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Abstract 

The concept of entrepreneurship is widely used in many different contexts. There is how-
ever no common agreement of what the concept entrepreneurship is, even among academ-
ics within the area (Davidsson, 2004; Gartner, 1990). According to Churchill & Muzyka 
(1994) it is important that a concept is viewed upon in agreement, and to know what is 
viewed upon in disagreement. A shared view of the concept entrepreneurship is significant 
in communication to be able to understand the content of the notion. Since academics and 
professionals within the subject are in disagreement of the most accurate definition of en-
trepreneurship, other people are most probably also in disagreement. 

The purpose of this thesis was to explore the view students, store managers and small 
businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities have of entrepreneurship and what charac-
teristics are associated with the concept from their point of view. 

The method used to identify attributes, themes and viewpoints to the definition of entre-
preneurship was a Delphi approach. The Delphi was performed in three rounds starting off 
with an open-end question asking the participants: What is your definition of entrepreneurship? 
Attributes were then broken down from these definitions, typed into a new questionnaire 
and e-mailed back to the participants.  

The second questionnaire asked the participants: How important is each attribute to your defini-
tion of entrepreneurship? The participants were asked to rank each attribute on a scale from 1 
to 4, where 1 was unimportant and 4 very important. The responses from the second ques-
tionnaire were then analyzed through principal component factor analysis in order to re-
duce the data and discover themes. These themes were then e-mailed back to the partici-
pants.    

The third questionnaire asked the participants: How important is each theme to your definition of 
entrepreneurship? No common realization of the definition of entrepreneurship was evident 
after performing the Delphi. Thus, the authors analysed the data from the Delphi through 
principal component factor analysis, hierarchical cluster analysis and k-means cluster analy-
sis. These analyses revealed no common realization of the concept entrepreneurship, al-
though major viewpoints of the definition of entrepreneurship were discovered for each 
targeted group. 



 

 iii

The major viewpoint (71%) of high school students to the definition of entrepreneurship 
was successful management of a business. We also concluded that the most essential viewpoint of 
high school students can not be related to the presented definitions of entrepreneurship. 
Through the analyses we discovered that the major viewpoint (83%) of the definition of 
entrepreneurship within store managers is managing a well performing business where importance is 
on taking care of customers. The same conclusion was made in this group as in the group of 
high school students; the most essential viewpoint of store managers can not be related to 
the presented definitions of entrepreneurship. In the group of small businesses listed under 
entrepreneurial activities we discovered a major viewpoint (67%) of the definition of entre-
preneurship within this group is the entrepreneur - leader and problem solver. This viewpoint was 
clearly related to entrepreneurship scholars such as Say and Cantillion as well as Churchill 
and Muzyka (1994) who identifies the individual, Shane and Venkatararman (2000) also 
recognizes this with entrepreneurship involving lucrative opportunities and enterprising in-
dividuals. 
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1 Background 
What exactly is entrepreneurship? After reviewing literature on the subject it is soon clear 
that this has been debated among academics for decades. The question, we believe, is also 
one that most people new to the academic world ask themselves. What defines an entre-
preneur? How do you become one? Is there one correct answer to each of these questions? 
As students researching the subject we believe the right answer to these questions would 
be; no. The nature of the phenomenon entrepreneurship can be difficult to grasp.  

William Gartner did in 1990 a study among a group of academics in the field of entrepre-
neurship and one group of business leaders (he tried to include politicians but he got no re-
sponse from this group). Gartner (1990) wanted to see if experts in the field shared the 
same view of entrepreneurship and the definition of it. After performing a policy Delphi 
(described later in the paper) and analyzing the result he concluded that there were two 
main ways people looked at the phenomenon. Most respondents, about 79% of the people 
in the test concentrated on the characteristics of entrepreneurship and the other 21% were 
focused on the outcome of entrepreneurship when trying to define it (Gartner, 1990). 

In the article the people interviewed were all in a way related to the concept. So what hap-
pens when people outside of the academic world are asked to comment or give their opin-
ion on any issue regarding the topic? Since there is no one agreed upon definition among 
academics within the field even, we think it is likely that there are no one agreed upon defi-
nition of entrepreneurship among non-academics. If this would be true, that a common 
understanding of entrepreneurship exists outside the academic world, would this concur 
with the experts? Is this not an interesting thought? 

We think so and this is why we in this bachelor’s thesis are going to focus on what people 
outside the world of academics mean when they talk about entrepreneurship.  

1.1 Problem Discussion 
The concept of “Entrepreneurship” is today widely used in different contexts; everyone 
from laymen and media to professors and other academics refers to this notion. There is 
no agreed upon definition of entrepreneurship (Davidsson, 2004; Gartner, 1990), still our 
experience tells us that everyone seems to have their own understanding of what the con-
cept refers to. According to Churchill & Muzyka (1994) it is important that a concept is 
viewed upon in agreement, and to know what is viewed upon in disagreement. A shared 
view of the concept entrepreneurship is significant in communication to be able under-
stand the content of the notion. 

Here are a few example of definitions:  

Churchill and Muzyka (1994) identify three conditions for entrepreneurship to occur, “(1) 
an individual, (2) who performs an act, (3) that involves innovation.” (Churchill & Muzyka, 
1994, p. 16).    

Stevenson and Jarillo (1995) defines entrepreneurship as “…the process by which individu-
als pursue opportunities without regard resources they currently control.” (Cited in Hart,  
Stevenson & Dial, 1995, p. 85). 
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 Cole (1949) discusses the definition of entrepreneurship from the Harvard School as 
“…comprises any purposeful activity that initiates, maintain or develop a profit-oriented 
business in interaction with the internal situation of the business or with the economic, po-
litical and social circumstances surrounding the business.” (Cited in Balakrishnan et al., 
1998, p. 22) 

What we are trying to show by these examples; there is simply no agreement about how to 
define entrepreneurship. As described some authors focus on innovation and others on 
pursuing an opportunity. 

The existing definitions of entrepreneurship have revolved around the research of the au-
thor, rather than reaching a consensus among different authors (Naumes, Frangpipe & 
Hudson, 1992). A number of efforts to reach a consensus among authors and researchers 
have been made, for example by Gartner (1990) and Naumes et al. (1992). According to 
our knowledge, no attempt to realize the view of entrepreneurship by people outside the 
academic world has so far been made. The disagreement of the concept of entrepreneur-
ship is problematic. It would be the ideal to find a common view of the concept, since we 
believe, misunderstanding and confusion will keep occurring. To find a common view for 
non-academics is however not the purpose of this thesis.  

Entrepreneurship is a common subject in education, many universities and schools educate 
entrepreneurship today. In the sixties, only a couple of the universities in the US offered 
courses in entrepreneurship, in 1991, that number had increased to over 300 (Hood & 
Young, 1991). Today, we believe that number is considerably higher and the interest in the 
area has obviously grown at a significant pace. Thus, it is of great importance that the con-
cept of entrepreneurship is treated equal at all instances. We think there is a risk that uni-
versities that offer education within entrepreneurship adapts different definitions of entre-
preneurship and the students around the world are taught different definitions.  

There is a large amount of studies done within entrepreneurship. In many of these articles, 
surveys are used as a method. When the chosen group of a study is asked to participate and 
answer questions about entrepreneurship, or an issue somehow connected to the phe-
nomenon that requires some knowledge about what entrepreneurship is, the researcher 
may not have taken the confusion and different views of entrepreneurship into account. 
We conclude; since academics and professionals within the subject are in disagreement of 
the most accurate definition of entrepreneurship, the people asked to answer questions of 
the concept are most probably also in disagreement.  

Gartner (1990) finishes his article What are we talking about when we are talking about entrepre-
neurship, p.28 with:  

 “If many different meanings for entrepreneurship exist, then it behooves us to make sure 
that others know what we are talking about.” 

We think this state pretty clear that there in fact is a problem although the main problem 
lies within the academic world. People outside the academic world also experience a prob-
lem with the confusion around the definition of entrepreneurship. Everyday conversations 
among people may result in disagreement due to different perceptions of entrepreneurship 
and this might not be a problem per se, but it contributes to the abuse of the concept. Mis-
understanding of what is meant with an entrepreneur between colleagues in companies may 
result in decisions based on different grounds. And, we believe a continuous misuse of the 
word entrepreneurship may lead to a total disappearance of the meaning of the concept.  
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We hope our findings can contribute to the knowledge about the problem and by that oth-
er researchers making surveys and questionnaires are more aware of people in general 
might have different perceptions of the concept. With this thesis we hope to lay a founda-
tion for future research within the topic. We will explore the view three separate groups 
outside the academic world have of entrepreneurship. We do not expect to find a universal 
definition but, we hope to find clusters or similar definitions among different homogenous 
populations.  

 

1.2 Purpose 
The purpose of this thesis is to explore the view high school students, store managers and 
small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities have of entrepreneurship and what 
characteristics are associated with the concept from their point of view. 
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2 Frame of reference 

2.1 Entrepreneurial definitions through history and today 
As mentioned in the background there is no one-agreed-upon definition of entrepreneur-
ship. In this section we will describe parts of the evolution of the phenomenon. 

2.1.1 Background and history 
 The word ‘entrepreneur’ is an old French word which is believed to have been used as ear-
ly as in the 1100’s. The word was first listed in the French dictionary in 1437 and then had 
three meanings, the most common was referring to “someone who was active and got 
things done” (Landström, 2000, p. 21) In the 17th century the entrepreneur was seen as 
someone who took risks and was engaged in great projects, such as the people the gov-
ernment could hire to construct a building or deliver equipment to the army ( Landström, 
2000). The reason this is connected with risks is that the entrepreneurs described from this 
time were paid a fixed sum of money so the risk of making a profit or not were on them as 
contractors. The English word ‘entrepreneur’ is not as old as the French. For quite some 
time the word ‘undertaker’ was the English equivalent to the French ‘entrepreneur’. The 
meaning of this word did change through the years and in the 18th century it was not asso-
ciated with great projects and risk but rather just a business man (Landström, 2000). 

The person who first introduced the concept in economic theory was Richard Cantillion. 
His work Essai sur la nature du commerce en general was published in 1755, about two decades 
after he wrote it. The Irish rooted Frenchman was a financier and bank man (Landström, 
2000). Cantillion’s work describes with more emphasis the function of the entrepreneur 
than the characteristics of the entrepreneur. However an entrepreneur according to Cantil-
lion was someone who engages in exchanges for profit. That is he or she buys at a certain 
price and sells at an uncertain price and by that bearing economic risk (Cited in Hérbet & 
Link, 1988). 

Jean Baptiste Say was active in France around 100 years later. This Frenchman developed 
Cantillion’s definition and made the entrepreneur the person who connects thinking with 
doing. He described a three stage development of a product where the first stage includes a 
scientific approach where someone has to have knowledge about the product and its pur-
pose. The second stage is where the entrepreneur applies the knowledge to fulfill a useful 
meaning of the product. The third stage is the production stage where someone manufac-
tures the product. (Cited in Hérbet & Link, 1988). Say means the entrepreneur is the link 
that connects the two and also a person who sees the needs and can find a way to fulfill 
them. The entrepreneur can also be the one performing the activities and by that also 
he/she is the one bearing the risk (cited in Landström, 2000). 

It was not only in France economists were working on the definition and how to use the 
concept, but also in Germany and Austria. To mention one theorist, Johann Heinrich von 
Thünen (1783-1850) brought up the distinction from a manager and an entrepreneur. They 
both often possessed the same knowledge however, the entrepreneur worked for his own 
cause and the manager got paid to work for someone else (Landström, 2000). 
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Joseph Schumpeter (1934) calls the economic agent who pushes the new combinations of 
economic activities (new product, new service, opening of a new market, etc) through: en-
trepreneur. Schumpeter (1934) brings forward this definition of an entrepreneur and entre-
preneurship which is still accepted as a valid definition (Bull & Willard, 1995) even though 
many after him has changed or modified the term. Schumpeter (1934) brought the concept 
“creative destruction” and how an entrepreneur changes the conditions in the market when 
carrying out new combinations of supply and demand, that is by creating a new innovation.  
However it is just in the phase of change and development the phenomenon can be called 
entrepreneurship or the actor can be called entrepreneur, when the venture or business 
starts functioning at a steady pace and a certain market share is reached and held, it no 
longer called entrepreneurship since it is no longer any creation or change going on 
(Schumpeter, 1934; Bull & Willard, 1995). 

2.1.2 Modern definitions 
Broehl (1982) contributes to the discussion about defining entrepreneurship with that an 
important part of Entrepreneurs is they adapting to the environment and use the change to 
use opportunities that arise. Broehl (1982) also made a distinction between managers and 
entrepreneurs in the characteristics that entrepreneurs can use the change and innovation 
to his advantage (Cited in Naumes et al., 1992). 

Peter Drucker (1985) argues that innovation and entrepreneurship should exist in our or-
ganizations, economy as well as in society. He also states that entrepreneurship involves 
opportunistic activities and vision (Cited in Naumes et al., 1992). 

Hérbert & Link (1988, p.2) describes the entrepreneur as:”... a risk taker, a creative venturer 
into a new business or the one who revives an existing business”.  

In Gartner (1993) he is not defining the word entrepreneurship so much but rather dis-
cusses the rise of an organization and what words to use when define the phases in an or-
ganization start up. Organizational Emergence has its logical connection to entrepreneur-
ship in the start up phase however Gartner prefers to call the people who start an organiza-
tion ‘founders’ rather than entrepreneurs.  

Shane and Venkatararman (2000) mean that much of the research on entrepreneurship to-
day focuses on the characteristics of the individual, the entrepreneur. However the authors 
state that it is crucial to look at the two parts of the concept and they are; “the presence of 
lucrative opportunities and the presence of enterprising individuals” (Shane & Venktara-
man, 2000, p. 218) Shane & Venkatararman (2000) also argues that the problem with fo-
cusing on the individual characteristics is that the measure of quality of how people identify 
opportunities is not taken into consideration. According to Shane and Venkatararman 
(2000) the focus on opportunity is important and should be highly considered when dis-
cussing how to define entrepreneurship. Different people (or entrepreneurs for that matter) 
perceive the world differently and has different information available at a certain time, thus 
when and how to exploit an opportunity differs among people even if they are of the same 
“entrepreneurial” characteristics. 

Davidsson (2004) discusses two distinct social realities that he concludes is behind most 
entrepreneurship definitions.  The first one addresses definitions where people are focusing 
on self-employment.  This also often includes some form of innovation for the start-up 
phase or later in the cycle to survive. The first social reality usually is associated with defini-
tions like small business management and family business (Davidsson, 2004). 
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The second social reality that often are associated with other types of definitions deal with 
development and renewal that are build up by micro-level actors who posses the qualities;  
initiative and persistence to make changes happen. This alternative focuses on the individ-
ual and the traits unique knowledge, personal perceptions and goals of this person which 
also includes have the drive to go through with actions. Davidsson (2004) also gives his 
proposal for a definition which is: “competitive behaviours that drive the market process” 
(Davidsson, 2004, p. 16). 

Timmons (2007) describes his model The entrepreneurial process where the important compo-
nents for entrepreneurship to arise are described. Timmons (2007) does not so much try to 
define entrepreneurship as to more describe how “it” has best odds of happening. Early in 
the book he states that entrepreneurship is about recognizing an opportunity. By the title of 
the book it is pretty clear that this is a discussion about starting new businesses and ven-
tures. The model described focus upon Opportunity, Resources and the Team.  

 

Figure 2-1Timmons model 

It is up to the leading entrepreneur to balance the three elements in a changing environ-
ment.  The entrepreneur should also posses some personal qualities to be successful 

Opportunity – Timmons (2007) argues “The more imperfect the market, the greater the oppor-
tunity. The greater the rate of change, the discontinuities, and the chaos, the greater is the 
opportunity...” (Timmons, 2007, p.90) so the opportunity has a lot to do with gaps in the 
market and changes in the environment.  

Resources- The main point Timmons makes about this is that entrepreneurs should not think 
resources (money) first.  There is plenty of money to be spent on new venture project but 
not as many good ventures as there is money to invest in them. Timmons also states that 
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having to much money early is not necessary a good think but rather: “doing more with 
less is a powerful competitive weapon…” (Timmons, 2007, p.91) 

The Team – This is the most critical ingredient for success. A good entrepreneurial team is 
necessary for developing a venture in the right way. (Timmons, 2007) 

Entrepreneurship is thus the right combination of these factors to in a successful manner. 
Timmons (2007) thus focus on the new venture when talking about entrepreneurship. 

Since it is indeed a definition that is being studied in this thesis, a couple of definitions of 
entrepreneurship from encyclopedias should probably be mentioned. We believe that the 
Swedish National Encyclopedia (SNE) and Webster’s Online Dictionary (WOD), who 
claim to be the world’s largest dictionary, are two reliable sources to receive the definition 
from. The definition from the Swedish National Dictionary is in Swedish so we translated 
it to English: “…the activities and actions of an entrepreneur.” (Swedish National Ency-
clopaedia, 2008a). These activities and actions are then divided into four categories; the 
consequences of entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial thinking, entrepreneurial environments 
and entrepreneurial courses. Since entrepreneurship is first defined as “…the activities and 
actions of an entrepreneur.”, we decided to look up the word “entrepreneur” also. An en-
trepreneur is defined by SNE as “…a person who undertakes a contract” (Swedish Na-
tional Encyclopaedia, 2008b). It should also be noted that the word contract is translated 
from the Swedish word “entreprenad”, which has a direct association with the word entre-
preneurship. To further explore the definition of entrepreneurship we need to look up the 
word contract (entreprenad) also, this is defined as “…the undertaking by a company to 
perform a larger work, particularly in respect to a building or other solid construction, such 
as a bridge.” (Swedish National Encyclopaedia, 2008c).  A contract is then further ex-
plained with significance on the construction sector. We think it is worth noting that the 
definition of entrepreneurship from SNE takes the reader to an end point within the con-
struction sector, we have not found this area within entrepreneurship in any other theory.    

WOD defines entrepreneurship as “The organization, management, and assumption of 
risks of a business or enterprise, usually implying an element of change or challenge and a 
new opportunity.” (Webster’s Online Dictionary, 2008a). This definition is significantly dif-
ferent to the definition of entrepreneurship from SNE. The definition from WOD consid-
ers risk, which is disregarded in the definition from SNE. We believe the reason to why en-
trepreneurship is defined differently in a Swedish dictionary compared to a worldwide dic-
tionary is a topic for another thesis. 

2.2 Media definitions 
We believe media has a big influence on forming people’s views and opinions. Thus, we 
thought it would be interesting to bring some definitions from newspapers around the 
world to the agenda.  

