity

motivations the more he will be proactive in terafsthe gestation
activitiesis globally supported.

CONCLUSION

Two main findings of our study can be highlight&dst, our results

show that there are different subgroups in termsnotivations of
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necessity and/or opportunity entrepreneurs. Secdingl, gestation
activities carried out by these subgroups of enénregurs are different.
These results have implications for public policiesd scientific

debates. For the last 25 years, many measures e taken in
order to stimulate entrepreneurship. The genesithisfinterest for
entrepreneurship is to be found in key role plalyge@ntrepreneurship
in regional economic growth (Audretsch, 2003 ; 8tat Bdogenhold,

1993) as well as in the fight against unemployméhirrent public

policies do not yet make the distinction betweercessity and
opportunity profiles. However, as our findings shothere are
different groups of necessity-opportunity entreptas. One of the
differences between these groups are their gestatitivities. This

reinforces the idea that successful public politesnecessity-driven
entrepreneurs should be different from those fopoounistic

entrepreneurs (Bhola et al., 2006). Our resultddzdar example, be
useful to draw the attention of the former on theportance of the
gestation process. Such actions could reduce thge failure rate

among necessity entrepreneurs.
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Table 1. Classification of Indicators of Necessit@pportunity
Entrepreneurship

Necessity

Opportunity

Escaping unemployment
Obtaining prestige

Being socially recognized
Meeting family expectations
Perpetuating the family tradition

Earning big money

Increasing income

Being autonomous
Creating one’s own job
Having no bosgraare

Developing new products/services
Developing new manufacturing process

Table 2. PCA Component Matrix after Rotation

. - Components

Necessity-opportunity indicators 1 5 3 5 6
Obtaining prestige .308 242 273 269 777 .143
Creating one’s own job .783 144 .262 .170 .140
Being autonomous .815 .160 .333 129 .107
Developing new manufacturing process .280 .245 .785 .248 .102
Developing new products/services .253 217 .842 124 .143
Being socially recognized 446 .359 .276 .240 .525 .206
Increasing income .243 .230 .184 .170 .140
Earning big money 401 .329 .201 .282 .184
Having no boss anymore 773 .260 .115 .295 .162
Perpetuating the family tradition 242 763 .283 .205 192
Meeting family expectations 211 .847 .229 .180 .183
Escaping unemployment .225 .259 .176 .190 .154 .889

Tableau 3. Motivations Correlation and their Ranking in Each Cluster.
Cluster Motivations V.test* Ranking  Motivation'péy
Cluster A Desire for independence +5.769 1 Oppitstu

Market opportunity +3.213 2 Opportunity
Profit search -3.171 Opportunity
Cluster B Search for social recognition +5.044 1 ecébsity
Unemployment +3.435 2 Necessity
Profit search +3.143 3 Opportunity
Market opportunity - 3.900 Opportunity
Cluster C Family influence +3.394 1 Necessity
Search for social recognition +5.142 2 Necessity
Profit search -2.721 Opportunity
Desire for independence -4.986 Opportunity
Cluster D Search for social recognition +4.335 1 ecessity
Desire to independence + 3.248 2 Opportunity
Market opportunity -2.941 Opportunity
Unemployment -2.955 Necessity
Family influence -4.335 Necessity
Cluster E Desire for independence +3.161 1 Oppitu
Profit search +2.510 2 Opportunity
Search for social recognition +2.440 3 Necessity
Market opportunity - 5.906 Opportunity
*n<0.05



Table 4. ANOVA

Gestations activities Sum of DF Mean Fischer welch
Squares Squares test Test

Private assistance or Between groups 7.679 4 1.920

counseling Within groups 218.048 530 411 4.666** 7.553**
Total 225.727 534

Business plan Between groups 8.587 4 2.147
Within groups 397.626 530 .750 2.862* 2.653*
Total 406.213 534

Market study Between groups 13.098 4 3.274
Within groups 333.530 530 .629 5.203** 8.570**
Total 346.628 534

Strategic development plan Between groups 8.684 4 2.171
Within groups 433.926 530 .819 2.652* 4.522*
Total 442.609 534

To ask credit institutions for Between groups 8.042 4 2.011

funding Within groups 237.259 530 448 4.491** 10.062**
Total 245.301 534

Public assistance or Between groups 2.771 4 .693

counseling Within groups 236.750 530 447 1.551 1.982
Total 239.521 534

*p <0.05; *p<0.01
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Table 5. Comparative Analysis of Gestation Activites for Clusters Groups

