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Abstract 
 
This paper investigates the antecedents of individual entrepreneurial aptitude (IEA). Since IEA is 
associated with the potential to gain entrepreneurial competencies and skills which in turn play 
crucial roles in the economic development of a country, we propose three antecedents related to 
the individual’s perceptions, including entrepreneurial education, start-up barrier and 
entrepreneurial social status. Using the data from the survey Flash Eurobarometer No.283, we 
conduct structural equation modeling to test the hypotheses. The result indicates that 
entrepreneurial education and social status are positively related to IEA and support the hypotheses. 
 
Keywords: Individual Entrepreneurial Aptitude, Start-up Barrier, Entrepreneurial Education and 
Social Status 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
 Entrepreneurs play a crucial role in the economic growth of a country, act as value 
creators who innovate and introduce new activities into the market (Schumpeter, 1934), 
formulate new ideas and exploit market opportunities (Alvarez & Barney, 2005). Prior studies 
noted that certain individual characteristics, both psychological and non-psychological,  
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influence  the decision to engage in entrepreneurial activities (Shane, 2003) but do not examine 
the influence within these factors. Furthermore, since the domain of entrepreneurship primarily 
focuses on the opportunity’s exploration and exploitation (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), 
scholars may overlook the antecedents of the entrepreneurial aptitude embedded at the individual 
level which is a key success factor that integrates human and economic resources to generate 
products and services. 

 
 In general, aptitude is a capacity or potential to gain competency or ability through 
training (Association, 2009). As such, entrepreneurial aptitude is associated with the potential to 
gain entrepreneurial ability. Bönte, Heblich, and Piegeler (2012) suggested eight personality 
traits, including autonomy, risk taking, innovativeness, proactiveness, competitiveness, general 
optimism, general self-efficacy and internal locus of control, that can be aligned to 
entrepreneurial ability. Further, we include luck dependency as the ninth personality trait. Each 
personality trait is associated with self-employment and capacity to become an entrepreneur. Our 
primary research question is what influences these personality traits which we refer to as 
individual entrepreneurial aptitude (IEA). Our research questions are “What are the antecedents 
of IEA, and what are the relationships between the antecedents and IEA?” We examined three 
antecedents of IEA, including entrepreneurial education, individual’s perceptions of start-up 
barrier and social status of entrepreneurs. 

 
 First, distinguished from general education that individuals in society acquire in their 
childhood, entrepreneurial education may have some distinct effect on IEA. National policy 
makers pay close attention to entrepreneurial education since entrepreneurs are considered to be 
the key conductors of new venture formation and creators of economic growth. Prior studies 
provided contradictory findings on whether entrepreneurial education has a positive effect on 
entrepreneurial activity which in turn can lead to national economic growth (Von Graevenitz, 
Harhoff, & Weber, 2010). Shane (2003) suggested that general education increases a person’s 
competency and skill to engage in entrepreneurial activities. Distinct from general education, 
entrepreneurial education has two concurrent motivations which are to produce entrepreneurs 
per se and to create entrepreneurial personalities (Kozlinska, 2011). Hence, whether IEA is 
influenced by entrepreneurial education is examined in this study. 
 
 Second, individuals’ perceptions of start-up barrier could influence IEA. These 
perceptions may vary by an individual. The barrier to start-up a business may be associated with 
limited financial resources, complex business procedures, or insufficient information. Davidsson 
(1995) suggested the term perceived “know-how” to establish that individuals recognize their 
own capabilities which in turn determines the strength of their entrepreneurial intentions. When 
individuals perceive that starting up a business is difficult, individuals may not believe in their 
own ability to perform an entrepreneurial activity. Self-efficacy allows this study to describe this 
phenomenon. Bandura (1997) mentioned that self-efficacy is the belief of an individual’s ability 
to perform certain tasks and reach goals. Perceptions of start-up barriers may decrease the belief 
of the individual’s ability to create a new venture. As such, we investigate whether IEA is 
influenced by individuals’ perceptions of start-up barrier. 

 
 Lastly, the social status of entrepreneurs could influence the willingness to be an 
entrepreneur. Social position refers to an individual’s relationship to other individuals within the 
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social community in which he or she lives or works (Shane, 2003). As Shane (2003) suggested 
that researchers look at two aspects of individual’s social position, these are  social status and 
social ties. We focus on the social status aspect of social position in this study. In the 
entrepreneurial context, the aspect of status in terms of social position may refer to how others 
perceive that entrepreneur’s rank in the social order within their community. Prior research found 
that people of higher social classes were more likely to become self-employed than people from 
lower social classes (Dolton & Makepeace, 1990). These positions may enhance individual 
willingness to increase their entrepreneurial ability. 

 
 Our objectives of this study are three folds. First, we aim to explore individual-level 
entrepreneurial which can help researchers understand and theorize the drivers of IEA. We 
propose three antecedents of IEA, namely entrepreneurial education, individual’s perceptions of 
start-up barrier and social status of entrepreneurs. In addition, we explain the mechanism and 
logic behind each antecedents. Second, we aim to provide suggestions to both academic 
institutions and government agencies on how to develop entrepreneurial capabilities and skills. 
Given that entrepreneurs have a major role to play in driving economic growth, it is necessary to 
understand what and how to develop such entrepreneurial aptitude. Lastly, we aim to empirically 
test these antecedents by using individual-level data. Our empirical findings do confirm the 
existence of the phenomenon of IEA and its antecedents as highlighted in our hypothesis section. 