Boltman (2007) wrote an article for the newspaper Awareness Times, a Sierra Leonean 
internet newspaper, about a conference discussing the importance of entrepreneurship in 
Sierra Leone. The article summarizes the important issues and arguments and also con-
cludes the essential statements made by the speakers. Boltman (2007) further discusses the 
speakers’ views on entrepreneurship and writes that Dr. Alusine Jalloh gave his definition 
of entrepreneurship: “…entails both mindset and behaviour, that pursue opportunities to 
create value in spite of limited resources.” (Boltman, 2007). Another speaker brought up 
the problems of copycats and that people copies the activities of an entrepreneur instead of 
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being innovative. “…speaker after speaker insisted that to be an entrepreneur, one needed 
to do something that no one has ever tried.” (Boltman, 2007). This article presents two dis-
tinctive definitions of entrepreneurship. The first definition describes the pursuit of oppor-
tunities to create value with no regard to limited resources, the other definition simply 
states that for entrepreneurship to occur one has to do something that has never been 
tried. We believe this article sends mixed messages, it provides two different entrepreneur-
ship definitions. According to us, this kind of distribution of articles from media adds to 
the confusion surrounding the definition of entrepreneurship. 

An article at msnbc.com reviews a book called Ladies Who Launch: Embracing Entrepreneurship 
& Creativity as a Lifestyle written by Victoria Colligan and Beth Schoenfeldt about how 
women can launch a business and become entrepreneurial (‘Ladies who launch’, 2007). It is 
an inspirational book about how to pursue your dreams and become successful. An excerpt 
from the book is presented in the article and entrepreneurship is discussed: “The entrepre-
neurial spirit can include the traditional definition of entrepreneurship and revolve around 
launching a business, or that spirit can encompass the enthusiasm and ambition all entre-
preneurs possess and be channelled into any part of your life.” (MSNBC, 2007, p. 1). We 
interpret this article as there in fact is a traditional, agreed upon definition of entrepreneur-
ship. That definition is according to this article simply to launch a business. We believe that 
this sends a straight forward message to the reader stating that this is how entrepreneurship 
is defined.    

In an article published at the Swedish newspaper’s Dalarnas Tidningar webpage is an EU-
project called Young Entrepreneurship in the Swedish town Orsa discussed (‘Projekt för 
ungdomars idéer’, 2007). The project in Orsa is managed by Henrik Göthberg and Teis 
Christiansen and they hope to make use of the initiative power of the young public. The 
definition of entrepreneurship is also discussed in the article, here presented with own 
translation to English: “One thing that is fundamental for the whole EU-project, and on 
the theoretical level, is to expand the concept entrepreneurship. It has become somewhat 
of a fashion word, and is perhaps most associated with self-employment.” (‘Projekt för 
ungdomars idéer’, 2007). Henrik Göthberg and Teis Christiansen further discuss the defini-
tion and the importance of expanding it: “The best definition of the word entrepreneur 
that we have come up with is simply the one who gets something done.” (‘Projekt för ung-
domars idéer’, 2007). According to the article, through this definition anyone who has 
ideas, initiative power and a will to work becomes an entrepreneur independent of the area 
of work is an entrepreneur. The discussion of the entrepreneurship definition is ended by a 
statement from Henrik Göthberg and Teis Christiansen: “Sometimes is the self-employed 
only discussed, but everyone can not and are not willing to become self-employed!” (‘Pro-
jekt för ungdomars idéer’, 2007). We believe this article is similar to the first article pre-
sented, that it sends mixed messages about the entrepreneurship definition to the reader. 
Entrepreneurship is first defined as self-employment and later in the text it is defined as the 
one ho gets something done. We think the concept of entrepreneurship is rather disre-
garded in this article, they state that entrepreneurship has become somewhat of a fashion 
word and they also present their own definition of entrepreneurship. According to us this 
can to some extent increase the view of entrepreneurship as a word with no proper defini-
tion.       

A conference in Helsingborg, Sweden, about a sustainable society is discussed in an article 
published in the Swedish newspaper Helsingborgs Dagblad. The conference was called SE, 
Sustainable Entrepreneurship and important matters for the future were supposed to be 
discussed among 270 leaders within trade and industry (‘Hållbart samhälle’, 2007). The 
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writer discusses the concept entrepreneurship and what it means and concludes “Not even 
the concept entrepreneurship is the same. In this case it is not about performing an ordered 
job. No in this case it is about having a vision and then really being able to carry it through. 
And the vision shall agree with the thoughts of a sustainable society.” (‘Hållbart samhälle’, 
2007). We think it is clearly stated in this article that the definition of entrepreneurship is 
something obvious, that is, performing an ordered job. Then another definition is pre-
sented that describe entrepreneurship as having a vision and being able to carry that vision 
through. Just like two of the other articles presented, we believe this article sends mixed 
messages by providing two definitions of entrepreneurship. 

As is shown by presenting these articles, media provide different definitions of entrepre-
neurship and they also present different definitions in the same article. We believe this adds 
to the confusion of the concept entrepreneurship, although we can obviously not answer to 
what effect this has on people’s definition of entrepreneurship.  

2.3 Gartner 
Gartner’s (1990) What are we talking about when we talk about entrepreneurship? is an inspiration 
to this thesis and the work in this study is performed in a similar way but with other target 
groups, not the same way in all but it has been a guiding reference. Since we are comparing 
the results with Gartner’s we will shortly describe his work so the reader more easily under-
stands the connections and comparisons. 

Gartner (1990) wanted to explore the underlying meaning of entrepreneurship that re-
searchers and practitioners had. Also to outline some themes that could be used to charac-
terize the major issues that are associated with the concept. He performed a series Delphi 
were a number of questionnaires were used to gather entrepreneurship definitions among 
his targeted groups. They were; Academics, Business leaders and politicians. 

The first round he sent out a questionnaire where the respondents answered to the ques-
tion; what is your definition of entrepreneurship? He got replies from 44 of the 280 contacted 
people. From this material ha did a content analysis and came up with 90 attributes. 

In the second round he sent out a list of the 90 attributes to the 44 people to rank from 
very important to unimportant. This time he got replies from 41 persons. From these rank-
ings he did a factor analysis and reached eight themes; The entrepreneur, Innovation, Organiza-
tion Creation, Creating value, Profit or non-profit, Growth, Uniqueness and The Owner-Manager.  

In the third round he asked the participants to evaluate and comment on the eight attrib-
utes. He got replies from 34 of the 41 participants this time. He had still not found one 
agreed upon definition of entrepreneurship so he also conducted a cluster analysis of the 
data from the third round. He reckoned two distinct clusters. The majority, 79% of the 
people were belonging in the first group which focused on the characteristics of entrepre-
neurship, what happened in a situation. The second group focused on the outcome of en-
trepreneurship. A situation was entrepreneurial only if value was created or someone 
gained something. 

In Gartner (2004) The edge defines the (w)hole: saying what entrepreneurship is (not) is a long de-
scription of how Gartner tried to get one of his early articles published and the trouble 
with this because of different views on how to treat the subject. Gartner mentions why he 
did the research among academics and how he hoped his work could clarify for his col-
leagues all the different views that were out there. Gartner then discusses the result from 
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his own articles and how people have tried to interpret and get their view of his results. He 
states that “Essentially, then, entrepreneurship scholars disagree about all aspects of entre-
preneurship such that there is no single characteristics that all scholars would indicate is a 
facet of the phenomenon that entrepreneurship would have”. (Gartner, 2004, p.252) He al-
so says that fewer and fewer of the scholars are talking the same language and when they 
are referencing each others work, the edges of the entrepreneurship field expands. The 
conclusion, as we interpret it, is that Gartner is well aware of the fact that every body has 
their variation of their interpretation, and that the subject of entrepreneurship might grow 
in all kind of directions because of the lack of one absolute way of defining it. This article, 
also, focus on scholars and people that we classify as people within the world of academics, 
and thus this discussion is to highlight the acknowledged problem within this group of 
people. And that his effort with clarifying things with his What are we talking about when we 
talk about entrepreneurship? article just showed even in more depth the broadness of the field. 

2.4 Summary frame of reference 
 

Under frame of reference we have presented theory about the origin of the word entrepre-
neurship to get some background knowledge of the phenomenon and to see for how long 
time the concept has been used. From the 1100’s when the word represented someone 
who got things done”. Then continuing through history how the early scholars gave their 
versions of the concept. We have summarized this in the table below. 

Tabell 1 Definitions history 

Cantillion Someone who engages in exchange for prof-
it. 

Say    Person who sees the need and find a way to 
fulfill them 

Henrich von Tünen Entrepreneur works for his own cause (dis-
tinction manager) 

Schumpeter (1934) Economic agent who pushes new combina-
tions of economic activities. Creative de-
struction. 

Cole’s (1949) discussion of Harvard 
School’s definition (Cited in Balakrishnan et 
al., 1998, p. 22) 

 

”…comprises any purposeful activity that 
initiates, maintain or develop a profit-
oriented business in interaction with the in-
ternal situation of the business or with the 
economic, political and social circumstances 
surrounding the business.” 

 

 

Modern definitions are not hard to find and we described some of them that seems rele-
vant for this thesis. These are summarized in the following table. 
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Tabell 2 Definitions Modern 

Broehl (1982) Use of change to see opportunities arise 

Drucker (1985) Innovation and opportunistic activities 

Hérbert &Link (1988) Risk taking and new creation and revision 

Gartner (1993) Organization creation 

Churchill & Muzyka (1994, p. 16) Identifies three conditions for entrepreneur-
ship to occur, “(1) an individual, (2) who 
performs an act, (3) that involves innova-
tion.” 

Stevenson & Jarillo (1995) cited in Hart,  
Stevenson & Dial, (1995) p. 85 

 

“…the process by which individuals pursue 
opportunities without regard to resources 
they currently control.” 

Shane & Venkatararman (2000) Lucrative opportunities and enterprising in-
dividuals 

Davidsson (2004, p. 16) “competitive behavior that drives the mar-
ket process”  

Timmons (2007) Right combination of Opportunity, the Team 
and Resources 

Swedish National Dictionary (2008a, 2008b, 
2008c) 

“…the activities and actions of an entrepre-
neur.” and an entrepreneur is defined 
as“…a person who undertakes a contract”, 
a contract is defined as “…the undertaking 
by a company to perform a larger work, par-
ticularly in respect to a building or other sol-
id construction, such as a bridge.”   

Webster’s Online Dictionary (2008a) “The organization, management, and as-
sumption of risks of a business or enter-
prise, usually implying an element of change 
or challenge and a new opportunity.” 

 

Further media’s view of entrepreneurship has been touched upon and a few examples are 
shown with articles. This shows that media vary on their point of view as well and that the 
authors will spread different definitions when publishing these articles.  

Gartner’s (1990) What are we talking about when we talk about entrepreneurship? isalso summa-
rized for the reader to get an overview of his research which in some ways has been our 
reference model. Followed by a description of Gartner (2004) where he discusses the prob-
lem further. 
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2.5 Research questions 
We have set the following research questions: 

• Is there a common realization of the concept entrepreneurship within each of the 
targeted groups? 

• Is there a common realization of the concept entrepreneurship among the targeted 
groups? 
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3 Method 

3.1 Research approach 
When writing a research paper it is usually a good idea to decide upon a research approach. 
The two typically used are; The Deductive approach and The Inductive Approach. Deductive re-
search is related to a scientific approach where the main point being setting up and testing 
a hypothesis, also trying to explain relationships between variables (Saunders et al. 2003). 
The Inductive approach were developed to take the way people interpret the world into 
consideration and by that taking distance from the scientific deductive approach. (Saunders 
et al. 2003) Inductive approach means taking into account the context in which events are 
happening. Here, theory is developed and follow the data, that is the theory is developed as 
a result of the data analysis (Saunders et al. 2003). 

In our research we are using more of an inductive approach since we will draw conclusions 
of entrepreneurship based on our findings. We will not test hypotheses or have any other 
pre-set ideas of how the groups deal with the concept entrepreneurship. We simply believe 
there are some differences out there, but we do not have any assumptions except this.  

3.2 The Delphi method 
In this thesis we decided to conduct a survey and research with help of a model called the 
Delphi approach. Gartner’s What are we talking about when we talk about entrepreneurship? (1990) 
was an inspiration for the work of this thesis. The article explores if there is a consensus of 
the definition entrepreneurship among academics and professionals within the area of en-
trepreneurship. Gartner did his survey on three groups; leading academic researchers in en-
trepreneurship, business leaders and politicians. In this paper we decided to focus on 
groups of people out side the academic world; Store managers, High school students and Small 
businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities. 

Delphi approaches can vary and there is not one absolute way of conducting a research. 
One definition of Delphi approach is:  

“Delphi may be characterized as a method for structuring a group communication process 
so that the process is effective in allowing a group of individuals, as a whole, to deal with a 
complex problem.” (Linstone & Turoff, 1975, p. 3) 

Hasson, Keeney & McKenna (2000, p. 1008) describes it as:  

“The Delphi survey is a group facilitation technique, which is an iterative multistage proc-
ess, designed to transform opinion into group consensus.” 

There is no agreed upon level of consensus when performing a Delphi (Hasson et al., 
2000). Laughlin and Moore (1979) suggest that 51% agreement among the respondents 
should be sufficient to realize a consensus (Cited in McKenna, 1994). Sumsion (1998) on 
the other hand, recommends 70% agreement among the respondents for consensus (Cited 
in Hasson et al., 2000) while Green et al. (1999) suggests 80% agreement. Williams and 
Webb (1994) argue that the criterion for consensus is 100% agreement. 
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The sample used is often a panel consisting of experts within the area (Loo, 2002). Since 
we focused on groups outside of the academic world the whole idea was for them to not be 
experts within entrepreneurship. In our case, the “experts within the area” was chosen 
people from three different groups; high school students, store managers and small busi-
nesses that are listed under entrepreneurial activities within a city.  

The first step of designing a Delphi is to define a problem. It is important to realize the 
scope of the problem and expected outcomes. Secondly, a panel needs to be selected. The 
panel usually consists of subject matter experts, (Loo, 2002) but as mentioned above, our 
panel consisted of members selected to represent the view of a these groups. Loo (2002) 
argues that there is no advocated sample size when performing a Delphi study. But the 
rule-of-thumb is to use 15-30 experts. According to Hasson et al. (2000) there is studies 
done with number of people in each group ranging from 15 to 60. Our goal was to get 30 
people in each group after three rounds. Thus, our sample size objective was 30 people 
from each group in each city, which results a total of 270 people. Sumsion (1998) argues 
that a response rate of 70% is suggested for each round to keep a high quality of the re-
search. To obtain this, sending reminders to non-respondents is recommended. (Cited in 
Hasson et al., 2000).   

In the first round of the Delphi method, an open-end question is often used to let the pan-
ellists speak in their own words (Loo, 2002). We constructed a question stating: “What is 
your definition of entrepreneurship?” According to Loo (2002), a Delphi usually involves 
three to four rounds in order to narrow the problem and reach a consensus. We selected a 
number of attributes from the answers we received in the first round. Then we asked the 
participants to rank these attributes, which they think is most important to entrepreneur-
ship and which is not. The answers from the second round were factor analysed in order to 
generate themes for the third round. The participants were then asked to rank each factor 
in accordance to how important each theme is to their definition of entrepreneurship. 

We used different strategies to reach the participants after the first round, depending on 
how we found them for the first round. Hasson et al. (2000) suggests that the first round 
should be done in a face-to-face meeting while the following can be done through mail or 
e-mail. We tried to apply this when possible. After members of the groups agreed to par-
ticipate and complete the first round, we contacted them for the second round by e-mail. 
According to Loo (2002), the strategy to contact the participants through e-mail is growing 
because it is much less time consuming than regular mail. We believed that, especially 
among students, there was a risk that fulfilling three rounds of questionnaire could be seen 
as uninteresting and people might lose interest. Because of this we decided to try to help 
the response rate by offering an incentive. All participants who fulfilled all three rounds 
had the chance to win cinema tickets.  

3.3 Alternatives to the Delphi method 
Clayton (1997) discusses Nominal Group Technique (NGT) as an alternative method to 
the Delphi method. The NGT is performed through a meeting where people develop and 
write ideas in a face-to-face situation. The development of the ideas is independent and the 
members of the group form the ideas by themselves. A moderator then collects the ideas 
and pools them, the members of the group are then asked to rank the ideas. From the rat-
ing of the words or ideas a statistical criterion is used as a base for a group consensus (Clay-
ton, 1997). Van de Ven and Delbecq (1971) discusses some variants of NGT, instead of 
collecting the ideas from the group members they are asked to write down one idea and 
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show for the rest of the group members. Each member will be asked to show one idea un-
til there are no further ideas available from the group. Then a discussion among the group 
members follows before nominal voting, that is a ranking of the ideas.   

Another alternative to the Delphi method is the Interacting Group Method (IGM). It is the 
most commonly used method for group decision making. The moderator starts of with 
clarifying the problem and then a discussion among the members of the group begin (Van 
de Ven & Delbecq, 1974). According to Clayton (1997), the IGM is basically a brainstorm-
ing exercise where members of the group discuss their ideas and give feedback. There are 
no interruptions from the moderator and the members of the group are supposed to speak 
freely (Delbecq, 1968, cited in Van de Ven & Delbecq, 1971). The consensus of the ideas is 
reached when an agreement is made (Clayton, 1997), or through a majority voting proce-
dure (Van de Ven & Delbecq, 1974).  

The Delphi method is similar to these techniques, especially the NGT. The main difference 
between the two is that the Delphi method is performed anonymously and the members of 
the group do not receive any knowledge of the other members’ ideas and opinions. The 
Delphi method also poses a great advantage in a practical perspective since it is often prob-
lematic to bring a large group together (Clayton, 1997).     

Van de Ven and Delbecq (1974) conducted a study where they compared IGM, NGT and 
Delphi. The different methods were evaluated in accordance to effectiveness; the parame-
ters of effectiveness were divided into the number of unique ideas generated and level of 
satisfaction. The participants were asked to evaluate the methods from the criteria of satis-
faction. The conclusion of the study through statistical procedures and hypothesis testing 
methodology was that NGT and Delphi were superior to IGM. Van de Ven and Delbecq 
(1974) argue that NGT should be performed when a group is easily brought together. 
When the cost and inconvenience of bringing people face-to-face is high the Delphi 
method should be used. 

There are several problems with face-to-face methods, the participants may get influenced 
by what the other members of the group argue. This is a common situation when there are 
a few dominant people in the group. The interest of the group or individuals may also be at 
a high concern instead of solving a problem or discussing ideas. Group pressure can appear 
and individuals may agree to an idea or consensus that they actually do not consent to (Uhl, 
1983 cited in Clayton, 1997).   

Clayton (1997) argues that the Delphi technique is the most reliable method to reach a con-
sensus of opinion from a group. It also lets the moderator build upon earlier rounds for 
each successive round (Loo, 2002). 