Dependent Variable:
Gestation activities

Difference * average

Cluster (i) Cluster (ii) between i and ii

Private assistance or counseling SN MN -0.234*
MO -0.310**
SO -0.268*
Business plan SN MO -0.310*
SO -0.276*
Market study SN MN -0.361*
MO -0.155*
SO -0.362*
MO MN 0.357*
SO 0.359*
Strategic development SO SN 0.300**
MO 0.315*
To ask credit institutions for funding SN MN 0.225*
SMON 0.389**
SMON SO 0.276*
MO 0.336*

SN: Stricly Necessity — SO: Stricly Opportunity -OvMainly Opportunity — MN: Mainly Necessity — SMOBtrictly Mix
Opportunity-Necessity
*p<0.05*p<0.01
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Conclusion

Starting from the necessity-opportunity entrepresieip dichotomy,
this dissertation proposes to revisit the theoaktiand empirical
approaches used in necessity-opportunity entreprehg research.
Our first essay goes back to the theoretical genasithe necessity
and opportunity entrepreneurship concept and dpseluree research
propositions in order to better study these en¢regurship profiles.
Based on our research propositions, essay 2 asalyeempact of the
individual characteristics on the necessity andoopmity positioning.
Essay 3 looks at the impact of the necessity-oppdyt motivations
and of the individual's characteristics on the ckoof the economic
sector in which a business is started. Finallyagdgsquestions the role
of the necessity and opportunity motivations on émérepreneurial

behavior in terms of the gestations activities.

The following section summarizes the contributidrihis dissertation

to the necessity-opportunity entrepreneurship ditee. The last

section proposes avenues for future research. iifitions of our

dissertation have been presented in essays 2, 8.and
CONTRIBUTION OF THE DISSERTATION

Theoretical Contributions

Overall, this dissertation has three main theaaktocontributions to

the necessity-opportunity entrepreneurship resebi@tature. These
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are (1) discussing and redefining the approach usdde necessity-
opportunity entrepreneurship research (2) illusteat that the
necessity-opportunity dichotomy has limitations ttiguestion its
existence, and (3) demonstrating the link betwéemecessity and/or
opportunity creator’s profile and the firm creatipnocess both in

terms of the choice of a sector and of the gestatativities.

First, some scholars have recently emphasized ribagessity and
opportunity entrepreneurship research needs tefiged in order to
better correspond to the reality. Their main arguimis that the
theoretical framework (i.e., the dichotomous apphjaused in
necessity and opportunity research is too simpligfssay 1 discuss
the literature on necessity and opportunity engeeurship and
analyzes three main limitations of the methodolaged in past
researches. Based on tlmtrepreneurial event theoryShapero,
1984), this essay redefines and develops threands@ropositions.
The main contribution of these propositions is tity allow to take
into account the impact of an individual's soci@eomic
characteristics on his/her necessity and oppoxtymitsitioning into
account. They also stress that there could exférdnt groups of
necessity-opportunity entrepreneurs. In other wordssay 1
contributes to the necessity and opportunity enéregurship research
by discussing and taking into account severalotsitis with regard to
the past necessity and opportunity research appesadt also shows
that the classification of an individual in term$ wecessity and
opportunity on the sole basis of his/her primarytiwagions could be

hazardous.
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A second contribution of this dissertation is topamcally highlight
that the necessity-opportunity dichotomy is toogistic and does not
correspond to reality. Essay 2 shows that theraliffierent dynamics
of necessity and opportunity motivations and thatralividual could
be positively and/or negatively motivated by a msdy or
opportunity motivation depending on his/her persosituation or
his/her socio-economics characteristics. This metrs, as we
proposed in the essay 1, the same motivation camtbgreted as
either a necessity or an opportunity one dependmghe contextual
situation of the entrepreneur. Essay 2 also pawisthat different
groups or sub-groups of necessity-opportunity omsatould exist.
The existence of these sub-groups is further detraied in essays 3
and 4. More precisely, in essay 4, we identify freups of necessity
and/or opportunity entrepreneurs. Two groups cpoed to
entrepreneurs who asdrictly motivated by necessity or opportunity
motivations. The three other groups correspond rdividuals
motivated simultaneously by necessityd opportunity motivations:
we identified one group as beimgainly motivated by necessity, one
group as beingnainly motivated by opportunity, and one group as
motivated by amix of necessity and opportunity motivations. The
word “mainly” means that, in this group, an indwa is motivated by
necessity and opportunity motivations but that type of motivations
prevails over the other (i.e., necessity motivaion the “mainly
necessity” group, and opportunity motivations ine timainly
opportunity” group). Altogether, essays 2, 3 and s#ongly
demonstrate that the necessity-opportunity dichgtdoes not hold in