 
 This study highlights the importance of IEA and its antecedents. IEA represents the 
individual’s competencies and skills to explore and exploit entrepreneurial activities which in 
turn are crucial for economic growth. The findings of this paper will allow national policy 
makers to engage and change the policy to promote IEA. To develop a more complete picture of 
entrepreneurship, we further extend prior literature by examining the source of entrepreneurial 
competencies and skills. In doing so, we propose the antecedents of IEA as well as examine their 
relationship. The remainder of this paper is ordered as follows. First, we discuss the literature 
background and develop hypotheses. Next, our method section describes our sources of data, 
variables, and methodology. To simultaneously test the hypotheses, we employ structural 
equation model by using data from Flash EB Entrepreneurship (2009). In the last section, we 
provide discussions, implications, and a conclusion for this study. 
 
 
2. The Oretical Background and Hypotheses Development 
 
2.1 Individual Entrepreneurial Aptitude (IEA) 

 
 Entrepreneurship is a complex process that is carried out by individuals living in specific 
cultural and social conditions.  An individual is considered to be an entrepreneur when he or she 
plays a vital role in economic development and acts as a value creator by innovating and 
introducing new products and services into markets (Schumpeter, 1934). Remarkably, 
entrepreneurs formulate new ideas, explore and exploit market opportunities as well as create 
economic value (Alvarez & Barney, 2005). Hence, an entrepreneur, as an individual person, 
integrates human and economic resource to create product and services that generate value. 
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 There are two perspectives to examine entrepreneurs. First, scholars focus on the personal 
characteristics of entrepreneurs. Shaver and Scott (1991) believe that to study any phenomenon, 
it is useful to describe the essential ingredient of a psychological approach which concentrates on 
the individual or person. Entrepreneurs are different from other people because entrepreneurs 
have particular personalities or traits which are distinct. For example, it has been assumed that 
entrepreneurs are committed and determined, courageous, leaders, opportunity obsessed, risk-
takers, comfortable with ambiguity and uncertainty, creative, self-reliant and adaptable, and 
motivated to excel (Sexton & Bowman, 1985; Timmons, 1999). However, since different 
entrepreneurs have different personalities and success rates, it is quite difficult for scholars to 
provide a clear-cut difference between entrepreneurs and other people. Moreover, Shaver and 
Scott (1991) recommended that cognitive processes that arise within the individual are related to 
a psychological approach of new venture creation. 
 
 Another perspective that attempts to answer the questions employs cognitive mechanisms 
(Baron, 1998). This perspective was provoked by two studies. First, by using cognitive theory, 
Palich and Ray Bagby (1995) found that entrepreneurs didn’t take more risks than non-
entrepreneurs. They also found that entrepreneurs tend to have more strengths, opportunities, and 
competency to improve performance than non-entrepreneurs. Second, Rumelt, Schendel, and 
Teece (1994) investigated how managers and entrepreneurs tend to focus, make decisions and 
forecasts differently. As entrepreneurs usually confront situations that are uncertain, emotionally-
charged, and time constrained, their cognitive mechanisms are required and this could be one of 
the reasons for the difference between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs. Moreover, Busenitz 
and Barney (1997) pointed out that entrepreneurs manifest biases and heuristics in strategic 
decision making more than managers do. Entrepreneurs can enhance competitive advantage 
through their cognitive abilities as individual-specific resources that enable them to recognize 
opportunities and assemble resources (Alvarez & Busenitz, 2001; Arthurs & Busenitz, 2003). In 
the strategic management literature, recent empirical studies have found that the managerial 
cognition is a source of heterogeneity in firms which leads to better decision rules and superior 
performance (Gary & Wood, 2011). 

 
 However, in this study, we focus on entrepreneurial aptitude which contains the group of 
personality traits that can be matched to the tasks of entrepreneurs. American Psychological 
Association (APA, 2009, p.34) defines aptitude as: “The capacity to acquire competence or skill 
through training”.  Aptitude may be categorized into two dimensions. First, specific aptitude is 
referred to potential in a particular area such as musical, artistic, or mathematical aptitude. 
Second, general aptitude is referred to potential in several fields and does not distinguish 
outstanding talent or gift in any one particular field. As such, we define individual 
entrepreneurial aptitude (IEA) as the individual efficacy and competency to explore and exploit 
opportunities and new ideas to create new products and services that generate economic value. 
Bönte et al. (2012) suggested that prior studies identified eight personality traits including 
autonomy, risk-taking, innovativeness, proactiveness, competitiveness, general optimism, 
general self-efficacy, and internal locus of control. As mentioned above, we add one more trait 
called luck dependency to these eight personality traits. This group of nine personality traits is 
named individual entrepreneurial aptitude (IEA). 
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 While psychological research focuses on the role of individual-environment interaction, 
this study examines the influence of environment perception such as entrepreneurial education, 
start-up barrier and entrepreneurial social status on IEA (Figure 1). 