The main reason for choosing the Delphi method as our approach is that it is very effective 
at building group consensus (Hasson et al, 2000). The alternatives to the Delphi method 
required face-to-face meetings with the participants and we realized that we did not have 
the possibility to gather participants together since it would be too time consuming and we 
also doubt that we would obtain a sufficient sample size. The Delphi method was also ar-
gued by Clayton (1997) to be the most reliable method and Uhl (1983) discusses that it 
does not have the same problems as the face-to-face methods (Cited in Clayton, 1997). We 
also believe that the Delphi approach provided a good fit to our type of study since it was 
not as time consuming as the alternative methods and it also lets the moderator build upon 
earlier rounds for each successive round (Loo, 2002).  
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3.4 Sample selection 
We performed the study in three cities, Jönköping, Gothenburg and Kungsbacka. The rea-
son to this decision was to get a good spread and some diversity among respondents. We 
chose these cities for convenience reasons, we did not have the time or recourses to per-
form the study on randomly chosen cities in Sweden. The Delphi method was done on the 
three groups, in these three cities. We had a goal of a sample size of 30 people in each 
group within each city since we believed this was an achievable amount of people. Accord-
ing to Hasson et al. (2000) and Loo (2002) this is also a sufficient sample size to receive a 
reliable outcome. Thus, we had an objective to reach a total of 90 people in each group di-
vided into three cities resulting in a total of 270 participants.  

3.4.1 High school students 
The definition of high school students is simply students who are enrolled in a high school.  

The schools were mainly chosen for convenience reasons. The chosen school in Jönköping 
was Per Brahe Gymnasiet, Frölundagymnasiet in Gothenburg and Elof Lindälvs Gymna-
sium in Kungsbacka. 

One of the reasons for choosing high school students was to receive a definition from the 
younger public. We believe that using high school students as a sample group is of great 
advantage since they have not been influenced by education from universities and they also 
posses a low level of work experience. Thus, we think they can provide the most neutral 
and impartial answers to our survey. We also chose them for convenience reasons since 
they are easy accessible with the assistance from teachers. 

Our plan was to randomly ask students at the main entrance at each high school until we 
had obtained a sufficient sample size. We started of with Frölundagymnasiet, after trying to 
interview people for a while we realized most of the students we tried to approach was in a 
hurry to class and could not participate. We then decided to take assistance from a teacher. 
We chose a teacher who was willing to distribute the questionnaires in two of her classes.  

We performed the same approach with some help from a teacher both at Elof Lindälvs 
Gymnasium and Per Brahe Gymnasiet. This approach meant the students were not ran-
domly chosen, but we did make sure that the classes were of different educational direction 
to get a more diversified group. We also asked the teachers helping us not to discuss the 
subject with her students since that could have a biased effect.  We received a total sample 
size of 70 participants from the high schools. 29 of these students were either unwilling to 
take part in the study or had no answer for the question. We received answers from 41 stu-
dents from which 38 provided an e-mail address. The answers from the three students who 
did not provide an e-mail address were included in the study.  

From the answers of the open-end question of the first step we identified 56 attributes. 
These attributes were uploaded to the webpage (Speed Survey, 2003), described later, and 
the link to this webpage was sent back to the 38 participants asking them to rank each at-
tribute. After the second round was completed 18 participants had ranked each attribute. 
These attributes were then factor analysed in order to generate themes and the results to 
this analyze revealed three themes. The themes identified after the second round were up-
loaded to the webpage and the participants were sent an e-mail with a link to this webpage 
asking them to rank each theme. We reached a response of 7 participants after this round.  
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3.4.2 Store managers 
We defined store managers as the person who is in charge of the particular store, if the 
store manager was not present at time we decided to use the person responsible at the 
moment of our visit. The reason not to only focus on the actual store manager was the 
pressure of time. We came to the conclusion that we would not have time to wait for the 
store manager in every case, especially since it may be very seldom that the manager is pre-
sent in the store.  

The area of stores or shopping malls was chosen for convenience reasons. In Jönköping we 
chose to focus on “Öster”, in Gothenburg we chose Frölunda Torg and in Kungsbacka we 
chose to perform the study in Kungsmässan. In order to get some randomness we decided 
to use systematic sampling. The systematic sampling is a method used to receive samples 
that is not chosen based on personal preferences. (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2003). We 
decided to use every third store. Our sampling frame from which the samples were 
counted was each of the two malls and the shopping street in Jönköping city. 

The reason to why we decided to include store managers in our study is partly for conven-
ience. We believed they are easy to get in contact with and also willing to participate in the 
study. Also, we found out managers is a group often used in entrepreneurial research such 
as the article by Carayannis, Evans & Hanson (2003) described later in the text.  

We obtained our objective of 30 store managers in each city resulting in a total sample size 
of 90 store managers. The managers who were unwilling to participate in the study or had 
no suggestion to answer the question were excluded from the study. 74 out of 90 partici-
pants were willing to take part in the following steps of the study by e-mail. The remaining 
16 participants were either unwilling to participate in the further steps or not willing to 
provide an e-mail address. We could not find a common characteristic for these people, 
they were of different ages, gender and they did not want to continue the study for differ-
ent reasons. We decided to exclude the people unwilling to provide their e-mail address 
even though they agreed to continue the study through personal meeting for the following 
steps, the reason for this decision was the time pressure and the inconvenience of travelling 
forth and back between the cities. Their answers to the first question were included for the 
following steps. The participants who were unwilling to provide an e-mail address could 
have been reached by mail or telephone instead, but since they were unwilling to provide 
an e-mail address we assumed that they would also be unwilling to provide a mail address 
or telephone number. Also, performing the successive rounds by telephone would have 
been very time consuming.  

From the answers of the open-end question of the first step we identified 86 attributes. 
These were uploaded to the webpage (Speed Survey, 2003) and sent back to the 74 partici-
pants, asking them to rank each attribute. We received 44 responses after this round and 
the attributes were factor analyzed in order to realize themes. The analysis identified five 
themes and these were uploaded to the webpage and an e-mail with a link to the webpage 
was sent to the participants asking them to rank each theme. After this round we received 
24 responses.  

3.4.3 Small businesses that are listed within entrepreneurial activities 
This group includes all businesses that appear at a search engine (Eniro, 2007 & Gulex, 
2007) under “Entrepreneur” (Swedish: “entreprenad”). These businesses are all blue collar 
companies such as carpenters and painters. They were chosen since we believe the word 



 

 18

entrepreneur is being misused and associated with blue collar companies. We thought it 
would be very interesting to include these companies in the study to get their definition of 
the concept entrepreneurship. They are also chosen to get the views from another field of 
work.  

To reach out to these companies we decided to brows “Entrepreneur” at different search 
engines (Eniro, 2007 & Gulex, 2007), we also selected the area of focus such as 
“Jönköping”. From the results of the search we sorted out the companies with e-mail ad-
dresses. We realized it would be hard and time consuming to get a hold of a sufficient 
number of companies in person. Thus, we contacted them by e-mail. In the e-mails we 
wrote “to the owner or equivalent person” in order to not get responses from the regular 
employee and also to only receive one response per company.  

In the Jönköping region we ended up with 71 companies and 111 companies in Gothen-
burg with e-mail addresses. Since Kungsbacka is a much smaller city than Jönköping and 
Gothenburg we decided to focus on Halland instead. In Halland we reached a sample size 
of 60 companies.  

The reason for having more participants in this group than the other groups was the much 
lower expected response rate.  

Some of the companies had listed more than one e-mail address and e-mails were sent to 
all of the provided addresses. 124 e-mails were sent to the companies in Gothenburg, 11 of 
these came back as failures. So, a total of 113 e-mails reached their destinations. In 
Jönköping, one additional e-mail address was found resulting in 72 sent e-mails. Eight of 
these came back as failures resulting in a total of 64 e-mails that reached the destinations. 
Seven additional e-mail addresses were found for the companies in Halland resulting in a 
total of 67 e-mail addresses, 11 of these came back as failures and thus 56 e-mails reached 
the destinations. A total of 233 e-mails were sent and we received 33 responses with a defi-
nition. We identified 86 attributes from these definitions and these were uploaded to the 
webpage (Speed Survey, 2003) and e-mailed back to the participants with a link to the web-
page asking them to rank each attribute. After this round, 9 participants answered and the 
attributes were factor analyzed in order to generate themes. The factor analysis recognized 
4 themes and these were uploaded to the webpage and sent back to participants containing 
a link to the webpage asking them to rank each attribute. Amazingly, we received 12 re-
sponses after this round. The reason for this is that the software at the webpage (Speed 
Survey, 2003) did not allow us to see which participants had responded to the second 
round, it only presented how many. So, we were forced to e-mail all the participants who 
responded to the first round and we clearly stated at the top of the e-mail that only the par-
ticipants who completed the second round were allowed to respond to this round. Obvi-
ously, this did not have the effect we hoped for.      

3.5 Supporting the sample selection 
As mentioned in the background we are focusing on groups of people outside the world of 
academics. In this section follows a more detailed motivation to why we have chosen the 
groups previously described. 

By people of the academic world we are taking about students and researchers who are ac-
tive at higher level education such as universities. We do not consider high school students 
or participants with a university degree as active in the academic world.   
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3.5.1 High school Students 
We have discovered that students are a popular group to use in studies and many research-
ers perform surveys on students for different reasons. This is not an exception within the 
field of entrepreneurship. There are a number of articles that present data and surveys per-
formed on students within entrepreneurship. If the students do not have an agreed upon 
definition of entrepreneurship, the results of the surveys including questions about entre-
preneurship will be very biased since they will answer the questions on different grounds.  

The reader may also misinterpret the results described in the studies since the readers could 
have different views and definitions of entrepreneurship.  

An article written about the next generation describes a survey performed by the Center for 
Entrepreneurial Leadership on high school students and their entrepreneurial interests (The 
next generation, 1995). “86% rate themselves as very poor to fair when it comes to the 
business and entrepreneurial know-how required to launch a company.” (The next genera-
tion, 1995, p. 13). The students in this survey are asked about their entrepreneurial know-
how, how can any conclusions be drawn from this survey when they have not taken differ-
ent views of entrepreneurship into consideration? The Center for Entrepreneurial Leader-
ship also makes it clear that according to them entrepreneurial know-how is required to 
launch a company, some students may not agree to this and answer the question differently 
because of that.    

Carayannis et al. (2003) performed a study on French students at different levels of educa-
tion and managers. When the article was published the research was ongoing and they had 
only collected information from the French entrepreneurship students. Carayannis et al. 
(2003) stated they will be using the same questionnaire for the entire population. Their 
purpose was to supply a plan of learning behaviours in order to improve the perception of 
entrepreneurial values of young people. They tried to answer the question of whether it is 
true that young French people do not recognize the positive impact new ventures can have 
on the economy and society. Carayannis et al. (2003) discover that the US is ahead when it 
comes to entrepreneurial education, even though France is heading in the right direction. 
They also suggest that entrepreneurship should be taught from the age of 13, junior high 
school, in France. The reason for this suggestion is the cultural perception of the entrepre-
neur and his or her activities. Government, business and education need to create a synergy 
to guarantee that the economic benefits of business creation are maximized (Carayannis et 
al. 2003).  

The population they decided to use was French managers, graduate students of business, 
and French middle and high schools. A quantitative survey was performed with statements 
which the participants were asked to rank 1 to 6, where 1 is agree completely and 6 is dis-
agree completely. Carayannis et al (2003) gives some examples of this kind of statements: 

“Entrepreneurship is mostly an outlet for people who have failed elsewhere” (Carayannis et 
al, 2003, p. 768)  

“Entrepreneurship is detrimental to family life” (Carayannis et al, 2003, p. 769)   

“Entrepreneurs are egotistical” (Carayannis et al, 2003, p. 768)  

“The success of an entrepreneur is mostly determined by chance” (Carayannis et al, 2003, 
p. 768)  
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If high school students have different definitions of entrepreneurship and an entrepreneur, 
then it would be very difficult to draw any conclusions to this type of study. The students 
are asked to rank statements including words such as entrepreneur with accordance to 
themselves. We believe that if the perception of an entrepreneur differs among the stu-
dents, then the results from the survey would be basically useless.  

3.5.2 Store managers 
Managers were also a sample group which they were going to perform their survey on in 
the article described above by Carayannis et al. (2003). We believe that the perception that 
managers would have a shared view of entrepreneurship is off course also ridiculous. Cara-
yannis et al. (2003) seems to have performed this study with the perception that all these 
described groups share one definition of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship. According to 
our interpretation of the article do Carayannis et al. (2003) not only assume that each 
member within a group has the same view of the concept, but they assume that all mem-
bers within all groups share the same view. The presumption that middle school students, 
graduate students and managers would have the same definition of the concept entrepre-
neurship is absurd. 

3.5.3 Small businesses that are listed under entrepreneurial activities 
Carmona (2007) describes in his article local women entrepreneurs and how they market 
their businesses. He refers to a survey performed on 200 female business owners by 
Women’s Business Institute (WBI) of Sagrado Corazón University where they realized that 
flyers were their main strategy to promote their business. Carmona (2007) argues that 
Internet will be a more popular tool in the future since many of the participants in the 
study conducted by WBI state that they plan to use the Internet to a greater extent in the 
future.  

“How do local women entrepreneurs market their business? A recent survey conducted by 
the Women’s Business Institute (WBI) of Sagrado Corazón University among 200 local 
female business owners found out the use of flyers was their most utilized method to pro-
mote their business.” (Carmona, 2007, p. 37). Our interpretation is that Carmona (2007) in 
his article equalizes entrepreneurs and business owners. According to our beliefs, this also 
means that he equalizes entrepreneurship with business ownership. When a survey is per-
formed on entrepreneurs and the only criteria for choosing entrepreneurs is business own-
ers, we believe this also means the only criteria for entrepreneurship is business ownership.  
 
Soriano and Martinéz (2007) performed a study on explaining the existence of collective 
entrepreneurship in a firm. They used a sample of 100 small and medium enterprises and 
performed surveys through interviews on each of them. They came to the conclusion that 
relationship oriented leadership nurture collective entrepreneurship and the entrepreneurial 
spirit is passed on to the team members from the leader. Task oriented leadership on the 
other hand seemed to have the opposite effect on the team members and the capacity to 
generate collective entrepreneurship appeared to be reduced.  
 
Some examples of the survey used during the interviews follow (Soriano & Martinéz, 
2007): 
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“Do you consider the leader to be the “individual hero” that contributes to reaching a cer-
tain level of entrepreneurship in the team (or firm) as an individual business person?” 
(Soriano & Martinéz, 2007, p. 1120) 

“Do you believe that via your behaviour and attitudes you can help in reaching a level of 
collective entrepreneurship?” (Soriano & Martinéz, 2007, p. 1120) 

“If you were to stimulate positive attitudes towards the firm, work and personal relation-
ships in your daily attitudes and behaviour, would this produce an increase in collective en-
trepreneurship?” (Soriano & Martinéz, 2007, p. 1121) 

Soriano and Martinéz (2007) seems to be doing the same assumption that Carayannis et al. 
(2003) does, that people have the same perception of entrepreneurship and that the re-
spondents would interpret the questions in the exact same way. We believe that was not the 
case and that there is a big risk a bias occurred because of different interpretation of the 
questions among the respondents. To us this is an obvious problem.  

3.6 Survey design 
As described a slightly different approach was applied among the three different groups. 
The same survey template was used for store managers and high school students (see Ap-
pendix H). This consisted of an open-ended question, Describe in your own words (one or two 
sentences) your definition of entrepreneurship. It is not formulated as a question in the written text 
but we were verbally asking this and then showing them the questionnaire. An open ended 
question is according to Grummit (1980) made to encourage the respondent to give an ex-
tensive and developmental answer (Cited in Saunders et al., 2003). The students might not 
have heard the exact phrasing “what is your definition...” or “how do you define...” but it is 
still very clear from the questionnaire that the respondents should state their own defini-
tion. In the e-mail sent to the companies listed under entrepreneurial activities in the first 
round the questionnaire (see Appendix I) included the open question “What is you defini-
tion of entrepreneurship” stated. Instruction about giving just a few words if no long sen-
tences was written, which was verbally communicated to the other groups, were here apart 
of the instructions in the e-mail. For the groups approached in person we requested an e-
mail address to the respondent to be able to follow up the research in a quick and efficient 
way. 

For the second round we sorted out significant attributes and these were uploaded into a 
survey-software at a webpage (Speed Survey, 2003). This software simplified and clarified 
the process of ranking. We also believed the use of this software would increase our re-
sponse rate. A link to the form was embedded in the e-mail and the participants were asked 
to click on the link to get forwarded to the survey (see Appendix J). The participants were 
at the webpage asked “How important is each attribute to your definition of entrepreneur-
ship?”. All attributes then followed under the question with a ranking grade of 1 to 4 ac-
cording to the following scale: 

4: Very important 

3: Important 

2: Slightly important 

1: Unimportant 
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The reason for having a scale of 1 to 4 was to make the participants lean in some direction 
when ranking the attributes. If we for example had a scale of 1 to 5, participants could 
chose to rank an attribute 3 which would make the ranking neutral. 

The third round was performed on a similar way with the same design on the question-
naire, and the same format was again used for all three groups. This time the long list of at-
tributes were however replaced by a short list of themes (3 to 5 among the groups) that 
should be ranked in the same procedure as in the second round. 

3.7 Reliability and validity  
By reliability we refer to how well the method chosen will yield the same results if other re-
searchers would do the same research with the same data. (Saunders et al. 2003) 

Delphi method is based on “the safety in numbers” (Hasson et al., 2000, p.1013). This 
means that there is less risk that a group of people reaches a wrong conclusion than one 
individual. Then, through reasoning argument assumptions are challenged. This is also 
something that increases the validity. Threats to validity arise from pressure to reach a fore-
casting that will undermine the Delphi’s forecasting ability. What makes the validity rise is 
to have experts with right knowledge in the group and also to get a sufficient response rate. 
(Hasson et al. 2000) 

Woudenberg (1991) describes set characteristics that contribute to the accuracy of a Del-
phi. 

• Anonymity 

• Use of selection of experts 

• Iteration 

Regarding the fact that respondents are anonymous can be said both positive and negative 
remarks. Woudenberg (1991) states that there has been different studies where they believe 
anonymity has led to better accuracy in some cases and less in other. The point of letting 
people stay anonymous is to prohibit the participants to interact and by that exclude possi-
ble group judgement that could lead to less accurate result and at the same time reserve 
positive influences. The draw back is the respondents might feel lack of responsibility for 
the end result and thus not put very much effort into the task (Woundeberg, 1991). 