the real world.
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A third contribution of the dissertation is to irstigate the impact of
necessity-opportunity motivations on the firm’satien process, and
on two aspects in particular: the choice of theneouic sector (essay
3), and the gestation activities (essay 4). Theessty-opportunity
entrepreneurship literature clearly demonstratasttie entrepreneur’s
profile has a significant impact on his/her entezy@urial behavior
after the creation. At the same time, the litetemphasizes that a
firm’s creation process significantly influences guccess or failure.
However, to date, no empirical study has analyzéetiaer or not
necessity and/or opportunity entrepreneurs differterms of the
gestation activities. We believe that identifyirfie tentrepreneurial
behaviors of the different groups of necessity-ohpoty
entrepreneurs during the firm creation proces®lsvant. Indeed, as
some scholars recently argued, public policies rieeloe adapted to
the entrepreneur’s profile in terms of necessityopportunity. Yet,
before adapting or creating adequate policies tstefo the
entrepreneurial spirit and/or to help an individoedate a business, it
seems logical to first identify the entrepreneubiahavior during the
firm’s creation process, for each individual prefilKnowing more
about the entrepreneurial behavior during the frrereation, would
help public authorities develop adequate policiesrasponding to
different profiles of necessity and/or opportunigntrepreneurs.
Concerning the scientific debate, the study offiire creation in the
light of the necessity-opportunity entrepreneursfriggmework also
seems relevant given that no prior study has aedlyhese types of
entrepreneurship in this context. In this respessay 3 demonstrates

that necessity and opportunity motivations playignificant role in
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the choice of the economic sector in which a bssing started. Essay
3 highlights that some sectors are more often chdisen others by
individuals showing certain types of necessity anddpportunity
motivations. As emphasized in the literature, firmmeeated by
necessity entrepreneurs are comparatively lessessfid than firms
created by opportunity entrepreneurs. Thereforehypothesize that,
if motivations influence the choice of an econormséctor, this could
explain (to some extent) why some economic sectokounter a
higher rate of failure and that this could have ik Iwith the
motivations of the creator. In line with the resuiff essay 2, essay 3
also reinforces the idea that a same motivatioidcbave different

interpretations.

The relationship between the motivations and tha’é creation (in
terms of the gestation activities) is studied ipttien essay 4. Essay 4
postulates that the differences between necessidyorn opportunity
entrepreneurs in terms of the post-creation ergrequrial behavior
could results from dissimilarities during the gésta activities
implemented by these entrepreneurial profiles. hrtigular, we
assume that the impact of necessity and/or oppitytarotivations on
the gestation activities could be due to differesnoetween these kinds
of entrepreneurs in terms of opportunity costs tantheir willingness
to adopt a proactive behavior in terms of the gestactivities. Essay
4 demonstrates that the different entrepreneur@lvations strongly
influence the gestation activities undertaken by treator. We
highlight that the more an individual is motivatég opportunity

motivations, the more he is proactive in terms bé tgestation
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activities. These results have implications for lpupolicies. Current
public policies do not make a distinction betweeatassity and/or
opportunity entrepreneurial profiles. However, asr dindings

demonstrate, these groups of necessity-opportueitifrepreneurs
show differences that are shaping in their gesta#iotivities. This
reinforces the idea that successful public polisiesuld, for instance,
draw necessity-driven entrepreneurs’ attention fan importance of
the gestation activities. As a consequence, sutihypactions could

help to reduce the high failure rate among negessitrepreneurs.

Managerial and Policy Contributions

While business success can generate value andnpérseward,

failure, on the other hand, prompts major social lamman costs. As a
result, it is important to prevent failure. Some nagerial and/or
policy implications can be drawn from our resutisorder to reduce

and/or prevent bankruptcy.