 
--------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 1 about here 

--------------------------------- 
 

2.2 Entrepreneurial Education and IEA 
 
 Shane (2003) mentioned that it is more likely that a person who has more education will 
explore and exploit opportunities because of capabilities and skills that education provides. 
Education not only provides individual’s stock of information but also allows individuals to 
process information and tap into opportunities. Empirical evidence has illustrated that education 
influences exploitation of opportunities, failure rates, and the profitability of new ventures 
(Shane, 2003). However, Kozlinska (2011) suggested that general and entrepreneurial education 
are different. Interestingly, the study on effects of entrepreneurial education still has a huge gap 
(Von Graevenitz et al., 2010). Several scholars attempt to examine whether entrepreneurial 
education can influence entrepreneurial perception, intentions and aptitude (Kuratko, 2005). 
Entrepreneurial education could provide an insight and enhance the entrepreneurial competency 
and potential at the individual level.  Each entrepreneurial course may allow students to engage 
in entrepreneurial activities. Von Graevenitz et al. (2010) suggested that entrepreneurial 
education may not significantly shift entrepreneurial intentions but affects, adjusts and refines an 
entrepreneur’s assessment of his or her entrepreneurial aptitude. Intuitively, the more 
entrepreneurial education that students receive, the more competency of entrepreneurial task is 
acquired by students. Thus, we hypothesize that 
 
 H1: Entrepreneurial education is positively associated with Individual Entrepreneurial 
Aptitude (IEA) 
 
2.3 Individual’s Perception of Start-up Barrier and IEA 
 
 Perception of start-up barrier refers to the information that an individual perceives 
regarding the barrier to starting up a new venture. National policy makers take actions designed 
to stimulate the growth of new businesses and aid in their survival by mitigating any barriers for 
entrepreneurs (Robertson, Collins, Medeira, & Slater, 2003). Unfortunately, individual 
perceptions regarding barriers are distinguished and could distort the competency of 
entrepreneurs. Previous literature found that individual’s perception of entrepreneurial barriers 
play a mediating role in entrepreneurship (Van der Zwan, Zuurhout, & Hessels, 2013). However, 
in this study, individual’s perception of start-up barrier comprises of five issues, including 
perceived financial barrier, perceived administrative complexities, perceived start-up informative 
barrier, an individual’s fear of business failure and an individual’s opportunities of second 
chance. Each dimension appears on the item in this construct. These five dimensions of barrier 
diminish entrepreneurial aptitude. For instance, an individual may perceive more informative 
barrier which in turn means individuals cannot access crucial information that can further 
develop their entrepreneurial aptitude. As such, the individual’s perception of start-up barrier is 
mitigated by the willingness of that person to develop entrepreneurial competency. Therefore, we 
hypothesize that 
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 H2: Individual’s perception of start-up barrier is negatively associated with Individual 
Entrepreneurial Aptitude (IEA) 

 
2.4 Social Status of Entrepreneurs and IEA 
 
 Societal perception about entrepreneurship as a career choice influences the attractiveness 
of entrepreneurship (Kelley, Singer, & Herrington, 2013).  Shane (2003) suggested that social 
status increases a person’s likelihood of exploiting an entrepreneurial opportunity. Social status 
also enhances social capital which plays a vital role in the creation of  new ventures (Davidsson 
& Honig, 2003). For instance, social status and reputation of entrepreneurs can positively impact  
how effectively entrepreneurs can raising capital in the public market through Initial public 
offerings (IPOs) (Higgins & Gulati, 2006). Juasrikul, Sahaym, Arthurs, Lee, and Lee (2014) also 
found that entrepreneurs who tie with former government agents have a higher propensity of 
success in IPO. This coevolution interchangeably occurs within social impression of 
entrepreneurs, social status of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial opportunities.  In the present 
study, social status of entrepreneurs refers to the perception of individuals on entrepreneurship in 
the society. High social status not only enhances opportunities to engage in entrepreneurship but 
also increases the willingness to be an entrepreneur. Individuals with high social status are more 
likely to engage themselves to have entrepreneurial aptitude. Thus, we hypothesize that 
 
 H3: Social status of entrepreneurs is positively associated with Individual Entrepreneurial 
Aptitude (IEA) 
 
 
3. Methodology 
 
3.1 Sample and Procedure 
 
 Data for this study was collected from the survey Flash Eurobarometer No.283 
“Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond”. Conducted by the Gallup Organization Hungary upon 
the request of Directorate-General for Enterprise and Industry, this survey data includes 36 
countries and collected data from 2009. For each country, interviewers randomly selected 
samples of 500 or 1000 individuals who are representative of the national population from the 
age of fifteen years or older. Overall samples from the dataset include over 26,000 participants 
across EU nations and other nations. However, to avoid cultural differences, we select only one 
nation to test our hypotheses. Belgium is selected since the data provides the highest value of 
construct reliability, for each of the constructs of interest. Furthermore, the number of 
participants from Belgium is 1,007 individuals which allows us to conduct structural equation 
modeling. This survey has been accepted and used in  entrepreneurship literature (Gohmann, 
2012) and psychological literature (Verheul, Thurik, Grilo, & van der Zwan, 2012). As such, this 
survey data has legitimacy to be employed in this study. 
 