Sackman (1975) is one author that means that the use of experts can in some cases be as ef-
ficient as use of non-experts (Cited in Woudenberg, 1991). In our case we are not using ex-
perts in a certain field since an expert is according to a dictionary defined as “A person who 
is widely recognized as having valuable knowledge in a particular area, and who has dem-
onstrated ability to deal with a particular task or problem much more efficiently than most 
people.” (Webster’s Online Dictionary, 2008b). So this is not an issue for us, even though 
the criticism states that it is not always better to use experts anyways. But, in a sense we are 
using experts within the field the participants are, for example a high school student is an 
expert of being a high school student. 

The idea to use iteration in the Delphi method is to have the least-informed participants to 
change their meaning over the rounds. (Helmer, 1968 cited in  Woudenberg, 1991) There 
has been some research to see whether the response get more accurate after one or a few 
rounds. It seems common though, that there is some improvement in the second stage but 
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not so much after this. (Armstrong, 1985; Nelms & Porter, 1985 Cited in Woudenberg, 
1991) Critiques states that it is likely that people get bored answering the “same question” 
over and over. (Sackman, 1975 cited in Woudenberg, 1991). In our research each of the 
three rounds is quite unlike the previous one so people getting bored of this reason is not a 
concern for us. The bigger risk in our case is probably that people might feel they do not 
have enough time to keep sending questionnaires back and forth to us. 

Woundeberg (1991) states Delphi researches are often good at reaching a consensus, how-
ever this is not necessary a good thing. It is often a good sign but should never be the goal 
for the research. The main critique is thus against the effect of researchers using this 
method often get a good consensus but that would rather be the product of group pressure 
than actually getting a real conclusion (Woudenberg, 1991). Other critiques, Nelms and 
Porter, (1985), to mention a few, call it “art instead of science” (Cited in Woudenberg, 
1991, p.146)  

3.8 Generalization 
Generalizability in this case is how well the results can be applied to other sceneries (Saun-
ders et al., 2003) 

Since our samples of groups are not randomly chosen from all over Sweden but rather all 
of them are chosen from south west parts of Sweden, it would be wrong to claim these 
findings are directly applicable to for example all high school students in Sweden and thus 
we do not claim one can statistically generalize our findings. However, we see no reason 
why it would be a substantial difference between the knowledge and attitudes within this 
field in different parts of Sweden. The school system, to our knowledge, is designed in the 
same way in the country. Also, influences from TV or newspapers or internet should not 
be varied across the country since the same offering of media selection is accessible every-
where in Sweden (except possible local newspapers). 

3.9 Limitations 
When performing a research of this kind with the limited resources we have as students 
(the two main ones being: time pressure and limited financial resources), there have been a 
few issues that are presented. These may have been contributing to a biased result to some 
extent but we still see our findings as valid to use for discussion, analyzing and a base for 
further research.  

3.9.1 Language 
Through out the data gathering process we have used the Swedish language in the ques-
tionnaires and in contact with respondents. Thus all the words and definitions have been 
given to us in Swedish. When presented in this paper we have translated all the work to 
English. Since English is neither of the authors’ mother tongue it is possible that some 
words have gotten a slightly different meaning or that some phrases can be interpreted dif-
ferently after translated. We however do not think this is something that would happen to a 
great extent and we do not see this as problem, but still make a note of the matter.  
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3.9.2 Possible weaknesses with the Delphi method 
As Waltz, Strickland and Lenz, (1991) points out; a bias may occur in the first stage of a 
Delphi since the attributes chose form the definitions in the first round are decided from 
the researcher’s judgement (Cited in Green, Hughes, Jones & Williams, 1999). We also be-
lieve this is a problem in the following rounds when the researcher works with the data. Af-
ter the second round themes are chosen from the rankings of attributes. Even though it is 
based on statistics from the numbers, analyzed with statistical software (SPSS, 2005a), it is 
the researcher who decides which words to use and how to formulate the factor descrip-
tions. Thus, we put a lot of effort into the selection of attributes and themes by discussing 
and brainstorming every decision and we believe by doing so we recognized the most sig-
nificant attributes and themes. 

3.9.3 Locations used in data gathering 
We chose the three cities Jönköping, Gothenburg and Kunskbacka to get some diversity among 
the respondents. However all three cities are in the south of Sweden and two of them 
pretty close on the west coast. It was for convenience reasons they were picked. We are 
aware of that this might not be optimal if one wishes to get a result that can be generalized 
for the groups valid in all of Sweden but we simply had not the resources to randomly pick 
cities all over Sweden with the ”risk” of long travels. Still, we think the answers we got can 
be assumed to be valid for example most of the high school students in Sweden. 

3.9.4 Number of respondents 
Our target was as mentioned earlier to get 270 respondents in total including all three 
groups. This turned out a bit optimistic and the results show a sometime mediocre and 
even poor response rate in some cases. We have been able to work with and analyze the 
data even though the policy Delphi suggests at least 15 respondents in each round (Loo, 
2000). This target number was reached in the majority of all groups in the three rounds. 
Our strongest limitation is probably the relatively low number of respondents when it 
comes to the factor analysis. Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black (1998) suggests at least 50 
respondents to perform a factor analysis. We did not have this number of respondents in 
either factor analysis, and thus this hurt the reliability of our findings. We have to make 
clear that the factor analysis we made still made us see clear patterns and we would not 
have presented the results if we did not believe they were accurate.  

3.9.5 Slightly different approach among groups 
Among the three groups we have been researching in a slightly different approach. Store 
managers were approached in a face-to-face manner in the first round. This was a very 
good method for getting high response rate (82.2%) in the first round. Another contribu-
tion the high response rate could be that we were given the opportunity to persuade the 
hesitant store mangers to participate in the study since we met them face-to-face. We did 
not approach students face-to-face but with help from their teachers, this could be the rea-
son for lower response rate (54.3%) in the first round. With the companies listed under en-
trepreneurial activities we used e-mail in the first contact. We believed that would mean a 
lower response rate but still saw it as the best option and chose to send allot more than 90 
for the first round to reach our target (we sent 233) and only got a response rate of 14,2% 
after the first round. The connection between better response rates for face-to-face “inter-
views” (they were still asked to fill out the questionnaire) compared to respondents with no 
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personal contact is supported by Saunders et al. (2003). They state that it is more likely re-
spondents would agree to be interviewed than fill out a questionnaire. 

Except different response rates among the groups other biases can have occurred since in-
formation might have been communicated differently. This is true for the first step only, 
the following steps were sent by e-mail and were formulated in the same way. Naturally we 
used the same form and asked the same questions and tried to use the same wording. But it 
is possible the respondents we talked to face-to-face got different or extra information 
compared to the other groups who only saw the questionnaire. We did try to write the 
same information in the first e-mail to the companies listed under entrepreneurial activities 
that were verbally communicated to the store managers but it is still risk for a small bias 
due to how the instructions were explained (and amount of information). 

Regarding students it could have been a limitation to let the teachers help us and hand out 
the questionnaires in their classes since we can not know exactly what was discussed, even 
though we told them not to discuss the subject in class before filling in the forms. Their 
help did save us much valuable time and we have to rely on that the students were not in-
fluenced from their teachers.   

Another aspect here is the amount of time the respondents had to fill out the first form. 
There is a risk the store managers felt more time pressure and might have in general given 
short definitions in the first round. We believe the time pressure some might have felt was 
not due to that fact that we were standing there talking to them but rather their work tasks 
that had to be done or customers coming in the stores. We are not sure exactly the amount 
of time the students got in the classes but we think it is reasonable to assume that the 
teachers did not put any time press on them. The companies approached by email, we be-
lieve, also had more time since they could chose to fill out the form when they felt they had 
a few minutes over from work tasks.  

3.9.6 Time of year when the research was performed 
Unfortunately the research had to be done during December and January (2007/2008) and 
this is the probably the busiest time of year for many people. We believe stores have an 
enormous pressure this time of year and also got many comments about how busy the 
store managers were at this time. Also the long holidays with Christmas and New Years, we 
feel, was a strong limitation. It is likely that people want to get a way from work and possi-
bly respondents from all three groups did not check their e-mail as often during this time. 
We believe this is the reason why we got a low response rates in the second and the third. 

3.10 Factor analysis 
When a large number of variables are broken down to, or summarized with, a fewer set of 
factors this is called a factor analysis (Pallant, 2005). Hair et al. (1998) states that factor 
analysis is a class of multivariable statistical methods that are used to find the underlying 
structure in a data matrix and that the two primary uses of factor analysis are summarization 
and data reduction. When summarizing data the factor analysis derives underlying dimensions 
that can be found to describe the data in a set of fewer concepts than the original variables. 
Data reduction refers to calculating scores for each underlying dimension and replacing the 
original variables with them. (Hair et al., 1998) Factor analysis analyzes the interrelation-
ships among a large number of variables by finding a set of underlying dimensions (fac-
tors).  
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Hair et al. (1998) describes how to come up with the right number of factors to use and 
compare the process with it is a bit like focusing in on a microscope. The researcher does 
many trial solutions with lower and higher number of factors than is finally decided upon 
and it should be clear when the right number is chosen. In other words it is a trial and error 
process. 

One method to get an estimate of number of factors to extract is to look at factors with an 
eigenvalue over one. This is common technique to use in components analysis according to 
Hair et al. (1998). Themes with eigenvalues over one means they represent a single factor 
that should account for the variance in at least a single variable if it would be retained for 
interpretation (Hair et al. 1998).  

Scree plot table is another output which is a help for selecting number of factors. This is 
called Catell’s scree test (Catell, 1966 cited in Pallant 2005). This is a plot table of the eigen-
values of each factor. According to Catell, 1966 one should look at the point where the 
curve changes direction towards horizontal (Cited in Pallant, 2005). All factors over the 
break in the curve should be kept and those factors that explains most of the variance in 
the data. (Catell, 1966 cited in Pallant, 2005) 

Regarding the factor loadings of the attributes, Hair et al (1998) argues that one should en-
sure at least practical significance. The authors’ means that factor loadings greater than .30 
are considered to meet the minimum level, loading over .40 are more important and load-
ings of .50 or greater are said to be practically significant.  What is said about this approach 
is with emphasis on practical rather than statistical significance (Hair et al, 1998). Green et 
al. (2000) describes two steps; factor extraction and factor rotation. The first step is to get 
an understanding of how many factors to extract. This means not deciding upon number 
of factors but rather include all factors with eigenvalues (variability of a factor) over one as 
the criterion. In this stage un-rotated data is used. When having an estimate of an appropri-
ate number of factors the second step includes rotating the data, which means statistically 
manipulate the data to make them easier to interpret. And finally decide upon a suitable 
number of factors to include (Green et al, 2000). 

Looking at output tables from a factor analysis, there is a lot of information to be found. 
The table Total varience explained lists Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings and this can be ex-
plained by the percentage amount of information kept. If the last number in the list Cumu-
lative % states 70 for example, it means the variables has been reduced to a fewer number of 
factors and 70% of information is kept and thus 30% lost (SPSS, 2005b). 

VARIMIX is the method used to rotate the data and simplify the out put the most. What it 
does is that it minimizes the number of variables with high loadings on each factor (SPSS, 
2005b). 

3.11 Cluster analysis 
For the final analysis we decided to use cluster analysis. This analyzing method is a good 
tool to sort variables into homogenous groups. Cluster analysis is similar to factor analysis 
in the way that it tries to find relationships among variables. Cluster analysis can be able to 
find cluster even though no natural clusters exist. For that reason, it could be of advantage 
to support the cluster analysis with a factor analysis to see if the results are evident. Using a 
factor analysis prior to cluster analysis could also help interpreting the results (Saunders, 
1994).  
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Preparing the data is an essential part of cluster analysis. If there are missing data in a vari-
able, for example if a participant did not complete all questions in a survey, it should be 
removed rather than filling in a mean or a different number in the gap and creating a bias 
(Saunders, 1994).  

When choosing a distance measure for the cluster analysis the observations with the short-
est distance are grouped together. There are different measures of distance, regardless of 
which distance measure is chosen the results tend to be the same. The observations can 
also be grouped together on the basis of correlation, that is, the similarity among the ob-
servations. Distance measure groups together individuals that are close in all dimensions. 
The correlation measure on the other hand clusters individuals together if they have given 
their highest score to the same variables. The most common measure today is distance 
measures (Saunders, 1994).  

The most commonly used type of cluster analysis is hierarchical cluster analysis (Saunders, 
1994). It identifies the two observations that are most alike and gathers them into a cluster. 
The remaining observations are then combined into clusters until all observations are in a 
single cluster. It then has to be decided how many clusters are to be used. The homogene-
ity of the clusters needs to be considered as well as the description structure. The goal is to 
obtain the simplest structure possible that represents the homogenous groups. This type of 
cluster analysis is considered by some to be too subjective since it relies on the judgement 
of the researcher (Hair et al, 1998). 

There are different hierarchical cluster procedures to use. We decided to perform the hier-
archical cluster analysis with single linkage and complete linkage. Single linkage combines 
single observations with each other into a cluster based on the minimum distance. Then 
the observation with the next-shortest distance is found and added to the cluster, this is 
continued until all observations are in a cluster. Complete linkage on the other hand is 
based on maximum distance (Hair et al, 1998). It combines an observation with the fur-
thest neighbour within a cluster if it is closer to that neighbour than the furthest neighbour 
within another cluster. The complete linkage produces in that way more compact group-
ings (Saunders, 1994). 

We also decided to perform a K-means clustering approach which is a non-hierarchical 
clustering method. The difference between K-means clustering and hierarchical clustering 
is that the K-mean assigns objects into clusters once the number of clusters is specified, in-
stead of using the tree like construction of the hierarchical clustering method. First, a clus-
ter seed has to be selected as the initial cluster centre and all observations within a thresh-
old distance are assigned to the resulting cluster. Then a new cluster seed is selected and 
this process continues until all observations are assigned to clusters, the observations can 
also be reassigned to new clusters. It is often a great advantage to perform both a hierarchi-
cal cluster analysis and a non-hierarchical cluster analysis in order to compare results and 
make appropriate adjustments (Hair et al, 1998). 

Dendograms, also called tree graphs, are output data from hierarchal cluster analysis. This 
is a graph over the clusters made from each observation. Looking at it from left to right 
each case is a cluster and the linked together more and more to the right where they are 
possible grouped into several variables in each cluster. (Hair et al. 1998) 

Z-scores means that the data is standardized so all numbers get a mean of 0 and a standard 
deviation of 1 (SPSS, 2005b). 
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4 Results and analysis 

4.1 Round one 
All participants in the groups were asked the same question “What is your definition of en-
trepreneurship?”. Attributes were then broken down from the answers we received. These 
were according to our judgement the most significant attributes and should represent the 
content of all definitions. A limitation of this procedure is that the selection of attributes is 
only based on our judgement. The attributes that were very similar to each other or syno-
nyms were deleted, in order to keep the list shorter. We present examples of definitions 
and attributes from the groups translated to English under each headline.  

4.1.1 High school students 
We asked a teacher at the selected schools to assist us with our surveys. The teacher was in-
formed shortly of the purpose of the survey and we also asked the teacher to shortly in-
form the students what the purpose of the research was. The surveys were then handed out 
in the class and we later came to receive them. There is a possibility for a bias in this stage 
since we are not aware of what kind of discussion did or did not take place in the class 
rooms. We do not see this as a big risk of bias since we gave clear instructions, and if a dis-
cussion occurred before filling out the forms we doubt this had any effect on the respon-
dents.  

Out of the 70 asked students, 32 were either unwilling to participate in the survey or did 
not provide an e-mail address which resulted in 38 participants and a 54.3% response rate. 
(See appendix A Table 13 for response rates for all three groups during the three rounds) 
We think this is a descent response rate since almost reaches the target of 70% that is sug-
gested by Sumsion (1998) (Cited in Hasson et al., 2000). Most of the students excluded 
from the study answered that they did not know of the concept and the few participants 
who left the form blank were assumed to not recognising the concept either. It is worth re-
flecting over that almost half of the students in our research did not know of the concept. 
This should be kept in mind if one would make generalisations for larger groups of high 
school students in Sweden. We received a wide range of definitions from the students of 
the different high schools. Some definitions were long and descriptive and others were only 
words they associated with entrepreneurship. From these definitions, attributes were identi-
fied and composed into a list.  

Some examples of definitions from the first form follow below: 

1. It is when one company mergers with another company and become one. 
2. These are activities that entrepreneurs perform 

a. Occupation and growth 
b. Creativity, persistence  
c. Environment 
d. Organization and growth and the creation of networks 

3. The ability to identify ways out and create resources is entrepreneurship. An entre-
preneur is a person who combines technical knowledge with business knowledge, 
often through a need that should be satisfied. The entrepreneur delivers a product 
that satisfies the customer’s need. 

4. To own or be the owner of a company. Running a company. 
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5. A person who leases one’s services and is not a permanent employee at a big com-
pany. For example many construction workers. 

6. When one is building houses they are called in so I assume that it is a common 
name for construction company, carpenter, bricklayer, roofer etc. 

7. The ability to discover a need of a product or service and be able to “cover” that 
need, that is provide the service or produce the product. 

 

The definitions from this group were generally long and descriptive. Some focused on ac-
tivities the entrepreneur performs, for example definition 3 and 6. Other were more fo-
cused on the management and owning a company, such as 1 and 4. Need satisfaction was 
also appearing in some definitions, e.g. 3 and 7. The students who had a relatively clear idea 
of what entrepreneurship is seemed to provide a descriptive answer, the ones who were not 
as clear generally provided just a couple of words or did not bother to answer at all. We be-
lieve the reason that most students provided full sentences instead of just words out of 
context is that they were given the time to think through what they wanted to say and what 
the concept means to them. We did not discover a general definition from the responses at 
this stage. 

The definitions were broken down to attributes, these definitions generated the following 
attributes: 

1. Merger, Acquisition. 
2. Occupation, Growth, Creativity, Persistence, Environment, Organization, Creation 

of networks. 
3. Resource creation, Technical knowledge, Business knowledge, Need satisfaction. 
4. Owning a company, Running a company. 
5. Service leasing, Work under freedom. 
6. Craftsman, Construction company. 
7. Discovery of a need, Need solution.  

 

4.1.2 Store managers 
We gave the managers a short presentation of ourselves and the purpose of the research. 
The highest response rate at the first round was received from the managers. Out of the 90 
asked managers, 74 were willing to continue the process of the research and willing to pro-
vide an e-mail address. This resulted in a response rate of 82.2%, we are very satisfied with 
response rate and it also reaches the suggested response rate of 70% by Sumsion (1998) 
(Cited in Hasson et al., 2000). We believe the reason for the significantly higher response 
rate was that we met with managers face-to-face and this generally also results in a higher 
response rate (Saunders et al., 2003). This also gave us the opportunity to convince the 
managers who were hesitant to participate in the study. The managers who could not de-
fine entrepreneurship or were unwilling to participate were excluded from the research and 
we believe this was another reason for the higher response rate. The asked participants who 
could not provide an e-mail address asked if we could meet them for the following rounds 
in person, we agreed to this but later came to the conclusion that it would be too time con-
suming and they were excluded for the following rounds.  