Firstly, our results clearly demonstrate that th@ividual's profile in

terms of necessity and opportunity motivations émmsmpact on the
sector choice. As past studies demonstrated, times fcreated by
necessity entrepreneur encounter a higher rataibfré than firms
created by opportunity entrepreneurs. Moreoversegéms that the
bankruptcy rate is more important in some sectbas tothers. For
example, the rate of failure in the trade, hotedstaurant and
construction sectors is higher than in the financdustry or health
sectors. Based on our dissertation’s results, wédqaostulate that the

sector differences in terms of rate of failure cobg&, to some extent,
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due to the individual’'s socio-economic charactesstnd to his/her
entrepreneurial motivations. The fact that indidts motivations
(necessity and/or opportunity) could play a role tire business
success or failure is not without policy implicatso Future policy
measures could, for instance, promote individuatésnings” aiming
at detecting the reasons underlying the sectorcehdihe idea would
not be to deter people from starting a businessrdiber to adapt the
various firm creation support measures to the catdis profile and

his/her sector choice.

Secondly, as we demonstrate, one of the differebetgeen necessity
ad opportunity entrepreneurs lies in their gestataxctivities. We
believe that these differences reinforce the ithe& successful public
policies for necessity-driven entrepreneurs shdadddifferent from
those for opportunistic entrepreneurs. Knowing thliz gestation
activities play a significant role in the businessccess, policies
should help to draw the attention of the necessityepreneurs on the
importance of the gestation process. Better infogmihe nascent
entrepreneur on the gestation process could rethediigh failure
rate among necessity entrepreneurs. In the sanmg better inform
the nascent entrepreneur on the importance of ésgation process
during the start-up phase could certainly improsteanly the chances

of success, but also the creator’s manageriakskill

Finally, usually when an unemployed individual diss to create a
business the future stakeholders (financial pastnguppliers and/or

customers) consider this nascent entrepreneumnasessity one. As a



consequence, this nascent entrepreneur will hawa difficulties to
convince them to do business with him/her. But,newéth a good
idea, it is difficult to develop a business withatakeholders who
believe in and support your project. Thereforegektent, we could
expect that the stakeholder’'s behavior will inceeas decrease the
chance of failure of the nascent entrepreneur. Alie\e that policy
makers have a significant informational role toyplahe goal of such
an information campaign would be to fight the wradga according
to which if “you create by necessity, you will faiby presenting the

necessity entrepreneurs success stories.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Based on our dissertation’s findings, we would ltkepropose two
research avenues: (1) the evolution of individuatiwations during
an SME’s life, and (2) the link between the firngestation process
and its development in the necessity and/or oppiytu

entrepreneurship context.

Firstly, as explained in essays 1 and 2, the in¢sion of the
entrepreneurial event depends on the individuaigson. In fact, as
emphasized by Shapero (1984), the creation prostests with the
positive or negative situation of an individual aheé entrepreneurial
act must be considered as a product of the inieradietween a
specific situation and a specific individual. Fdrist author, these
specific situations are diverse and a specificasibun will produce

different responses according to the type of imhial facing the
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situation. Based on this, we believe that the prymaterpretation
(when the entrepreneurial event occurs) of theepnéneurial event
could also evolve during the SME'’s life (the creatiprocess and/or
the post-creation development). In fact, follow®lgapero’s theory, if
an individual’'s situation changes (positively ogagvely) during the
start-up process, we could expect that his/her ss#ige and/or
opportunity positioning could also change. The fabat the
individual’s motivations can change through the S3/He is also
supported by Williams & Williams (2011) and Aidis al. (2006).
Consequently, we could expect this change to induckange in the
individual's entrepreneurial behaviour. As we destosied in essays
3 and 4, motivations impact the firm’s creationqass. As a result,
the fact that (1) the individual's motivations cdwhange during the
SME'’s life (pre-creation and/or post creation) af®) that most
research in entrepreneurship is cross-sectionavif@®son, 2005;
Baron, 2006) could have two major implications. sEirit could
reinforce the argument that the necessity-oppdstudichotomy does
not exist and that the entrepreneur’s profile @nnts of necessity
and/or opportunity) can evolve during the firm'&liSecond, due to
the fact that entrepreneurship research is maimbssesectional
(Davidsson, 2005), it would suggest that our curterderstanding of
the entrepreneurial motivations and of their roléhie entrepreneurial
process is rather limited. Therefore it appeargvagit that future
research tries to answer to the question relatethéo“individual
motivation’s stability” throughout the SME’s lifén order to address
this question, future research needs to implementadequate

methodological framework. In other words, as Kirlkoda% Campbell-



Hunt (2007) stressed, we believe that future rebteaelated to
entrepreneurial motivations should be based oniphelparadigms
research methodologies.