 This survey contains questions that can be used in the research topic such as the 
development of entrepreneurship, how entrepreneurial mindsets are being fuelled and what 
encourages individuals to become entrepreneurs. It includes data about public attitudes on issues 
such as entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial education, risk-taking, obstacles to entrepreneurship 
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and business failures. In this study, we selected scales from the questionnaire, including 
individual entrepreneurial aptitude (IEA), entrepreneurial education, individual’s perception of 
start-up barriers, social position of entrepreneur, and demographic variables. As proposed by 
Bönte et al. (2012), IEA contains eight items of latent entrepreneurship variables. For this study, 
we introduced an additional  question to this eight item scale:  “When confronted with difficult 
tasks I can count on luck and the help of others” since luck and the help of others play a role in 
strategic management and entrepreneurship to some degree (Alvarez & Barney, 2007; Barney, 
1986a). In fact, successful entrepreneurs must rely, at least partially, on their good fortune and 
luck (Barney, 1986b).  Entrepreneurial education was measured using a  four-item scale which 
had been used by Van der Zwan et al. (2013). Individual’s perception of start-up barriers was 
measured by using the five-item scale which includes questions related to individual’s perceived 
barriers to entrepreneurship through administrative complexity, insufficient information, limited 
access to finance, failure risk, and second chance opportunity. Prior literature has used this scale 
(Verheul et al., 2012). Social position of entrepreneur is reflected by the image of entrepreneurs 
which is measured by using a four-item scale. This scale measures how entrepreneurs are viewed 
in society. Lastly, demographics variables include gender, age, and living zone of respondents as 
shown in table 1. 

 
--------------------------------- 
Insert Table 1 about here 

--------------------------------- 
  
 To estimate the relationship among proposed constructs and their correlations , a four-
step procedure was used in this study to assess the factors that were likely to be associated with 
individual entrepreneurial aptitude (IEA): 1) measurement items for each construct were 
determined; 2) underlying constructs were validated using a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA); 
3) reliability of each construct or Cronbach alpha was calculated by using SPSS version 20.0 
composited reliability was also obtained and 4) the proposed structural equation model (Figure 
1) was tested to examine the relationships hypothesized in the model. 
 
 The properties of the items of the four constructs (one exogenous and three endogenous) 
in the proposed model and the hypotheses were tested using  LISREL 8.72 structural equation 
analysis package with maximum likelihood (ML) method of estimation, in combination with the 
two-stage process recommended. 
 
3.2 Measurement model 
 
 First, we test a confirmatory measurement model for each construct. As the 
unidimensionality of measurements play a vital role in theory testing and development 
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Gerbing & Anderson, 1988), the unidimensionality of each 
construct was evaluated individually (each construct contains at least four-items) (Sethi & King, 
1994). To gain a better fit, social status of entrepreneurs and individual’s perception of start-up 
barriers constructs were modified by correlating their items’ error within the constructs. 
According to Figure 1, for individual’s perception of entrepreneurs, we correlate item errors 
between items X8 and X9. For social position of entrepreneurs construct, we correlate items 
errors between items X11 and X13. Each construct achieves goodness of fit and an acceptable 
factor loading. Afterwards, the overall measurement model fit was tested (Anderson & Gerbing, 
1988; Sethi & King, 1994). 
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 To measure construct reliability and validity, we assessed individual items in each 
construct in the overall measurement model. For face validity, we reviewed the related literature 
and justified the content of the items which is consistent with the construct definition. As 
illustrated in Table 3, all construct reliability and Cronbach alpha are higher than 0.8, except 
entrepreneurial education construct which is higher than 0.7. For convergent validity, all items’ 
factor loadings for each construct are .5 or higher (except item Y7 on IEA construct, the loading 
is 0.49 which we justified to be acceptable). Average variance extracted (AVE) is also greater 
than the square of the correlation between the factor and other factors which provides evidence 
of discriminant validity (See Table 4). To demonstrate nomological validity in the model, the 
construct correlations are assessed as shown in Table 5. As partially predicted by the theoretical 
framework, all correlations are positive and significant. As noted in hypotheses development, the 
correlation between individual’s perception of start-up barriers and IEA should be negative. But 
the result of the construct correlation between these constructs is positive and significant. 
However, the overall fit indices of the final measurement model were chi-square (201) = 448.23 (p 
= 0.0); GFI = .96; AGFI = .95; NFI = .98; NNFI = .99; CFI = .99; IFI = .99; RFI = .97; PGFI = 
.76; PNFI = .85; and critical N = 563.36. In addition, the standardized root mean square residual 
(RMR) was .03 and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was .035. Hence, 
the model provides a good fit.  

--------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 2, 3, 4 and 5 about here 

---------------------------------------------- 
 
3.3. Structural equation model 
 
 The theoretical model was estimated with four constructs and three paths. The chi-square 
value with 201 degrees of freedom was 448.23. All of the other fit indices examined in this study 
indicated that the proposed theoretical model was acceptable (GFI = .96; AGFI = .95; NFI = .98; 
NNFI = .99; CFI = .99; IFI = .99; RFI = .97; PGFI = .76; PNFI = .85; and critical N = 563.36). In 
addition, the standardized root mean square residual (RMR) was .03 and the Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was .035. 
 