The range of definitions was also wide in this group, they also provided long texts and 
words associated with entrepreneurship. Attributes were then identified from these defini-
tions. 
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Some examples of definitions from this group follow below: 

1. Energy and willingness in combination with the knowledge needed to carry an idea 
through that one burns for and believes in.  

2. Some sort of self-employment within for example, commerce, construction etc. 
3. Finding new opportunities to different problems. New ways to solve problems that 

appears. 
4. A big scale company.  
5. Creative, innovative, go-ahead attitude. 
6. Good customer service. 
7. A small hard working company. 

 

There were a wide spread of the definitions as can be seen from these examples. Some of 
the definitions were whole sentences such as number 1. Other was just a couple of words, 
like number 4. Number 5 is an example of definition that only emphasises on one main 
thing. Some definitions were opposites, e.g. 4 and 7, while others were similar such as 3 
and 5. The answers from this group were generally shorter than the other groups. We be-
lieve the reason for this was that they were not given the time to think through their an-
swer, they had the constant stress with customers surrounding them. The stress from the 
upcoming holidays probably also made them feel that they could only spare just the time 
needed to put down an answer. No obvious definition that should represent all individual 
definitions appeared from reading them through.  

The definitions were broken down to attributes, these definitions generated the following 
attributes: 

1. Energy and willingness, Knowledge, Carry an idea through, Big interest. 
2. Self-employment, Commerce, Construction business. 
3. Solving problems, Innovative. 
4. Big company. 
5. Creative, Innovation, go-ahead attitude. 
6. Good customer service. 
7. Hard work, Managing a small company. 

 

4.1.3 Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities 
As described earlier, we used e-mail when contacting this group. The e-mail contained a 
short description of our purpose of this research, this was done in order to treat this group 
as similar as possible to the other groups. Out of the 233 sent e-mails, 33 answered with a 
definition and this resulted in a 14.2% response rate. This response rate is very poor and it 
is a significant gap to the suggested response rate by Sumsion (1998) (Cited in Hasson et 
al., 2000). We were aware that we would receive a much lower response rate from this 
group and that is also the reason for sending out that many e-mails. We believed e-mails 
could be perceived as spam and that the e-mails would be disregarded and deleted instantly. 
Contact through e-mail is also less personal than face-to-face which would result in fewer 
responses. We also believed that the stress from the upcoming holidays were a factor of the 
low response rate. Reminders were sent out to the participants who did not answer which 
increased the response rate.  
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We also received a wide range of definitions from this group, even though we got the per-
ception that the range was narrower and many definitions were similar. They were both 
long and descriptive and words associated with entrepreneurship. Attributes were then 
broken down from these definitions.  

 

Examples of definitions follow below: 

 

1. Entrepreneurship is the courage to carry stakes and investments through that are 
needed to realize a vision or an idea. The driving power is often a will to succeed, 
to improve and supply something to the surrounding world. It is the ability to be 
visionary, creative, a good leader and a good role model.  

2. The ability to deliver what one has agreed upon, on time and the promised quality.  
3. Creativity, self actualization, taking risks, high level of working capacity, influence 

on your own situation, responsibility for your own and other’s development.  
4. To be humble before jobs, realize opportunities to creative solutions instead of 

problems, being honest and not giving up. 
5. In the word entrepreneurship I “find” words and feelings such as: courage, respon-

sibility, taking risks, creativity, flexibility and a big or very big effort.  
6. Lots of work with bad pay the first 4-5 years then little work and good pay.  
7. Free, exciting, entertaining, difficult and particularly many working hours per week.  

 

The definitions from this group were overall longer and more detailed than the group Store 
managers, but not as descriptive as Students. We believe the reason for this is that they had 
the opportunity to take some time and type the definition down when they preferred to. 
Although we did receive some responses that were short and just words out of context, for 
example number 3, but the definitions were generally whole sentences. There were some 
similar definitions in this group also, such as number 5, 6 and 7. No obvious definition of 
entrepreneurship appeared at this stage.  

The definitions were broken down to attributes, these definitions generated the following 
attributes: 

1. The courage to carry stakes and investments through, Vision realization, Driving 
power, Success, Improve and supply something to the surrounding world, Creativ-
ity, Good leadership qualities, Good role model.  

2. To carry a job through with high quality and within the agreed upon timeframe.  
3. Creativity, Self actualization, Taking risks, High level of working capacity, Influence 

on your own situation, Responsibility, Development thinking.  
4. Humbleness before job, See opportunities instead of problems, Honesty, Never 

give up. 
5. Courage, Responsibility, Taking risks, Creativity, Flexibility, Big effort. 
6. Economic problems in the beginning, Hard work, Hopes for the future.  
7. Freedom, Exciting, Entertaining, Difficulties, Hard work.  
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4.1.4 Reflections 
After this stage, it was hard to see either similarities or differences of the definitions among 
the groups. There were such a large amount of definitions that patterns and generalizations 
were not apparent. Although it could be concluded after this round that we would have 
had an advantage of using the same approach to all groups since we saw a pattern of 
shorter definitions from store managers and more descriptive from the high school stu-
dents. We also believe that a higher level of consistency of the approach at the first round 
would probably also have resulted in more equal response rates. 

4.2 Round two 
The attributes from the first round were composed into the computer software (Speed 
Survey, 2003) and an e-mail with a link to the survey webpage was sent out to all partici-
pants. This questionnaire asked participants “How important is each attribute to your defi-
nition of entrepreneurship?”. The participants were then asked to rank each attribute on a 
scale of 1 to 4. After this round we performed a principle components factor analysis on 
the responses in order to reduce the data and identify themes. In the three groups there 
were a few respondents who missed a few attributes and did not complete the second 
round. The ratings from these people were left out from the analysis due to statistical con-
cerns as Saunders (1994) points out. 

The first time we ran the principal component factor analysis in each group we had sorting 
criteria of eignevalues over 1 and un-rotated data was used. From this the output we got an 
estimate of a suitable number of factors from the scree plots. Then the number of factors 
was decided on the grounds of distinctiveness, that is, how different they are from each 
other. By this we mean that we performed the factor analysis with a variation of pre-set 
number of factors in order to identify an appropriate amount of factors. If too few factors 
were chosen, important information was left out and if we selected too many factors we 
had difficulties realizing a pattern among the variables and identifying a theme for each fac-
tor. In all groups, we started of with a loading of 0.5 to try to realize distinctive factors. Af-
ter trial and error several times with different loadings and different number of factors we 
reached the optimal number of factors according to our judgement. The factors (themes) 
are presented in detail in Appendix A, B and C.  

4.2.1 High school students 
54 attributes were generated from the first round and e-mailed to the students. The re-
sponse after round two was 18 out of 38 sent e-mails and resulted in a response rate of 
47.4%. We believe this response rate is somewhat satisfactory since it is in line with the re-
sponse rate from the first round (54.3%) and the gap to the suggested response rate by 
Sumsion (1998) of 70% is not that significant (Cited in Hasson et al., 2000). The factor 
analysis revealed that three factors were the optimal. The total variance revealed that 
53.707% of the information was included in these factors and 46.293% of the information 
was not included. 

After performing the factor analysis several times with different loadings and number of 
factors we came to the conclusion that three factors and a correlation of 0.6 or above is the 
optimal for this group. The factors (themes) are described below: 

Successful business management 
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The Successful business management theme includes attributes associated with good man-
agement of a business. It describes positive personality traits such as Knowledge of busi-
nesses and State-of-the-art competence. Positive attributes related to success is also in-
cluded in this theme such as Make the best use of opportunities, Business development and 
Successfulness. Management attributes such as Project management and Responsibility also 
falls under this theme.     

This theme has partly a focus on success, Cole (1949) also recognises success as a factor of 
entrepreneurship in the definition from the Harvard School “…maintain or develop a 
profit-oriented business…” (Cited in Balakrishnan et al., 1998, p. 22). We believe that the 
word entrepreneurship has a positive association for the high school students, many of the 
attributes under this theme also suggest that interpretation. The attribute Make the best use of 
opportunities (mean rating 3,50) has the highest correlation to this theme, it should be men-
tioned that this is a significant part of the definition by Stevenson & Jarillo (1995) “…the 
process by which individuals pursue opportunities without regard to resources they cur-
rently control.” (Cited in Hart,  Stevenson & Dial, 1995, p. 85).  

Creation of a business 

The Creation of a business theme is characterized with the start up of a company and ac-
tivities and actions associated with that. Examples of direct attributes related to this theme 
are: Creation of businesses, Company and Organization. Other attributes that relates to the theme 
are seen as consequences of creating a business are Work under liberty, Running a company, 
Company management and Hard work.  

This theme is argued by theory to be a very essential part of entrepreneurship. Scholars 
such as Gartner (1993) identify organization creation as the most important factor of en-
trepreneurship. “Competitive behaviours that drive the market process” (Davidsson, 2004, 
p.16) can also be related to this theme, even though creation of a new business does not 
necessarily mean competitive behaviours but probably in most cases, we believe. We think 
it is interesting that this theme is identified by the high school students as an important 
element of entrepreneurship. Students at this level of education do most probably not have 
any knowledge of the theories by Davidsson (2004) and Gartner (1990). They have also 
probably not been introduced to entrepreneurship theory which makes it even more inter-
esting.   

Construction business 

Basically all attributes within this theme have a concrete relation to the construction busi-
ness (Construction, Construction responsibility, Craftsman, Building construction, Technical knowledge 
and Construction Company).  

At first, we were surprised with this result since according to our knowledge no entrepre-
neurship theory discusses the construction sector as a part of entrepreneurship. But, since 
high school students have not yet been introduced to higher level education and the 
thoughts about entrepreneurship from scholars, the construction business was perhaps not 
an unexpected theme. The well-known dictionary the Swedish National Dictionary (2008a, 
2008b, 2008c) does, according to our interpretation, identify the construction sector as a 
significant part of entrepreneurship. We believe that since high school students have not 
been introduced to entrepreneurship theories, their view of entrepreneurship relies depen-
dently on dictionaries and other sources outside of the academic world.   
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4.2.2 Store managers 
85 attributes were identified from the entrepreneurship definitions of the first round. We 
received 44 responses out of 74 sent e-mails resulting in a response rate of 59.5%. This re-
sponse rate is satisfactory in the sense that is almost in line with Sumsion’s (1998) sug-
gested response rate of 70% (Cited in Hasson et al., 2000), although the response rate de-
creased from the previous round of 82.2%. Five factors were generated from the factor 
analysis of the received responses and these factors had a variance of 48.971%, which 
meant that 51.029% of the information was left out.  

A five factor analysis was chosen in this group. In order to receive a result with no cross-
correlated variables we selected a loading of 0.55 or above. After analysing the attributes 
through factor analysis we discovered that five factors was a suitable solution. By doing this 
we ended up with five distinctive and different themes. If the number of factors were in-
creased then the factors were not distinctive and if it was reduced the number of variables 
increased extensively and we had trouble seeing a pattern and a theme for each factor. A 
description of the five themes is presented below:  

The well functioning smaller business 

This theme involves attributes associated with a healthy and well functioning smaller busi-
ness. There seemed to be some focus on general knowledge and particularly knowledge of 
how to run a business related to this theme. Examples of these attributes are; Knowledge, 
Knowledge of products, Wide knowledge and Knowledge of market. The smaller business or company 
was also in focus with attributes such as Managing a small business and Financial problems at the 
beginning. Some attributes also suggested success and function, these attributes were Service 
offering, Managing a business, Diversity and Offering of the right products and services. To us, these at-
tributes are all together characteristics of The well functioning smaller business.  

This theme can to some extent be compared to the definition from Cole (1949) when he 
discusses the Harvard School definition “…maintain or develop a profit-oriented business 
in interaction with the internal situation of the business …”(Cited in Balakrishnan et al., 
1998, p. 22). This is similar to The well functioning smaller business since it also focuses on a for-
profit business, which we think well functioning is directly related to. This theme also includes 
many knowledge attributes such as Knowledge of products, knowledge of market and Managing a 
small business also correlates with this factor and together these attributes associate with the 
third pillar of Timmons model (2007) Resources. 

Taking initiatives  

This theme involves actions associated with taking initiatives. It is mostly personal character-
istics that are related to being forward and having a big interest. No fear, Initiative, Big interest, 
New business ideas and Interest in developing are all attributes that are related to taking initiatives. 
Also, positive thinking can be associated with taking initiatives, examples of this sort of at-
tributes are Inspiration, Vision and great hopes for the future and Cooperation. 

According to Schumpeter (1934) the definition of entrepreneurship is; Economic agent 
who pushes new combinations of economic activities also involving creative destruction. 
To us, this is the most recognized and widely known definition of entrepreneurship. We 
believe this theme of Taking initiativs has a strong relation to the definition by Schumpeter 
(1934). Particularly since the word pushes is used which really takes our minds to initiatives. 
Taking initiatives, to us, also associates with taking risks especially since No fear and New 
business ideas are attributes that correlates with this theme. Hérbert and Link (1988) also rec-
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ognizes these attributes to their definition of entrepreneurship that involves risk taking and 
new creation and revision. 

Independent management of a business with focus on freedom 

The independent management of a business with focus on freedom theme involves attributes charac-
terized with management of a company independently and freely. The most significant at-
tributes related to the liberty and self-governing of running a business are; Freedom, Individ-
ual influence and Independence. Business management and the responsibility that comes with 
are characterized with Great working capacity, High level of working moral and Delivery. Overall 
we think these attributes adds up to Independent management of a business with focus on freedom.  

This theme puts high pressure on independence with attributes such as; Freedom, Individual 
influence and Independence. This is very similar to the old definition of entrepreneurship from 
Henrich von Tünen who states that an entrepreneur works for his own cause with a clear 
distinction from the manager. We think it is interesting that this theme is very similar in 
one way and very dissimilar in another way, the independence parallels are almost spot on 
between the theme and the definition of Henrich von Tünen. On the other hand, the 
theme states Independent management of a business… and Henrich von Tünen is very clear with 
his distinction between an entrepreneur and a manager.    

Job performance with focus on good service 

This theme involves characteristics related with job performance and providing a good ser-
vice. Job performance, Responsibility and Purposefulness are associated with job performance. The 
attributes that are directly related to good service are Good customer service and Service offering.  

Good service to us is satisfaction from customers, we believe this is attained when a need is 
fulfilled. One of the oldest definitions of entrepreneurship is from Say who argues that an 
entrepreneur is a person who sees the need and finds a way to fulfill them. If this is done in 
the appropriate manner, we believe customer service is reached and thus also good service.  

Innovation 

We have interpreted the last theme within this group is strongly argued by the literature as 
an important part of entrepreneurship, researchers who argue innovation to be an essential 
essence of entrepreneurship is Schumpeter (1934), Drucker (1985, cited in Naumes et al., 
1992) and Churchill & Muzyka (1994) to only mention a few. Innovation is characterized 
with a new idea, product, service, market or technology (Gartner, 1990). We think it is in-
teresting that store managers recognize Inoovation as an essential part of entrepreneurship, 
since some of the most recognized scholars within the area of entrepreneurship recognizes 
innovation as one of most important ingredients to this definition. The attributes that are 
directly related to this theme are Innovation and Solving problems. It should also be recognized 
that Intelligence and Self confidence correlate with this theme. To conclude this theme it could 
be said that Managers relate intelligence and a belief in oneself as traits needed to be inno-
vative.   

4.2.3 Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities 
In this group we had a much lower response, we only received 9 responses out of 33 sent 
e-mails resulting in a 27.3% response rate. This response rate is unsatisfactory when com-
paring to Sumsion’s (1998) suggested response rate of 70% (Cited in Hasson et al., 2000), 
although the response rate did increase from the previous round of 14.2%. From the en-
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trepreneurship definitions received from the first round 86 attributes were identified. The 
factor analysis revealed four factors from the received responses. The four factors revealed 
a variance of 70.743% and only 29.257% of the information was excluded.  

A loading of 0.58 was chosen for this group, this was according to us the optimal loading 
since the results showed no cross-correlated variables. After trial and error with various 
numbers of factors, the factor analysis revealed that, to us, four factors is the most appro-
priate number. When performing the analysis with more factors, some factors were too 
similar and were not distinctive to each other. We also performed the factor analysis with a 
smaller number of factors and then important information was left out. A decision was 
taken to use four factors (themes) and they are presented below: 

Effective leadership 

This theme involves both personality traits and actions associated with effective leadership. 
Examples of personality traits attributes are; Good leadership qualities, Courageousness, Courage to 
carry stakes and investments through and Creativity. We believe all those are traits that relates to a 
good and effective leadership. The actions that relates to effective leadership are Leadership, 
Turnover of vision to more specific sub-goals, Realization of ideas, To venture costs in order to make work 
more effective and Never give up. Other variables that are correlated to this theme are more in-
tangible and unclear such as Entertaining, Imagination and Faith in the future.  

We believe leadership is a part of the internal business environment which is also recog-
nized by the Harvard School “…maintain or develop a profit-oriented business in interac-
tion with the internal situation of the business…” (Cole, 1949 cited in Balakrishnan et al., 
1998, p. 22). We think it was rather expected to see this theme as an important part of en-
trepreneurship to small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities. The reason for 
this is that many of the participants are either owners or managers and effective leadership 
is a condition to be good at these positions.   

Realize solutions to problems 

The realize solutions to problems theme suggests creative and innovative thinking. The at-
tributes that present the major association to this theme are; Creative solutions to problems, See 
opportunities instead of problems, Own creation and creativeness, Innovation, Problem solving and Think-
ing development. Other attributes provides a picture of a person who is forward and a leader, 
the attributes supporting this are Professional, Enthusiasm, Utilization of resources, both human and 
tangible, To manage setbacks, Go-ahead, Goal oriented initiatives, Responsibility and Economic and prof-
itable thinking. These attributes suggests that in order to be innovative and solve problems, 
one need to posses these traits.    

This theme is argued by many scholars to be essential to the definition of entrepreneurship. 
Churchill & Muzyka (1994) states that there are “…three conditions for entrepreneurship 
to occur, (1) an individual, (2) who performs an act, (3) that involves innovation.” (Chur-
chill & Muzyka, 1994, p. 16). Own creation and creativeness is an attribute correlated to 
this theme which associates to the first condition of Churchill and Muzyka’s (1994) defini-
tion of entrepreneurship. There are many attributes under this theme that relates to the 
second condition “who performs an act”, such as Problem solving and Thinking development. 
For the third condition, innovation and solutions to problems is to us very similar. Thus, 
Drucker (1985, cited in Naumes et al., 1992) also relates to this theme with his focus on 
Innovation and opportunistic activities.  