Secondly, as explained in essays 3 and 4, pastssigceand
opportunity research demonstrated that these twdilgs differ in
terms of growth, exports, innovation or employmerngation (e.g.
Block & Sandner, 2009; Hechavarria & Reynolds, 20@8Mullen et
al., 2008; Hessels et al., 2008). As firms creabsd necessity
entrepreneurs are less growth oriented, less irtivevand create less
jobs than firms created by opportunity entrepreseaome scholars
argue that necessity entrepreneurship is not desi@hane, 2009).
Here, our argument is not to say that all creatamd/or all types of
entrepreneurs (in terms of motivations) are dekrabut that we
believe that future research on necessity and opity
entrepreneurship needs to better understand whyessig
entrepreneur seems so unsuitable, and also, whijrithe created by
necessity entrepreneurs underperform the onesecrégt opportunity
entrepreneurs. In our opinion, these researchery. ®Block &
Sandner, 2009; Hechavarria & Reynolds, 2009; Mc#tulket al.,
2008; Hessels et al., 2008) suffer from two limdas. First, as our
dissertation demonstrates, these authors used adedoate
dichotomous approach to necessity and opportumitsepreneurship.
Second, these authors do not examine if a firmstag®n process
implemented by these profiles could explain theissimhilarities. As
we show in essays 3 and 4, it seems that necesgitpr opportunity

motivations play a role in the firm creation prazeslowever, we do
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not know if there is a link between necessity andipportunity
positioning and the firm’s post-creation developmen order to
better understand and to explain the post-creaifd@rences between
the different entrepreneur profiles, future reskeareeds to analyze in
depth both the firm’s creation process and its ichgan the firm’s
post-creation development in the context of netgssind/or
opportunity entrepreneurship. Such an approachiésnghat future
research should take the links between the indaliduyprofile, the
firm’s gestation process and its development imtwoant. This could
lead to a better understanding of the reasons whgessity

entrepreneurs underperform the opportunity types.

Jointly to these two research avenues, we belieaethere is another
gap in the literature. This research gap refergh® role of the
entrepreneurial teanin the context of the necessity and opportunity
entrepreneurship. Research on necessity and opggrtu
entrepreneurship has always considered these tves tyf individuals
as being “isolated entrepreneur”. However, as Atsdire & Monsen
(2008) stressed, many businesses are developeddayraand not by
a single individual. Despite this reality, no stuths analyzed whether
or not the necessity and the opportunity businedsés in terms of
the entrepreneurial team size and/or if the diffees between the two
in terms of the survival and/or growth could be dte the
characteristics of the entrepreneurial team. As tiléesl (1995)
emphasized, the entrepreneurial team plays a migntf role in the
firm’s development and in its performance. Wheirm is created by

an entrepreneurial team, it increases its humatialsand financial
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resources (Ucbasaran et al., 2003). This reseafua could allow
us to better understand why necessity businesses ohderperform
the opportunity businesses. With regards to owediation, the study
of the entrepreneurial team in the necessity andafgportunity

entrepreneurship context could also help to explaity necessity
entrepreneurs are less proactive in terms of gestattivities, as we

have shown in our fourth essay.

To conclude, these research avenues could allotv. @8 rediscover
the rich complexity of motivations and explore iregter detail the
role they play in entrepreneurial behaviors” Cails& Brannback
(2011).

LIMITATIONS

Our findings have some limitations.

As emphasized by the literature, necessity entrepnes have less
human and/or financial resources than the oppdytantrepreneurs.
Based on that, we could expect that when an indalicstarts a
business for necessity reasons he/she would creocsdf-employed
status (unincorporated business). Starting an mneurial activity
under the self-employed status is usually easideuthe incorporated
status. For example, the gestation activities artifinancial capital
required to start an incorporated business arellysuware important
under the incorporated status. As our database @olytains

entrepreneurs who created their business underinterporated
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status, our data could suffer from a selection Higes to the fact that
we do not study the self-employed.

Second, as shown by Carter et al. (2003), the Lisstrospective data
can be a limit when studying entrepreneurial moibves. Our

database includes the ventures started betweenak®2000 and the
survey was done in 2004. Therefore, the time (##&g) between the
business creation and the survey could create @ahbias. In
others words, it is possible that the individualisotivations

underlying the decision to start a business in 120& and the
motivations the individual gives at the time of thervey in 2004
could be different. In fact, as we emphasized, théividual's

motivations could evolve during that time. Therefothe answers to

the survey could be temporally biased.

Finally, as our data are “regional” our findingsnat be generalized

to Belgium and/or to the International context.”
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