 
4. Results 
 

Table 1 illustrates the demographic variables of the respondents. Respondents comprise 
of 35.6 percent males and 64.4 percent females. Approximately 50 percent of the respondents are 
living in the rural areas and are over 55 years old. Table 2 contains descriptive statistics and a 
correlations matrix for all observable variables utilized in this study. None of the correlations are 
over .80 which indicates non multi-collinearity. In Figure 2, we illustrated the estimated path 
coefficients and significant links between the exogenous constructs and the one endogenous 
construct. Our study proposes that entrepreneurial education, individual’s perception of start-up 
barrier and social position of entrepreneurs are the antecedents of individual entrepreneurial 
aptitude (IEA). 

--------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 2 about here 

--------------------------------- 
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 As illustrated in Table 3, two of our three hypotheses were supported. The first 
hypothesis proposed that entrepreneurial education is positively associated with IEA. This 
hypothesis was supported (completely standardized b = 0.17; t-value = 5.52). In the third 
hypothesis, we proposed that social status of entrepreneurs has a positive effect on IEA. The 
result supports this hypothesis (completely standardized b = 0.20; t-value = 5.66). However, for 
the second hypothesis, we proposed that individual’s perception of start-up barrier has a negative 
effect on IEA. The result indicates an opposite but significant (p<.05) relationship, which does 
not support the second hypothesis (completely standardized b = 0.03; t-value = 2.14). This 
finding may indicate that the perception of start-up barriers may challenge rather than frighten 
individuals to become entrepreneurs. Since the entrepreneurial path partially consists of barriers, 
individuals who have high IEA may already accept the barriers. 

 
--------------------------------- 
Insert Table 6 about here 

--------------------------------- 
 
5. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
5.1 Discussion 
 
 This study investigates the latent factor of entrepreneurship, namely individual 
entrepreneurial aptitude (IEA), given that entrepreneurs assemble resources and formulate new 
ideas and opportunities (Alvarez & Barney, 2005) Since IEA improves the national level of 
entrepreneurial activities which is crucial to economic growth, a primary research question in 
this study is what are antecedents of IEA. We propose three antecedents of IEA, including 
entrepreneurial education, individual’s perception of start-up barrier and social status of 
entrepreneurs. By emphasizing individual level analysis, we focus on the perception of each 
antecedent and their influence on IEA by using the IEA measurement proposed by Bönte et al. 
(2012) 
 

The findings indicate that the perception of individuals with entrepreneurial education is 
positively associated with IEA. An individual who perceives that his or her school provides 
education related to entrepreneurship has competency in entrepreneurial tasks. While much of 
the entrepreneurial education literature focuses on which course should be taught in the 
entrepreneurship department, we believe that the initial knowledge of entrepreneurship is very 
important and leads to IEA. An individual could extend his or her knowledge later after receiving 
an initial start from school. We highlight the difference between general education and 
entrepreneurial education which exists in the literature (Von Graevenitz et al, 2010; Kozlinska, 
2011). The result also suggests that social status of entrepreneurs has a positive influence on 
IEA. Our result also extends prior literature which examines whether entrepreneurial education 
positively impacts entrepreneurial perceptions and aptitude (Kuratko, 2005). Social status not 
only promotes the opportunities’ of exploitation but also enhances IEA. The attractiveness of 
entrepreneurship is derived from impressions of entrepreneurship within the society (Kelly et al, 
2013). Each society’s perceptions and impressions of an entrepreneurial job or self-employment 
will be different. This paper, which uses an individual-level sample, provides an insight into 
individual’s perception of social status of entrepreneurs and how this is positively associated 
with the competency of entrepreneurial task.  
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Interestingly, the result indicates an opposite direction for our second hypothesis. We 
proposed that the perception of start-up barriers is negatively related to IEA.  Logically, when 
individuals perceive many barriers in the creation of a new venture, it dampens the willingness to 
enhance their competency in entrepreneurial task (Robertson et al, 2003). Conversely, the 
finding shows that the individual’s perception of start-up barrier is positively associated with 
IEA. The reason for this result may imply that if the individual perceives higher start-up barriers, 
he or she is more likely to develop his or her competency in entrepreneurship tasks and skills. 
Entrepreneurs faced with start-up barriers may have more hunger to make it work and to 
overcome these perceived barriers. Furthermore, start-up barriers may ignite individuals in 
society to explore entrepreneurial knowledge to overcome the barriers. This is done by 
enhancing their IEA. This can therefore explain the positive and significant relationship at the 
individual level between start-up barriers and IEA. 
 
5.2 Contribution and Limitation 
 
 This paper contributes to extend the entrepreneurship  literature, which primary focuses 
on the opportunity’s exploration and exploitation (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000) by 
investigating the antecedents of individual entrepreneurial aptitude. Entrepreneurial aptitude also 
plays a vital role since it is the competence to integrate the existing resources to generate new 
products and services which then has an impact on economic growth. As policy makers attempt 
to develop this competency, this study may provide an implication in terms of policy direction. 
For instance, policy makers may pay attention to the entrepreneurial education by raising the 
importance of entrepreneurial education at the school or university levels rather than at the 
department level. A focus on entrepreneurship knowledge could be stressed in all departments 
not just the business department. In addition, to develop entrepreneurial aptitude, policy makers 
may promote the social status of entrepreneurs which will impact the individual perceptions of 
entrepreneurs. 
 