Courage to carry stakes and investments through 
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This theme is associated with taking risks and achievement. The attributes related to taking 
risks are; Analysing risks and Risk taking. The achievement component of this theme in-
cludes Success, Improve and supply something to the surrounding world, Humbleness for the job and Ad-
justment to changes in the surrounding world. Customer relations also correlates with this theme and 
that could be interpreted as a result of these actions, examples of this kind of attributes are; 
To not promise more than one can deliver, Attentiveness, Ability to read the need of customers and employ-
ees and Anticipation. 

Since this theme is related to risk taking it is interesting to compare it to Hérbert and Link’s 
(1988) definition of involving risk taking and new creation and revision. They put large 
emphasis on risk taking, which we also interpret from this theme since if courage is needed, 
then a risk is probably involved. Risk was first recognized as a part of the entrepreneurship 
by Cantillon in the 18th century, he argues that entrepreneurship occurs when a person buys 
at a certain price and sells at an uncertain price and by that bearing economic risk. Steven-
son and Jarillo’s (1995) definition of entrepreneurship “…the process by which individuals 
pursue opportunities without regard to resources they currently control.” (Cited in Hart,  
Stevenson & Dial, 1995, p. 85) can also be interpreted as related to risk. When resources 
are disregarded, we believe risks are assumed.     

Freedom 

This theme correlates with attributes describing free, liberated and do as one pleases ac-
tions. They also provide the picture of standing alone and independence. Examples of at-
tributes related to this are; Freedom, Focus on solutions, Opportunity discovering and Self actualiza-
tion. This seems to be attributes that one might strive to posses and experience, attributes 
supporting this are; Good role model, Patience and Customer focus.    

According to our knowledge, Henrich von Tünen was the first to recognize freedom as a 
part of entrepreneurship since he states that an entrepreneur works for his own cause. We 
believe that this theme was identified by this group because most of the participants are 
owners or managers of a company, which most often comes with more freedom than it 
does to work under a company. 

4.2.4 Reflections 
We were in some way able to analyze all the themes to the definitions of entrepreneurship 
presented in the theoretical framework, although some themes were very obvious in its re-
lation to the definitions. 

The themes were also quite different among the groups and we believe the reason to this is 
the different nature of the groups. We were surprised to discover that high school students 
and store managers recognized the upstart and management of a company (Successful business 
management, Creation of a business, The well functioning smaller business, Independent management of a 
business with focus on freedom) as an important part of the definition to entrepreneurship, while 
the group small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities did not see this as a factor 
of entrepreneurship. High school students were also the only group to identify Construction 
business as factor to the definition of entrepreneurship. Even though store managers identi-
fied construction business as an attribute.  As described earlier, we think the reason is that they 
have not yet been introduced to higher level education and they do not have a considerable 
amount of work experience.  
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We also saw some patterns from the themes that can be related to the groups. Store man-
agers are in a business revolving around customer service. Thus, we believe the theme Job 
performance with focus on good service  has some relation to their own situation. The group small 
businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities also recognizes three themes related to 
self-employment, Effective leadership, Realize solutions to problems, Courage to carry stakes and in-
vestments through  and Freedom.  

4.3 Round three 
In the third round we sent out the last questionnaire by email and this time we asked the 
respondents to rate the factors generated from the previous rounds on how important they 
are for their definition of entrepreneurship. Again the scale was 1 to 4, 1 meaning not im-
portant and 4 very important. Since the e-mail and survey program we used do not allow us 
to see which respondents who fill out the questionnaire from the link in the e-mail  we had 
no option than to send the third round to all respondents from the first round, that is peo-
ple who did not respond in the second also got an email about the third round. We had 
clear instructions in the top of the e-mail saying this e-mail is only to those people who did 
respond in the second round.  

The results from the third round have been analyzed with help from computer software 
(SPSS, 2005a). To analyze and see connections that can not be seen with “the naked eye”  
we performed cluster analysis on the data. Hair et  al. (1998) suggests that both hierarchal 
and non-hierarchal clustering can be performed. First we did a hierarchal cluster analysis to 
get an understanding of how many cluster to use. Then a non-hierarchal method to com-
pare and “fine-tune” the results is performed. To support the results from these analysis we 
also performed a prinicipal component factor analysis on the data. 

4.3.1 High school students 
As in the other groups the third round was sent out by e-mail and in the student group we 
received response from 7 people in the last round which meant a response rate of 39%. We 
were unsatisfied with this response rate since it decreased from the response rate of the 
previous round of 47.4% and it is also a significant gap to the suggested response rate of 
70% (Sumsion, 1998 Cited in Hasson et al., 2000). A list of the themes and the ranking they 
got are presented in the following table;  

Tabell 3 High school students mean from round 3 

Factor Mean Rank (from mean) 

Successful business management 3,56 2 

Creation of business 3,86 1 

Construction business 2,86 3 

 

A reflection so far it’s the relatively low ranking of Construction business this is the only theme 
among three groups that got a mean rating lower than 3.  

Despite the low number of participants we also performed a cluster analysis and we started 
of with the hierarchal cluster analysis. It might seem excessive to perform a cluster analysis 
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among three variables but our motivation to this is we wanted to be consistent and do the 
same tests among the groups. In the hierarchal clustering we used Z-scores of the values to 
standardize them and we ran both single linkage and complete linkage. The initial hier-
archal cluster analysis show a split between Successful business management and Construction busi-
ness where Creation of business is slightly more correlated with Construction Business. This is ap-
parent from both the Dendogram and the Pearson correlation table (See Pearson Correla-
tion Tabell 4). If the software (SPSS, 2005a) is set to a pre-set number of clusters the out-
put table show the same pattern where Successful management of a business is in the first cluster 
and Creation of a business and Construction Business is in the second.  

Tabell 4 High school students Pearson correlation from round 3 

 SBM CrOB CB 

SBM 1,00   

CrOB 0,471 1,00  

CB -0,194 0,548 1,00 

SBM=Succesful Business Management, CrOB=Creation of Business, CB=Construction Business 

After this a K-mean Cluster analysis was conducted. This output data differs some from 
the data from the hierarchal output. From the Final Clusters Center table one can see that 
the participants from Cluster one and two rates both Succesful Business Managmenet and Crea-
tion of Business high (4) and both also rank Construction Business lower, Cluster one rates a 3 on 
average and cluster two a 2 on average. (These numbers might cause confusion but one can 
not look at the k-mean analysis alone and when a combined picture with all three analysis 
output is easier to see the connection). From the table with clusters and respondents it is 
clear that five people (71%) are reflected to cluster one and two people (29%) to cluster 
two.  The results are presented in the table below. 

Tabell 5 High school students clusters from round 3 

Cluster 1 Mean Rank (from mean) 

Successful business mana-
gement 

3,56 2 

Cluster 2   

Creation of business 3,86 1 

Construction business 2,86 3 

 

Again, the data for this group is very limited and a factor analysis may not be optimal with 
such few numbers, however, it was performed to compare and see if anything further could 
be shown. With rotated data and the sorting criteria of using themes with eigenvalues over 
1, two themes emerged. Rotation Sum of squared loading were 94,172% and sorting 
themes with loadings over 0,6 the same pattern as before could clearly be seen. One theme 
contained Succesful Business Management and the other Creation of Business and Construction Busi-
ness. 
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To treat these groups as two clusters or as a combined group can be discussed, and even if 
two clusters can be supported with three kinds of analyses we believe there is a risk of error 
due to very limited data. However Sucessful Business Management and Creation of a business are 
treated as two distinct groups’ (the two clusters) each most popular choices, or one group’s 
(High school students) two most popular definitions are not that important. What can be 
said is that some students clearly see entrepreneurship as successful business management. 
Others slightly more leaning towards Creation of a Business is a better way of viewing the 
term. Regarding the theme Construction Business we find it interesting that it was such a 
popular definition that became an individual theme and students still ranked it somewhere 
between slightly important (2) to important (3). According to the clusters we computed 
Construction business should be grouped together with Creation of business.  

So if we assume the two clusters to be valid the first cluster only consists of one theme 
which has been argued earlier to have linkage to Harvard Business School’s (Cole, 1949 
cited in Balakrishnan et al., 1998) definition. This theme consists of three key words that 
were on top ten rated words in this groups, Responsibility which had the highest rating (3,86) 
can be seen as one of the key elements in this theme. There were also three key words that 
were on the bottom ten ranks, Consulting activities to mention one. This shows the depth of 
the factor- and cluster analysis, and that it is so much more than just looking at mean rat-
ings. Our interpretation of this is that most high school students’ viewpoint of entrepre-
neurship in our research is: successfully managing a business.  

In the creation of Business theme we have seen a strong connection to both Davidsson (2004) 
and Gartner (1990). We also want to argue for a linkage to Timmons (2007) model circling 
around new venture creation. The three components (1) Opportunity, (2) Team and (3) Re-
sources are linked to the keywords: (1) Initiatives – Creation of business, (2) Company – Organiza-
tion, and (3) Hard work, Network and technical knowledge. As we see it one can argue for Initia-
tives and Creation of business are not opportunities in them selves but rather outcomes or ac-
tions taken from when an opportunity arises. Team can be characterized by company and or-
ganization. To make it clearer think of the opposite, the individual is a smaller part of a 
companies and organizations than teams of individuals. The resources which is the third pillar 
in Timmons Model (2007) are in this factor characterized by hard work which is a resource 
in the sense it gives better results when you posses it (labour) or perform it. Networking  is a 
valuable resource in the sense of exchange of knowledge and channel of communication. 
The only contribution from the theme Construction business would be technical knowledge which 
certainly should be seen as a resource. We believe the viewpoint for this group of students 
is: Creating a business 

The decision whether to include Construction business in the second cluster definition is again 
hard to make. One could argue for a viewpoint similar to: creating a company within the construc-
tion business but we believe this is making it to easy. Looking at the Dendogram the linkage 
between Creation of business and Construction Business is evident but the smallest possible con-
nection. Thus, we still want to make clear that it is possible to treat this theme as independ-
ent and not necessarily a part of any cluster. 

The theme construction business can be seen as part of cluster two if one acknowledges the 
cluster analysis. We think this is one of the most interesting themes since it has no connec-
tion to any theory from the academic scholars, to our knowledge, but it is very much re-
lated to the definition from the Swedish National Encyclopaedia (2008a, 2008b, 2008c). 
Our beliefs are that students see entrepreneurship in the light of construction business be-
cause of a) lack of academic experience to teach them otherwise and b) they associate en-
trepreneurship with contractor (entreprenad in Swedish). This we think is likely due to part 
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from the Swedish dictionary (Swedish National Encyclopaedia, 2008a, 2008b, 2008c). The 
other reason we believe is the big billboards announcing who is the contractor (‘entre-
prenad’ in Swedish) at all major construction sites. We believe it is very likely that high 
school students (and many other Swedish people) associate entrepreneurship to the con-
struction sites due to those big billboards. (We can mention that the construction business was 
also one of the key words among store managers, mean rating 2,43, but did not get high 
enough correlation to be included within a theme in this group). Looking back through his-
tory the definition from the Swedish National Encyclopaedia (2008a, 2008b, 2008c) (and 
some of the students in the study) is similar to the old definitions from 1600’s France.   

We interpret this as there is no agreed upon realization of entrepreneurship within the 
group of high school students. Again can be mentioned that roughly half of the respon-
dents did not provide a definition. There is connection to a scholar definition in both clus-
ters, the first cluster recognizes Harvard School’s definition “…maintain or develop a 
profit-oriented business…” (Cole, 1949 cited in Balakrishnan et al., 1998, p. 22). The sec-
ond cluster has a connection to Timmons (2007) venture creation. 

We put much emphasis on the correlation table and it is interesting that there is so low cor-
relation between Successful Business Management and Creation of Business, while a pretty high 
correlation between Construction Business and Creation of Business. Does this mean that high 
school students do not associate construction business with successfulness? This is a possi-
bility. The limited number of respondents makes it difficult to analyze this group in the 
third round and we have given suggestions of clusters and patterns within the group, but 
still we still want to be careful drawing to absolute conclusions based on these findings. 

4.3.2 Store managers 
We sent the e-mail aimed to the 44 respondents from the second round and got reply of 
23, which meant a response rate of 52.2%. This response rate was satisfactory in the sense 
that it was almost in line with the response rate of the previous round (59.5%) and the gap 
to the suggested response rate of 70% is not that significant (Sumsion, 1998 cited in Has-
son et al., 2000). From the results a simple mean calculation was done and also a ranking of 
these mean to get a overview of what themes had gotten the highest score. A table of these 
figures is shown below. 

Tabell 6 Store managers mean from round 3 

Factor Mean Rank (from 
mean) 

The well functioning smaller business 3,74 1 

Taking Initiative 3,61 4 

Independent management of a business with focus in freedom 3,22 5 

Job performance with focus on good service 3,74 1 

Innovation 3,65 3 

 

A reflection is that all factors were ranked relatively high, 4 out of 5 had over 3,6 on aver-
age. 
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In the hierarchal clustering we used Z-scores of the values to standardize them. We ran 
both single linkage and complete linkage and from the Dendogram we could see a pretty 
clear split in to two clusters. We re-did the analysis with a pre-set number of clusters to 2. 
The same pattern occurred and in the cluster membership table it was clear that The well 
functioning smaller business and Job performance with focus on good service belonged to cluster one. 
These two factors had the exact same mean and were also the highest ranked factors. This 
meant that Taking Initiative, Independent management of a business with focus on freedom and Innova-
tion was in the second cluster. (See table 8) We also looked at the Pearson correlations 
among the themes where a high correlation connects the themes and this also showed the 
same pattern. The five themes are correlated in to two clusters with correlations over  .4 
(See table 7 below). 

Tabell 7 Store managers Pearson correlation from round 3 

 WFSB TI IMBFF JPFGS I 

WFSB 1.00     

TI -.071 1.00    

IMBFF -.117 .449 1.00   

JPFGS .456 -.059 .183 1.00  

I .190 .537 .271 .158 1.00 

WFSB=The well functioning smaller business, TI=Taking Initiative, IMBFF= Independent management of a 
business with focus in freedom, JPFGS=Job performance with focus on good service, I= Innovation 

A K-mean cluster analysis (a non-hierarchal cluster method) was also performed on the 
data. A two cluster solution was selected and in the Initial Cluster Centers tables the exact 
same pattern as under hierarchal was found. the same two cluster with the same means. 

Looking at the Final Clusters Centers table (See appendix C) it is not as clear. However 
cluster one still has highest rankings on The well functioning smaller business  and Job performance 
with focus on good service  but Taking Initiative, Independent management for business with focus on free-
dom  and Innovation  now has the same mean in both clusters. These two clusters divide up 
the managers in 82,6% (19 respondents) in Cluster one and 17,4% (4 respondents) in Clus-
ter two.  

 

Tabell 8 Store managers clusters from round 3 

Cluster 1 Mean Rank (from 
mean) 

The well functioning smaller business 3,74 1 

Job performance with focus on good service 3,74 1 

Cluster 2   

Taking Initiative 3,61 4 
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Independent management of a business 3,22 5 

Innovation 3,65 3 

 

As a third way to compare and analyze the data we did a principal component factor analy-
sis. This also showed the two clusters (here called factors). Sum of squared loading was 
67,4 %. If looking at loadings over 0,4 Taking initiative, Independent Management of a business, 
and Innovation was sorted in one factor and The well functioning smaller business and Job perform-
ance with focus on service in the other. If rotated data was used the all loadings were higher 
than .7. 

Clustering the five themes into two clusters was done and three techniques were used to 
check and validate the result. We can thus see that most store managers (about 83%) in our 
research think that The well functioning smaller business and Job performance with focus on good service 
are of main importance when trying to define entrepreneurship. What do these themes rep-
resent? We believe these respondents see entrepreneurship as running a business where 
achieving goals and getting satisfied customers are the core.  

Cluster one’s two themes have already been looked upon with reflection of Harvard Busi-
ness School’s (Cole, 1949 cited in Balakrishnan et al., 1998) definition and the connection 
to Say’s need fulfilment theory. Some of the typical key words (or parts of) subtracted from 
round one that lies behind this clusters are; functioning smaller business, wide knowledge, managing 
smaller business. To summarize this factor as 83% of the store mangers thought was most 
important we see a weak connection to any of the academic side’s definition. We believe 
one could argue there is some similarities to Say and the Harvard School (Cole, 1949 cited 
in Balakrishnan et al., 1998) but these are however not crystal clear. Thus, the main conclu-
sion from this group is that the store managers in this research see entrepreneurship in 
light of managing a well performing business where importance is on taking care of customers.  

The themes behind the second cluster of store managers we consider more correlated to 
the classic definitions of the academics mentioned in theoretical framework. Taking Initiative 
including the attribute new business ideas and interest (to mention a few again) was tied to 
Schumpeters (1934) pushing new combinations of economic activities. Indepenendent man-
agemenet of a business with focus on freedom has the individual and freedom as corner stones. This is 
a clear connection to Henrich von Tünen. This cluster also includes the theme Innovation 
which is one of the core factors that many academics refer to, for example Schumpter 
(1934) and Drucker (1985, cited in Naumes et al., 1992). It is pretty interesting to us that all 
three themes got a high rating on average, both taking initiative and innovation got an average 
rating of 4 in both clusters. To get an overall picture of this second cluster among store 
managers we conclude that to this group of people a major viewpoint of entrepreneurship 
would sound something like: Taking the initiative and be innovative while running an independent 
business. 

We see that managers focus much on running a business and we believe this is a self reflec-
tion when they are defining entrepreneurship. Most of them (the first cluster) associate the 
notion more with managing and having satisfied customers which is part of their everyday 
professional life. The smaller group, roughly a fifth of the total group also realise running a 
business as defining entrepreneurship, however, these people differ from the larger group 
in their focus on being independent and have more control in being innovative. Thus as we 
interpret it the latter group are more in line with the basics of what many scholars are fo-
cusing upon (Schumpeter, 1934; Drucker, 1985 cited in Naumes et al., 1992). Another re-
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flection on what was mentioned earlier about the store managers reflect themselves to their 
definition is interesting in the comparison to von Tünen that makes the distinction be-
tween an entrepreneur and the manager when in fact most of these people, that we believe, 
to some extent reflect themselves to a definition focus on management.  

Within this group there is no common realization of the concept entrepreneurship, even if 
both groups of store managers are focusing in the same staring point, running a business, 
they differ to much in; just managing the business with key words such as; Managing a busi-
ness and Good customer service versus be independent and innovative with keywords such as; 
freedom and individual influence. In general for the group store managers we see no clear con-
nection to any acknowledged definition from within the world of academics. Even though, 
as shown, themes and clusters are able to be compared to scholar’s definitions, it is overall 
no clear connection.  

4.3.3 Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities 
The third questionnaire was sent by e-mail. Unfortunately we had a quite low response rate 
from the second round. A few individuals must have missed the information about only do 
the survey if they had completed the second round and filled out the third round anyway. 
We got 12 responses which led to an amazing response rate of 133%. Obviously, this was a 
very satisfactory response rate since it reached far above the suggested response rate of 
70% (Sumsion, 1998 cited in Hasson et al., 2000) and it was a significant increase compared 
to the response rate from the previous round of 27.3%. 

We believe this should not affect the validity since the respondents are aware of the re-
search and probably had the same opinion what definition was relevant to them. 

The first thing we did was calculate the mean rating and rank the factors based on the 
means, see table below. 

Tabell 9 Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities mean from round 3 

Factor Mean Rank (from 
mean) 

Effective leadership 3,75 1 

Realize solutions to problems 3,75 1 

Courage to carry stakes and investments through 3,17 3 

Freedom 3,00 4 

 

A Hierarchal cluster analysis was performed with both single linkage and complete linkage. 
Z-scores were used for normalizing the data. The Dendogram, as in the store managers 
group, showed a suggestion for two clusters. Another analysis was run with a pre-set num-
ber of clusters to two. It suggested Effective Leadership and Realise solutions to problems as clus-
ter one and Courage to carry stakes and investments through and Freedom in cluster two (see table 
11). When looking at Pearson Correlations this states that the same clusters are suitable. 
The attributes are again correlated stronger than .4 (See table 10 below) 
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Tabell 10 Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities Pearson correlation from round 3 

 EF RSP CCIST F 

EF 1,00    

RSP .556 1,00   

CCSIT .420 .420 1,00  

F .272 .272 .686 1,00 

EL=Effective leadership, RSP=Realize solutions to problems, CCSIT=Courage to carry stakes and invest-
ments through, F=Freedom 

A second cluster analysis was done and this time we used the k-mean method. In Initial 
Cluster Centers table factor one has higher mean for all themes. In final Cluster Centers ta-
ble cluster one Effective Leadership and Realize solutions to. This means that Cluster two con-
tains problems Courage to carry out stakes and investments through and Freedom. Cluster one got 8 
respondents which mean 67% of the group, thus cluster two has 4 people or 33% belong-
ing to it.  

 

Tabell 11 Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities clusters from round 3 

Cluster 1 Mean Rank (from 
mean) 

Effective leadership 3,75 1 

Realize solutions to problems 3,75 1 

Cluster 2   

Courage to carry stakes and investments 
through 

3,17 3 

Freedom 3,0 4 

 

As a third way of analyzing the data output from the third round a principal component 
factor analysis was performed. Looking at rotated data and a pre-set number of factors to 
two (since we wanted to compare to the two factors from cluster analysis) the same pattern 
could again be found. With a rotated sums of square loadings of 81,632% the two compo-
nents contained the same attributes listed above and all of them with loadings stronger 
than 0,8. 

The group of companies listed under entrepreneurial activities has then also been divided 
into two subgroups. The two clusters were confirmed by three analysis methods. Most 
people in this group (67%) focused on Effective leadership and Realize solutions to problems. The 
other 33% thought Courage to carry out investments through and Freedom was most important. 

The first cluster contains themes that focus much on actions and personality traits behind 
them. The keywords from the first round that were used to generate the theme Effective lead-
ership, was to mention a few again, good leadership qualities, courageousness, realization of ideas, and 
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to never give up. Realize solutions to problems (and the keywords behind this theme) reflect hav-
ing attributes necessary for acting as a problem solver. Thus we believe that the majority of 
the respondents in this group prioritize personal characteristics when realizing major view-
points of entrepreneurship and by that they think about the entrepreneur and his (her) 
characteristics. These themes have previously been linked to a number of academics such 
as, Churchill & Muzyka (1994), and Drucker (1985 cited in Naumes et al., 1992). We also 
reflect how this cluster seems to agree with the older definitions that focus upon defining 
characteristics of an entrepreneur, such as Say’s definition that focuses upon a person who 
sees a need and find a solution to fulfil it. The suggested viewpoint for this theme is: The en-
trepreneur - Leader & Problem solver. 

The other 33% of this group focused on analyzing- and taking risks (see key words behind 
the theme). The themes Courage to carry out investments through and Freedom also represent im-
prove and supply something to the surrounding world, adapting and customer focus. We interpret this as 
these persons see risk taking, adapting, courage, and freedom as the cornerstone for identi-
fying viewpoints of entrepreneurship. We believe, as with store managers, these people 
have prioritized themes that they can identify with. Cantillion and Wood have been used to 
describe these themes before. We also think it is suitable to compare this cluster to Hérbert 
& Link (1988) discussing taking risks and new venture creation as key elements within en-
trepreneurship. Also “competitive behaviours that drive the market process” (Davidsson, 
2004, p.16) suits this cluster as a good comparison. To realize a viewpoint of entrepreneur-
ship for this cluster we suggest: The freedom to take risks striving at Creating or improving something 
for the surrounding world. 

So what can be said to summarize this group? Most of them identify entrepreneurship as 
something to involve a person having certain entrepreneurial characteristics. Others see 
risks and new creation when identifying characteristics of entrepreneurship. We do not 
want to say there is agreed upon realization of entrepreneurship within the group. How-
ever, this is probably the group who were closest to many scholars’ definitions.  

4.4 Discussion round three  

4.4.1 High school students 
We can safely say that we have not obtained the suggested sample size when performing a 
Delphi in this group. It is suggested that a sample size of 15 is the minimum (Loo, 2002; 
Hasson et al., 2000) and we reached 7 responses after the third round. Whether or not con-
clusions can be drawn from this is discussable, but it should definitely be taken into con-
sideration. According to our analysis 71% of respondents agree that Successful Business Man-
agement is the most essential part of entrepreneurship. The remaining respondents, 29%, fo-
cus on Creation of Business and Construction Business when defining entrepreneurship. Laughlin 
and Moore (1979) argue that consensus is reached when the level of agreement is at least 
51% (Cited in McKenna, 1994) and Sumsion (1998) suggests an agreement of 70% for 
consensus (Cited in Hasson et al., 2000). According to these theories, we can conclude that 
high school students have realized a consensus that Successful Business Management is the most 
important factor to their definition of entrepreneurship since 71% of the participants are in 
agreement. However, Green et al. (1999) opts for an agreement of 80% and Williams and 
Webb (1994) argues for an agreement of 100% in order to realize consensus. Thus, we can 
not with complete support from theory conclude that high school students have a common 
realization of the concept entrepreneurship with Successful Business Management as the most 
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essential part. However, we can conclude that we have realized one major viewpoint to the 
definition of entrepreneurship that is according to the analysis to successfully manage a business.  

4.4.2 Store managers 
When looking at the responses from this group we can with confidence state that the 23 
responses were sufficient and we should be able to analyze and draw conclusions from this 
group since 15 is argued to be the minimum sample size when performing a Delphi (Loo, 
2002; Hasson et al., 2000). Our analysis revealed that store managers were in almost 83% 
agreement that The well functioning smaller business and Job performance with focus on good service are 
of main importance when trying to define the concept of entrepreneurship. The remaining 
17% focused on Taking the initiative and be innovative while running an independent business. The 
theory suggests four levels of agreement to realize consensus; Laughlin and Moore (1979) 
argues for 51% (Cited in McKenna, 1994), Sumsion (1998) suggests an agreement of 70% 
(Cited in Hasson et al., 2000) and Green et al. (1999) opts for 80%. Williams and Webb 
(1994) on the other hand argues that the criterion for consensus is 100% agreement. By 
this, we can conclude that according to three out of four researchers we have reached a 
consensus since 83% agreement exceeds their suggested agreement levels. According to 
these tehories, a common realization of the concept entrepreneurship within store manag-
ers is that entrepreneurship occurs when managing a well performing business where importance is 
on taking care of customers. We are not willing to accept the consensus of 83% since not all of 
the discovered theories support that consensus is reached at this level. However, we dis-
covered one major viewpoint of entrepreneurship from the store managers; managing a well 
performing business where importance is on taking care of customers.  

4.4.3 Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities  
We almost obtained the suggested responses of 15 in the third round (Loo, 2002; Hasson 
et al., 2000) with 12 respondents. Since we did not quite attain the suggested sample size it 
is questionable whether or not conclusions can be drawn from this sample. However, the 
lack of respondents in the third round should definitely be kept in mind. The analysis re-
vealed that 67% of the respondents focused on Effective leadership and Realize solutions to prob-
lems when giving their definition of entrepreneurship. The remaining 33% of the respon-
dents focused on The freedom to take risks striving at Creating or improving something for the sur-
rounding world. According to Laughlin and Moore (1979) 67% agreement among the respon-
dents is sufficient in order to being able to realize consensus since they suggest 51% 
agreement for consensus (Cited in McKenna, 1994). We can thus see a consensus among 
the small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities that they focus more on the en-
trepreneur with two qualities: Leader and Problem solver. However, it is argued among other 
researchers that a higher level of agreement is needed for realizing consensus. Sumsion 
(1998) suggests a criterion of 70% of agreement (Cited in Hasson et al., 2000), Green et al. 
(1999) argues for 80% and Williams and Webb (1994) recommends 100% agreement for 
realizing consensus. Thus, according to these theories a common realization of the concept 
entrepreneurship within small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities can only be 
accepted by one of these researchers. However, we can conclude that one major viewpoint 
has been realized in this group and it focuses on the entrepreneur with Leader and Problem 
solver.  
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4.4.4 Comparison 
Under this section we will present the final results and compare the outcomes in the differ-
ent groups. A table of cluster definitions is presented below to get an overview of our re-
sults so far.  

Tabell 12 Summary definitions 

High school students  

Cluster 1 (71%) Successfully managing a business. 

Cluster 2 (29%) Creating a business (doubtful connection to the construc-
tion Business) 

Store managers  

Cluster 1 (83%) Managing a well performing business where importance is 
on taking care of customers 

Cluster 2 (17%) Taking the initiative and be innovative while running an in-
dependent business 

Businesses listed under entrepreneu-
rial activities 

 

Cluster 1 (67%) The entrepreneur - Leader & Problem solver 

Cluster 2 (33%) The freedom to take risks striving at creating or improving 
something for the surrounding world 

 

We would like to address the similarity between high school students’ and store managers’ 
respective first cluster. These two groups define entrepreneurship by describing a well 
managed business. Our comparison to theory suggests there is no good match to any aca-
demic definition. To make the difference clearer we can look at what Schumpeter (1934) 
argued that there is only entrepreneurial activities while the change and development occur, 
once the business starts going at a steady pace and no opportunities are used, it is no longer 
entrepreneurship. What is interesting is also that these two clusters are the largest in each 
group and thus these clusters represent the majority of respondents in total. We can by that 
see a clear pattern between high school students’ and store managers’ definition of entre-
preneurship in the sense that these groups recognize a well managed business as an essen-
tial part of entrepreneurship.  

The second cluster of store managers is similar to the group consisting of the first clusters 
from both high school students and store managers in the sense of running and managing a 
business. Cluster two of store managers does however reflect over Innovation which is an 
important attribute to many scholars’ definition; Drucker (1985) (Cited in Naumes et al., 
1992), Churchill and Muzyka (1994) to mention a few. This cluster also has some relation 
to the second cluster of businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities which is similar in 
reflecting creation and improving. Cluster two from businesses listed under entrepreneurial ac-
tivities states The freedom to take risks striving at creating or improving something for the surrounding 
world, we discover that this is also in line with Schumpeter’s (1934) view since he discusses 
entrepreneurship as an economic agent who pushes new combinations of economic activi-
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ties. Even though we realize similarities between cluster two of store managers and cluster 
two of small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities it should be kept in mind that 
only a minority of the participants in these cluster identifies the themes included under 
these clusters as essential parts of entrepreneurship.  

The second cluster of high school students has already been discussed whether or not to 
include Construction Business or not, and we conclude that we are very careful in combining 
the two themes in the cluster. One theory of the connection can be that students relate 
construction companies to craftsmen since craftsmen were an attribute under that theme. 
High school students’ image of creating a business could be small businesses which often 
are craftsmen and thus high school students see the two connected.  

High school students are also in general not much in agreement with businesses listed un-
der entrepreneurial activities, in fact we see the biggest difference here and also recognises 
businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities as the group that was closest to many 
scholars’ definitions. This is the only group that was recognizing entrepreneurial character-
istics in the cluster definitions and by that mentioning similar attributes as many old and 
new entrepreneurship definitions; Say and Cantillions as well as Churchill and Muzyka 
(1994) identifies the individual as do Shane and Venkatararman (2000) with entrepreneur-
ship involving lucrative opportunities and enterprising individuals. 
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5 Conclusions and discussion 

5.1 Conclusions 
The purpose of this thesis is to explore the view students, store managers and small busi-
nesses listed under entrepreneurial activities have of entrepreneurship and what characteris-
tics are associated with the concept from their point of view. By conducting a Delphi ap-
proach on these groups we have through three rounds discovered major viewpoints to 
their definition of entrepreneurship. By analyzing the responses from the second and third 
round with principal component factor analysis, hierarchical cluster analysis and k-means 
cluster analysis we have come to the following conclusions;  

A common realization among the high school students was not discovered, however we 
can conclude that the major viewpoint (71%) of the definition of entrepreneurship within 
this group is successful management of a business. We also concluded that the most essen-
tial viewpoint of high school students can not be related to the presented theories of entre-
preneurship. 

A common realization among the store managers was not discovered, however we can 
conclude that the major viewpoint (83%) of the definition of entrepreneurship within this 
group is managing a well performing business where importance is on taking care of cus-
tomers. The same conclusion was made in this group as in the group of high school stu-
dents; the most essential viewpoint of store managers can not be related to the presented 
theories of entrepreneurship.  

A common realization among the small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities 
was not discovered, however we can conclude that the major viewpoint (67%) of the defi-
nition of entrepreneurship within this group is the entrepreneur - leader and problem 
solver. We came to the conclusion that the most essential viewpoint of businesses listed 
under entrepreneurial activities was clearly related to the presented theories of entrepre-
neurship. Say and Cantillions as well as Churchill and Muzyka (1994) identifies the individ-
ual as do Shane and Venkatararman (2000) with entrepreneurship involving lucrative op-
portunities and enterprising individuals. 

A common realization of the definition of entrepreneurship among the three groups was 
not apparent. However, we discovered very similar viewpoints of high school students and 
store managers. They both had a common realization of the concept entrepreneurship that 
it involves a well managed business.  

We can conclude from this analysis that a common realization of entrepreneurship is not 
evident and one needs to be careful when making assumptions of people’s views of entre-
preneurship. We have in this thesis discovered that there is a wide range of definitions to 
the concept of entrepreneurship and no general definition has appeared among the studied 
groups. One needs to know that they talk about different things when they talk about en-
trepreneurship.  
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5.2 Critique of chosen method 
We realized after our research had been conducted that the method of this study could 
have been performed with more accuracy. A critique to our method is that we think the re-
sponse rates of latter rounds in the Delphi method were too low. We believe that the reli-
ability would have been higher if the sample size was bigger and by that obtaining the sug-
gested number of respondents in each round of the Delphi according to the theory. When 
performing a principal component factor analysis it is suggested to have at least 50 respon-
dents. We did not achieve this number and this may have also hurt the reliability of our 
findings. It might also have been of advantage to use the same approach among the groups 
of participants in order to receive more even response rates. 

When considering statistical concerns it could be noted that our results could have been 
more reliable in the sense of generalization if we could have chosen the geographical areas 
of our sample randomly.     

5.3 Discussion for further research 
We have realized during the course of this thesis that it would be very interesting to per-
form a similar study as ours and extend the sample size to a statistically reliable sample of 
Sweden. By doing so, the pursuit of the definition of entrepreneurship from a layman’s 
point of view may be realized. We also think it would be interesting to compare the results 
from this kind of research to a similar research performed in a different country.  

We reacted to the fact that entrepreneurship is defined differently in a Swedish dictionary 
and a dictionary that claims to represent the world. This could definitely be worth explor-
ing and we see no reason to why entrepreneurship should be defined differently in diction-
aries from different countries.  
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Appendix A 

Response rates to all rounds of the Delphi 

Tabell 13 Response rates 

Appendix B 

High school students  

Attributes round 2 
High school students’ attributes from principal component factor analysis with a loading of 
0.6. Total variance of 3 components 53.707%. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rounds High school students Store managers Small businesses listed 
under entrepreneurial 
activities 

One 54.3% 82.2% 14.2% 

Two 47.4% 59.5% 27.3% 

Three 39% 52.2% 133% 
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Factor 1, Successful business management 

21.982% RV, 11.870 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Make the best use 
of opportunities 

0 2 5 11 3,50 ,838

Service leasing 1 9 6 2 2,50 ,788

Project manage-
ment 

0 3 8 7 3,00 ,773

State-of-the-art 
competence 

1 4 7 6 3,00 ,729

Consulting activi-
ties 

0 5 11 2 2,83 ,695

Business develop-
ment 

0 0 8 10 3,56 ,670

Project launches 0 4 6 8 3,22 ,670

Construction busi-
ness 

0 8 8 2 2,67 ,667

Knowledge of 
businesses 

0 3 8 7 3,22 ,664

Responsibility 0 0 2 15 3,89 ,647

Successfulness 0 1 6 11 3,56 ,625

Resource creation 0 2 13 3 3,06 ,625

Mergers  3 5 8 2 2,50 ,624

Creation 0 0 5 13 3,72 ,616

  UN     SI     IM    VI   Mean Corr                        
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Factor 2, Creation of a business 

18.133% RV, 9.792 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor 3, Construction business 

13.593% RV, 7.339 RE.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   UN     SI     IM    VI   Mean Corr                                  
Company  0 2 5 11 3,50 ,841

Initiatives 0 2 5 11 3,50 ,827

Creation of busi-
nesses 

0 3 7 8 3,28 ,792

Work under lib-
erty  

0 3 10 5 3,11 ,747

Organization 0 3 6 9 3,33 ,684

Running a com-
pany 

0 3 8 6 3,44 ,683

Creation of net-
works 

1 1 9 7 3,22 ,670

Company man-
agement 

0 3 4 11 3,44 ,667

Hard work 0 0 7 11 3,61 ,651

Profit generating 0 2 7 9 3,39 ,616

 UN     SI     IM    VI   Mean Corr   

Occupation 0 4 7 7 3,17 ,807

Construction work 2 8 4 4 2,56 ,761

Construction re-
sponsibility 

0 9 3 6 2,83 ,743

Craftsman  2 5 6 5 2,78 ,700

Building construc-
tion 

1 7 6 4 2,72 ,660

Technical knowl-
edge 

0 3 8 6 3,17 ,650

Construction com-
pany 

2 7 5 4 2,61 ,603
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RV; Rotated Variance, RE; Rotated Eigen value, UN; Number of people who rated Unim-
portant, SI; Number of people who rated Slightly Important, IM; Number of people who 
rated Important, VI; Number of people who rated Very Important, Mean; Mean rating, 
Corr; Correlation. 