 We offer several benefits to both academic institutions and government agencies in this 
study. First, our empirical results significantly supports our proposal that entrepreneurial 
education is one of the antecedents of IEA. Although many business schools already initiate and 
offer entrepreneurship programs, the lack of capable professors and knowledge of 
entrepreneurship are required to enhance, maintain and broaden such existing programs. To 
create a new young generation of entrepreneurs in society, business schools need to improve 
their entrepreneurship programs which requires vast skillsets different from other business 
disciplines. The government also plays a prominent role in the dissemination and enhancement 
of entrepreneurial knowledge. Government agencies can create entrepreneurial incubators and 
hold conference meetings to train young entrepreneurs. Second, the result for our second 
hypothesis is quite intriguing. As researchers believe that perceiving start-up barriers can impede 
entrepreneurial aptitude, our results show that such barriers catalyze individuals to gain 
entrepreneurial skills and knowledge rather than discouraging them from gaining such skills and 
abilities. This is an important finding from our empirical test of the model. Lastly, we 
demonstrate the importance of entrepreneurial social status on IEA. Both academic institutions 
and government agencies can enlighten the young generation and society in their positive 
perceptions of societal status of entrepreneurs. The more a society perceives the social status of 
entrepreneurs to be positive, the more likely both venture creation and economic activity in that 
society will be increased. 
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This present study is not without limitations. First, even though the survey data covered 
countries all across  Europe as well as some other countries such as the USA and China, we were 
only able to  select the data from Belgium as it showed  good reliability within the constructs. 
Moreover, due to the limitations of the dataset used, we were only able to examine one year of 
the data point. A panel study could be conducted for future research which would greatly 
increase our understanding of any dynamic nature of IEA. Secondly, we used secondary data 
which may limit the ability to design the model in this study. Additional constructs can be 
included in this model such as entrepreneurial attitude, entrepreneurial aspiration and 
entrepreneurial intention. Future research could investigate the relationship among 
entrepreneurial attitude, aspiration, aptitude and intention at the individual level. 
 
 

References 
 
Alvarez, S. A., & Barney, J. B. (2005), How Do Entrepreneurs Organize Firms Under Conditions 
of Uncertainty?, Journal of Management, 31 (5): 776-793. 
 
Alvarez, S. A., & Barney, J. B. (2007), Discovery and creation: alternative theories of 
entrepreneurial action, Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 1 (1-2): 11-26. 
 
Alvarez, S. A., & Busenitz, L. W. (2001), The entrepreneurship of resource-based theory, 
Journal of Management, 27 (6): 755-775. 
 
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988), Structural equation modeling in practice: A review 
and recommended two-step approach, Psychological bulletin, 103 (3): 411-423. 
 
Arthurs, J. D., & Busenitz, L. W. (2003), The Boundaries and Limitations of Agency Theory and 
Stewardship Theory in the Venture Capitalist/Entrepreneur Relationship, Entrepreneurship: 
Theory & Practice, 28 (2): 145-162. 
 
Association, A. P. (2009), APA college dictionary of psychology: Amer Psychological Assn. 
 
Bandura, A. (1997), Self-efficacy: The exercise of control: Worth Publishers. 
 
Barney, J. B. (1986a.), Strategic factor markets: expectations, luck, and business strategy, 
Management Science, 32 (10): 1231-1241. 
 
Barney, J. B. (1986b), Types of competition and the theory of strategy: Toward an integrative 
framework, Academy of Management Review, 11 (4): 791-800. 
 
Baron, R. A. (1998), Cognitive mechanisms in entrepreneurship: Why and when, Journal of 
Business Venturing, 13 (4): 275. 
 
Bönte, W., Heblich, S., & Piegeler, M. (2012), Latent Entrepreneurship and Psychological 
Geography: Empirical Evidence from a Cross-Country Study. 
 



54

 
 

Busenitz, L. W., & Barney, J. B. (1997), Differences between entrepreneurs and managers in 
large organizations: Biases and heuristics in, Journal of Business Venturing, 12 (1): 9. 
 
Davidsson, P. (1995), Determinants of entrepreneurial intentions. 
 
Davidsson, P., & Honig, B. (2003), The role of social and human capital among nascent 
entrepreneurs, Journal of Business Venturing, 18 (3): 301-331. 
 
Dolton, P. J., & Makepeace, G. H. (1990), Self employment among graduates, Bulletin of 
Economic research, 42 (1): 35-54. 
 
Gary, M. S., & Wood, R. E. (2011), Mental models, decision rules, and performance 
heterogeneity, Strategic Management Journal, 32 (6): 569-594. 
 
Gerbing, D. W., & Anderson, J. C. (1988), An Updated Paradigm for Scale Development 
Incorporating Unidimensionality and Its Assessment, Journal of Marketing Research (JMR), 25 
(2): 186-192. 
 
Gohmann, S. F. (2012), Institutions, Latent Entrepreneurship, and Self Employment: An 
International Comparison, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36 (2): 295-321. 
 
Higgins, M. C., & Gulati, R. (2006), Stacking the deck: The effect of upper echelon affiliations 
for entrepreneurial firms, Strategic Management Journal, 27 (1-26). 
 
Juasrikul, S., Sahaym, A., Arthurs, J. D., Lee, S., & Lee, G. (2014), Former Chinese Government 
Officials on Board of Directors and Cross-Border IPO Performance in US. Paper presented at the 
Academy of Management Proceedings 
 
Kelley, D., Singer, S., & Herrington, M. (2013), GEM 2012 Global Report. Babson College, 
Universidad del Desarrollo. 
 
Kozlinska, I. (2011), Contemporary approaches to entrepreneurship education, Journal of 
Business Management, 4: 205-220. 
 
Kuratko, D. F. (2005), The Emergence of Entrepreneurship Education: Development, Trends, 
and Challenges, Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, 29 (5): 577-597. 
 
Palich, L. E., & Ray Bagby, D. (1995), Using cognitive theory to explain entrepreneurial risk-
taking: Challenging conventional wisdom, Journal of Business Venturing, 10 (6): 425-438. 
 
Robertson, M., Collins, A., Medeira, N., & Slater, J. (2003), Barriers to start-up and their effect 
on aspirant entrepreneurs, Education+ Training, 45 (6): 308-316. 
 
Rumelt, R. P., Schendel, D., & Teece, D. J. (1994), Fundamental issues in strategy: a research 
agenda. Boston, Mass.: Harvard Business School Press. 
 



55

 
 

Schumpeter, J. A. (1934), Capitalism, socialism, and democracy. New York: Harper. 
 
Sethi, V., & King, W. R. (1994), Development of measures to assess the extent to which an 
information technology application provides competitive advantage, Management Science, 40 
(12): 1601-1627. 
 
Sexton, D. L., & Bowman, N. (1985), The entrepreneur: A capable executive and more, Journal 
of Business Venturing, 1 (1): 129-140. 
 
Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000), The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a field of Research, 
Academy of Management Review, 25 (1): 217-226. 
 
Shane, S. A. (2003), A general theory of entrepreneurship: The individual-opportunity nexus: 
Edward Elgar Pub. 
 
Shaver, K. G., & Scott, L. R. (1991), Person, Process, Choice: The Psychology of New Venture 
Creation Kelly G. Shaver. Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, 16 (2): 23-45. 
 
Timmons, J. A. (1999), New venture creation: entrepreneurship for the 21st century. Boston: 
Irwin/McGraw-Hill. 
 
Van der Zwan, P., Zuurhout, P., & Hessels, J. (2013), Entrepreneurship education and self-
employment: The role of perceived barriers. 
 
Verheul, I., Thurik, R., Grilo, I., & van der Zwan, P. (2012), Explaining preferences and actual 
involvement in self-employment: Gender and the entrepreneurial personality, Journal of 
Economic Psychology, 33 (2): 325-341. 
 
Von Graevenitz, G., Harhoff, D., & Weber, R. (2010), The effects of entrepreneurship education, 
Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 76 (1): 90-112. 
 
 



56

 
 

Fi
gu

re
 1

 P
ro

po
se

d 
M

od
el

 o
f r

el
at

io
ns

hi
ps

 a
m

on
g 

In
di

vi
du

al
 E

nt
re

pr
en

eu
ria

l A
pt

itu
de

 (I
EA

) a
nd

 it
s c

or
re

la
te

s 

                   

En
tre

pr
en

eu
ria

l 
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

In
di

vi
du

al
 

En
tre

pr
en

eu
ria

l 
A

pt
itu

de
 (I

EA
) 

So
ci

al
 S

ta
tu

s o
f 

En
tre

pr
en

eu
rs

 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
er

ce
pt

io
n 

of
 

st
ar

t-u
p 

ba
rr

ie
rs

 

X1
 

Y1
 

Y2
 

Y3
 

Y4
 

Y5
 

Y6
 

Y7
 

Y8
 

Y9
 

X2
 

X3
 

X4
 

X5
 

X6
 

X7
 

X8
 

X9
 

X1
0 

X1
1 

X1
2 

X1
3 

H
1 H

2 H
3 

N
ot

e:
 Y

1 
= 

In
 g

en
er

al
, I

 a
m

 w
ill

in
g 

to
 ta

ke
 ri

sk
s;

 Y
2 

= 
G

en
er

al
ly

, w
he

n 
fa

ci
ng

 d
iff

ic
ul

t t
as

ks
, I

 a
m

 c
er

ta
in

 th
at

 I 
w

ill
 a

cc
om

pl
is

h 
th

em
; Y

3 
= 

M
y 

lif
e 

is 
de

te
rm

in
ed

 b
y 

m
y 

ow
n 

ac
tio

ns
, n

ot
 b

y 
ot

he
rs

 o
r b

y 
ch

an
ce

; 
Y

4 
= 

If 
I s

ee
 so

m
et

hi
ng

 I 
do

 n
ot

 li
ke

, I
 c

ha
ng

e 
it;

 Y
5 

= 
Th

e 
po

ss
ib

ili
ty

 o
f b

ei
ng

 re
je

ct
ed

 b
y 

ot
he

rs
 fo

r s
ta

nd
in

g 
up

 fo
r m

y 
de

ci
si

on
s w

ou
ld

 n
ot

 st
op

 m
e;

 Y
6 

= 
I a

m
 a

n 
in

ve
nt

iv
e 

pe
rs

on
 w

ho
 h

as
 id

ea
s;

 Y
7 

= 
I a

m
 

op
tim

is
tic

 a
bo

ut
 m

y 
fu

tu
re

; Y
8 

= 
I l

ik
e 

si
tu

at
io

ns
 in

 w
hi

ch
 I 

co
m

pe
te

 w
ith

 o
th

er
s;

 Y
9 

= 
W

he
n 

co
nf

ro
nt

ed
 w

ith
 d

iff
ic

ul
t t

as
ks

 I 
ca

n 
co

un
t o

n 
lu

ck
 a

nd
 th

e 
he

lp
 o

f o
th

er
s;

 X
1 

= 
M

y 
sc

ho
ol

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
he

lp
ed

 m
e 

to
 

de
ve

lo
p 

m
y 

se
ns

e 
of

 in
iti

at
iv

e 
– 

a 
so

rt 
of

 e
nt

re
pr

en
eu

ria
l a

tti
tu

de
; X

2 
= 

M
y 

sc
ho

ol
 e

du
ca

tio
n 

he
lp

ed
 m

e 
to

 b
et

te
r u

nd
er

st
an

d 
th

e 
ro

le
 o

f e
nt

re
pr

en
eu

rs
 in

 so
ci

et
y;

 X
3 

= 
M

y 
sc

ho
ol

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
m

ad
e 

m
e 

in
te

re
st

ed
 to

 
be

co
m

e 
an

 E
nt

re
pr

en
eu

r; 
X

4 
= 

M
y 

sc
ho

ol
 e

du
ca

tio
n 

ga
ve

 m
e 

sk
ill

s a
nd

 k
no

w
 h

ow
 th

at
 e

na
bl

e 
m

e 
to

 ru
n 

a 
bu

si
ne

ss
; X

5 
= 

It 
is 

di
ff

ic
ul

t t
o 

st
ar

t o
ne

’s
 o

w
n 

bu
si

ne
ss

 d
ue

 to
 a

 la
ck

 o
f a

va
ila

bl
e 

fin
an

ci
al

 su
pp

or
t; 

X
6 

= 
It 

is 
di

ffi
cu

lt 
to

 st
ar

t o
ne

’s
 o

w
n 

bu
si

ne
ss

 d
ue

 to
 th

e 
co

m
pl

ex
 a

dm
in

is
tra

tiv
e 

pr
oc

ed
ur

es
; X

7 
= 

It 
is 

di
ffi

cu
lt 

to
 o

bt
ai

n 
su

ffi
ci

en
t i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

on
 h

ow
 to

 st
ar

t a
 b

us
in

es
s;

 X
8 

= 
O

ne
 sh

ou
ld

 n
ot

 st
ar

t a
 b

us
in

es
s i

f t
he

re
 is

 
a 

ris
k 

it 
m

ig
ht

 fa
il 

X
9 

= 
Pe

op
le

 w
ho

 h
av

e 
st

ar
te

d 
th

ei
r o

w
n 

bu
si

ne
ss

 a
nd

 h
av

e 
fa

ile
d 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
gi

ve
n 

a 
se

co
nd

 c
ha

nc
e X

10
 =

 E
nt

re
pr

en
eu

rs
 c

re
at

e 
ne

w
 p

ro
du

ct
s a

nd
 se

rv
ic

es
 a

nd
 b

en
ef

it 
us

 a
ll 

X
11

 =
 E

nt
re

pr
en

eu
rs

 
th

in
k 

on
ly

 a
bo

ut
 th

ei
r o

w
n 

w
al

le
t X

12
 =

 E
nt

re
pr

en
eu

rs
 a

re
 jo

b 
cr

ea
to

rs
 X

13
 =

 E
nt

re
pr

en
eu

rs
 e

xp
lo

it 
ot

he
r p

eo
pl

e’
s w

or
k 



57

 
 

Fi
gu

re
 2

 R
es

ul
ts

 o
f L

IS
R

EL
 m

od
el

 te
st

 o
f r

el
at

io
ns

hi
ps

 a
m

on
g 

In
di

vi
du

al
 E

nt
re

pr
en

eu
ria

l A
pt

itu
de

 (I
EA

) a
nd

 it
s c

or
re

la
te

s 
   

0.
22

**
 

                

En
tre

pr
en

eu
ria

l 
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

In
di

vi
du

al
 

En
tre

pr
en

eu
ria

l 
A

pt
itu

de
 (I

EA
) 

So
ci

al
 S

ta
tu

s o
f 

En
tre

pr
en

eu
rs

 

In
di

vi
du

al
’s

 p
er

ce
pt

io
n 

of
 

st
ar

t-u
p 

ba
rr

ie
rs

 

X1
 

Y1
 

Y2
 

Y3
 

Y4
 

Y5
 

Y6
 

Y7
 

Y8
 

Y9
 

X2
 

X3
 

X4
 

X5
 

X6
 

X7
 

X8
 

X9
 

X1
0 

X1
1 

X1
2 

X1
3 

0.
08

* 

0.
24

**
 

N
ot

e:
 *

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 p

 <
.0

5,
 *

*S
ig

ni
fic

an
t p

<.
01

 
 

 
 

Table 1 Demographic Variables of the respondents 

Demographic Variables Frequency Percent 

Gender   
Male 358 35.6 
Female 649 64.4 

Age   
15-24 47 4.7 
25-39 103 10.2 
40-54 294 29.2 
55+ 556 55.2 
DK/NA 7 0.7 

Living Zone   
Metropolitan zone 133 13.2 
Other town/urban center 380 37.7 
Rural zone 492 48.9 
DK/NA 2 0.2 
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