 

SPSS Output round two and three 
Rotated Component Matrix 

Component 
 1 2 3 
Make the best use of op-
portunities ,838 ,236 ,088

Service leasing ,788 -,088 ,366
Project management ,773 ,259 ,120
State-of-the-art compe-
tence ,729 ,152 -,011

Consulting activities ,695 ,205 ,292
Project launches ,670 ,531 ,062
Business development ,670 ,054 -,226
Construction business ,667 -,295 ,595
Knowledge of busines-
ses ,664 ,219 ,058

Responsibility ,647 ,128 -,478
Successfulness ,625 ,227 -,146
Resource creation ,625 ,270 ,346
Mergers ,624 ,113 ,286
Creation ,616 ,335 -,241
Machine leasing ,598 -,357 ,455
economic challenging in 
start up phase of com-
pany 

,577 -,062 ,371

Growth ,568 -,029 ,148
Acquisition ,560 ,108 ,272
Selling ,553 ,133 ,252
New thinking ,542 ,413 -,066
Persistence ,540 ,347 -,081
economic success ,513 ,338 ,053
Use of Business ,397 ,178 ,164
Need satisfaction ,352 ,348 -,246
Company ,324 ,841 -,092
Initiatives ,089 ,827 ,055
Creation of businesses -,224 ,792 ,033
Work under liberty ,130 ,747 -,008
Organization ,083 ,684 ,455
Running a company ,512 ,683 ,033
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Creation of networks -,166 ,670 ,035
Company management ,271 ,667 -,094
Hard work ,290 ,651 ,325
Profit generating ,481 ,616 ,274
Idea implementation ,354 ,598 -,120
Need solution ,367 ,594 ,409
Owning a company ,453 ,555 -,243
Creativity ,383 ,528 -,302
Discovery of a need ,511 ,521 ,014
Offering a service ,248 ,489 ,192
Self employed ,144 ,372 -,058
Occupation -,116 ,147 ,807
Construction work ,195 -,438 ,761
Construction responsibili-
ty ,350 -,051 ,743

Craftsman ,065 ,220 ,700
Building construction ,091 -,431 ,660
Technical knowledge ,149 ,247 ,650
Construction company ,075 -,065 ,603
Production ,175 ,288 ,591
Generating ideas ,425 ,394 -,549
Environment -,304 ,087 ,521
selling product ,134 ,415 ,470
Financial return in the 
long run ,249 ,322 ,384

Academic experience -,021 ,035 -,058
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a  Rotation converged in 10 iterations. 
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
 

Hierarchal cluster analysis – Cluster membership table 
 Cluster Membership 
 
Case 2 Clusters 
Successful business 
management 1

Creation of business 2
Construction business 2
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Hierarchal Cluster analysis - Dendogram 
* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * 
* * * * * 
 
 
 Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups) 
 
                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 
 
    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 
  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 
 
  Creation    2   

 
  Construc    3                                                   
  Successf    1   

 
 

K-mean cluster analysis 
 Number of Cases in each Cluster 
 

1 5,000 Cluster 
2 2,000 

Valid 7,000 
Missing ,000 

 
  
 
Final Cluster Centers Table 
 

Cluster 
  1 2 
Successful business 
management 4 4

Creation of business 4 4
Construction business 3 2
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Appendix C 

Store managers 

Attributes round 2 
Store managers’ attributes from principal component factor analysis with a loading of 0.55. 
Total variance of 5 components 48.971%. 

Factor 1, The well functioning smaller business 

12.729% RV, 10.565 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 UN     SI     IM    VI   Mean Corr          
Knowledge 1 4 12 27 3,45 ,751

Knowledge of 
products 

3 5 15 21 3,18 ,719

Sponsoring 19 15 9 1 1,83 ,692

Commerce 5 11 15 13 2,75 ,675

Wide knowledge 0 8 12 22 3,30 ,669

Service offering 0 4 22 18 3,30 ,661

Knowledge of 
market 

2 5 18 19 3,20 ,654

Managing a busi-
ness 

1 4 18 18 3,28 ,626

Managing a small 
business 

5 7 19 12 2,85 ,603

Financial problems 
at the beginning 

6 12 18 7 2,58 ,576

Diversity 2 5 21 16 3,15 ,563

Offering of the 
right products and 
services 

2 2 12 28 3,48 ,562
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Factor 2, Taking initiatives 

11.169% RV, 9.270 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor 3, Independent management of a business with focus on freedom 

10.803% RV, 8.967 RE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 UN     SI     IM    VI   Mean Corr          
No fear 0 7 20 17 3,25 ,689

Inspiration 0 1 19 22 3,43 ,689

Initiative 0 1 18 25 3,55 ,659

Big interest  0 2 9 32 3,68 ,640

Vision and great 
hopes for the fu-
ture 

0 1 10 31 3,70 ,634

Marketing 2 2 17 23 3,38 ,633

Developing 0 4 23 17 3,30 ,632

New business ideas 0 9 20 14 3,08 ,620

Identifying an op-
portunity 

1 11 19 8 2,83 ,603

Interest in develop-
ing 

0 2 12 29 3,65 ,597

Cooperation 0 4 14 25 3,45 ,595

 UN     SI     IM    VI   Mean Corr          Freedom 3 3 17 20 3,25 ,780

Great working ca-
pacity 

0 2 19 23 3,45 ,638

High level of work-
ing moral 

0 2 17 24 3,48 ,626

Individual influ-
ence 

0 5 14 24 3,45 ,625

Independence 1 9 18 16 3,13 ,611

Delivery 0 5 19 19 3,30 ,596

Successfulness 0 7 27 10 3,08 ,556
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Factor 4, Job performance with focus on good service 

8.022% RV, 6.659 RE.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor 5, Innovation 

6.248% RV, 5.186 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RV; Rotated Variance, RE; Rotated Eigen value, UN; Number of people who rated Unim-
portant, SI; Number of people who rated Slightly Important, IM; Number of people who 
rated Important, VI; Number of people who rated Very Important, Mean; Mean rating, 
Corr; Correlation. 

  UN  SI   IM    VI   Mean Corr          
Job performance 1 3 9 31 3,60 ,826

Responsibility 0 1 5 38 3,83 ,663

Good customer 
service 

0 2 5 37 3,78 ,659

Purposefulness 0 1 11 31 3,70 ,573

Service offering 0 4 22 18 3,30 ,566

  UN    SI    IM    VI    Mean  Corr         
Self-confidence 0 2 10 31 3,68 ,692

Innovation 0 2 21 20 3,43 ,595

Solving problems 0 0 24 20 3,50 ,587

Intelligence 1 7 31 5 2,90 ,577
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SPSS output round two and three 

 
 
 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
 

 

 

 Rotated Component Matrix(a) 
 

Component 
  1 2 3 4 5 
knowledge ,751 -,059 ,123 ,198 ,393 
Knowledge_of_products ,719 -,108 ,121 ,181 ,258 
Sponsoring ,692 ,188 ,091 ,123 -,155 
Commerce ,675 ,267 ,190 ,174 ,040 
Wide_knowledge ,669 ,230 ,152 ,134 -,005 
Service_offering ,661 ,213 ,358 ,008 ,072 
Knowledge_of_market ,654 ,183 ,373 ,053 ,316 
Managing_a_business ,626 ,254 ,258 ,083 ,172 
Mana-
ging_a_small_business ,603 ,060 ,412 ,062 ,053 

Finan-
cial_problems_at_the_begi
nning 

,576 -,204 ,113 ,311 -,100 

Diversity ,563 ,156 ,497 -,143 ,268 
Offer-
ing_of_the_right_products_
and_services 

,562 -,100 -,048 ,037 ,211 

Clear_product_campaigns 
,541 ,477 -,046 ,056 ,026 
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Big_company ,520 ,083 -,074 ,041 -,266 
Administrate_real_estate ,516 ,304 -,013 ,170 -,218 
Need_creation ,516 ,207 ,038 -,194 ,170 
Construction_Business ,490 -,205 ,384 ,292 -,220 
Consulting_activities ,474 -,144 ,017 -,077 -,303 
Galleria ,466 ,030 ,100 ,093 -,327 
competitor_overview ,449 ,363 -,021 ,330 ,122 
Richness_of_ideas ,447 ,438 ,317 -,198 ,199 
Financing_opportunity ,442 ,080 ,238 -,228 ,280 
Machine_company ,383 -,160 ,183 ,271 -,065 
Energetic -,377 ,287 ,330 ,308 ,198 
Innovation ,374 ,261 ,201 ,048 ,315 
New_in_the_market ,312 ,143 ,285 -,020 ,088 
Inspiration ,095 ,689 ,192 ,212 -,020 
No_fear -,047 ,689 ,359 ,013 -,130 
Taking_initiative ,096 ,659 ,276 ,157 ,219 
Big_interest ,282 ,640 ,372 -,140 -,101 
Vi-
sion_and_great_hopes_for
_the_future 

,161 ,634 ,114 ,182 -,251 

Marketing ,533 ,633 -,131 -,175 -,020 
Developing ,124 ,632 ,270 ,212 ,194 
New_business_ideas -,108 ,620 ,333 ,018 -,182 
Identifying_an_opportunity 

,181 ,603 ,082 ,076 ,167 

Interest_in_developing ,099 ,597 ,011 ,122 ,330 
Cooperation ,135 ,595 ,148 ,395 ,093 
Energy_and_willingness -,003 ,549 ,434 -,061 -,341 
Stubbornness -,012 ,524 ,478 -,176 ,078 
Leadership ,145 ,500 ,409 ,182 ,178 
Carry_an_idea_through ,308 ,497 ,448 ,038 -,008 
Positivism -,152 ,428 -,048 ,050 ,267 
Knowledge_mediate ,214 ,419 ,270 ,259 ,372 
Taking_risks ,303 ,413 ,262 -,151 ,072 
Engaged ,039 ,405 ,060 ,059 ,165 
Freedom ,050 ,094 ,780 ,132 ,066 
Great_working_capacity -,039 ,291 ,638 -,073 ,167 
High_working_moral ,215 ,217 ,626 ,113 -,091 
Individual_influence -,082 ,391 ,625 ,324 ,187 
Independence ,294 -,130 ,611 ,240 -,080 
Delivery ,291 ,159 ,596 ,391 ,066 
Successfulness ,346 ,342 ,556 ,145 ,313 
Enthusiastic -,052 ,200 ,531 ,055 -,371 
Build-
ing_company_around_own
_idea 

,350 ,116 ,526 ,097 -,003 

Experience ,425 -,336 ,509 ,166 ,302 
perform_assignment ,281 ,077 ,494 ,430 -,141 
Humble-
ness_for_succeeding ,208 ,134 ,488 ,346 -,021 

Sustainability ,283 ,221 ,483 ,081 ,060 
Hard_work ,289 ,212 ,462 ,170 -,115 
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Self_employment ,421 ,058 ,440 -,124 ,117 
Flexibility ,387 ,216 ,390 ,075 -,290 
Profes-
sion_combined_with_hobb
y 

,037 ,238 ,370 ,087 ,004 

Job_performance ,094 -,032 ,253 ,826 -,078 
responsibility ,037 -,035 -,077 ,663 -,122 
Good_customer_service ,005 -,056 -,003 ,659 ,022 
Purposefulness ,185 ,358 ,142 ,573 ,101 
Service_offering ,442 ,065 ,223 ,566 ,243 
Implementation -,016 ,072 ,201 ,533 -,010 
Work_distributing_among_
employees -,187 ,299 ,061 ,532 ,200 

Costumer_focus ,052 ,310 ,047 ,532 -,010 
Under_taking_of_job ,102 ,044 ,208 ,518 ,117 
Need_solutions ,362 -,001 -,015 ,504 ,279 
Controlling -,041 ,188 ,438 ,463 ,012 
higher_sales_thinking ,126 ,399 -,167 ,455 ,246 
Self-confidence ,106 ,110 ,248 -,039 ,692 
Innovation ,200 ,081 -,083 -,169 ,595 
Solving_problems ,086 ,133 -,072 ,299 ,587 
Intelligence -,007 -,227 ,354 ,134 ,577 
go-ahead_attitude ,094 ,069 ,076 ,376 ,495 
Creative -,140 ,345 -,047 -,019 ,476 
Profit_generating ,217 ,163 ,245 ,325 ,425 
Making_good_deals -,002 ,296 ,401 ,379 ,405 
Inventor -,051 ,045 -,136 -,003 ,296 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a  Rotation converged in 11 iterations. 
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Hierarchal Cluster analysis - Dendogram 
* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * 
* * * * * 
 
 
 Dendrogram using Complete Linkage 
 
                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 
 
    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 
  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 
 
  Taking_i    2    
  Innovati    5              

 
  Independ    3              
 

  The_well    1   
 

  Job_perf    4    
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Hierarchal Cluster analysis - Cluster Membership 
 
Case 2 Clusters 
The_well_functioning_small
er_business 1

Taking_initiatives_ 2
Independ-
ent_management_of_a_bu
si-
ness_with_focus_on_freed
om 

2

Job_performance_with_foc
us_on_good_service 1

Innovation 2
 
 

K-mean Cluster analysis 
 Final Cluster Centers Table 
 

Cluster 
  1 2 
The_well_functioning_small
er_business 4 3

Taking_initiatives_ 4 4
Independ-
ent_management_of_a_bu
si-
ness_with_focus_on_freed
om 

3 3

Job_performance_with_foc
us_on_good_service 4 3

Innovation 4 4
 
 

 Number of Cases in each Cluster 
 

1 19,000 Cluster 
2 4,000 

Valid 23,000 
Missing ,000 
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 ANOVA 
 

Cluster Error 
  Mean Square df Mean Square df F Sig. 
The_well_functioning_small
er_business 2,645 1 ,085 21 31,043 ,000

Taking_initiatives_ ,097 1 ,256 21 ,377 ,546
Independ-
ent_management_of_a_bu
si-
ness_with_focus_on_freed
om 

,005 1 ,377 21 ,014 ,908

Job_performance_with_foc
us_on_good_service 2,645 1 ,180 21 14,659 ,001

Innovation ,046 1 ,246 21 ,188 ,669
The F tests should be used only for descriptive purposes because the clusters have been chosen to 
maximize the differences among cases in different clusters. The observed significance levels are not cor-
rected for this and thus cannot be interpreted as tests of the hypothesis that the cluster means are equal. 
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Appendix D 

Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities 

Attributes round 2 
Small businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities’ attributes from principal compo-
nent factor analysis with a loading of 0.58. Total variance of 4 components 70.743% 

 

Factor 1, Effective leadership 

20.835% RV, 17.293 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    UN    SI    IM    VI    Mean  Corr         
Leadership 0 1 4 4 3,33 ,942

Turnover of vision 
to more specific sub-
goals 

0 1 4 4 3,33 ,942

Good leadership 
qualities 

0 1 5 3 3,22 ,926

Courageousness 0 1 3 5 3,44 ,836

Courage to carry 
stakes and invest-
ments through 

0 1 5 2 3,11 ,819

Realization of ideas 0 0 7 2 3,22 ,813

To venture costs in 
order to make work 
more effective 

0 1 4 4 3,33 ,752

Never give up 0 0 4 5 3,56 ,741

Opportunity discov-
ering of need solu-
tions 

0 0 6 3 3,33 ,700

Striving for obtaining 
goals 

0 0 6 3 3,33 ,700

Entertaining 0 5 2 2 2,67 ,687
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Factor 2, Realize solutions to problems       

18.929% RV, 15.711 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Professional 0 0 3 5 3,67 ,922

Creative solutions to 
problems 

0 0 4 5 3,56 ,879

Enthusiasm 0 0 4 5 3,56 ,879

Utilization of resources, 
both human and tangible 

0 0 5 4 3,44 ,797

To manage setbacks 0 0 5 4 3,44 ,795

Innovation 0 0 5 4 3,44 ,795

Go-ahead attitude 0 0 4 5 3,56 ,790

See opportunities instead 
of problems 

0 0 4 5 3,56 ,790

Own creation and crea-
tiveness 

0 0 6 3 3,33 ,751

Goal oriented initiatives 0 0 6 3 3,33 ,751

Problem solving 0 0 6 3 3,33 ,751

Responsibility 0 0 2 7 3,78 ,719

Customer satisfaction 0 0 2 7 3,78 ,712

Development thinking  0 0 5 4 3,44 ,708

Enterprising  0 0 4 5 3,56 ,691

Occupational knowledge 0 0 4 5 3,56 ,666

Economic and profitable 
thinking 

0 0 6 3 3,33 ,644

Hard work 0 0 3 6 3,67 ,639

Managing a business 0 0 7 2 3,22 ,631

Business administration 0 1 6 1 3,00 ,624

 

 

      UN   SI    IM  VI  Mean  Corr          
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Factor 3, Courage to carry stakes and investments through 

15.900% RV, 13.197 RE. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factor 4, Freedom 

15.080% RV, 12.516 RE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Success 0 1 7 1 3,00 ,920

Improve and sup-
ply something to 
the surrounding 
world 

0 2 6 1 2,89 ,916

Humbleness for 
the job 

1 1 5 2 2,89 ,802

Analyzing risks  0 2 4 3 3,11 ,735

Adjustment to 
changes in the sur-
rounding world 

0 2 6 1 3,11 ,714

Risk taking 0 3 4 2 2,89 ,608

To not promise 
more than one can 
deliver 

0 0 2 7 3,78 ,607

Attentiveness  0 0 6 3 3,33 ,599

Ability to read the 
need of customers 
and employees 

0 1 3 5 3,44 ,592

Anticipation 0 1 6 2 3,11 ,584

 

         UN    SI    IM     VI   Mean  Corr    

Freedom 0 2 4 3 3,11 ,849

Good role model 0 0 5 4 3,44 ,815

Focus on solutions 0 0 5 4 3,44 ,815

Patience   0 0 4 5 3,56 ,794

Opportunity dis-
covering 

0 1 6 2 3,11 ,776

Customer focus 0 0 3 6 3,67 ,720

Self actualization 0 1 7 1 3,00 ,711

         UN    SI    IM     VI   Mean  Corr    
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RV; Rotated Variance, RE; Rotated Eigen value, UN; Number of people who rated Unim-
portant, SI; Number of people who rated Slightly Important, IM; Number of people who 
rated Important, VI; Number of people who rated Very Important, Mean; Mean rating, 
Corr; Correlation. 

SPSS output round two and three 
  

 
 
 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
 

 

 

 Rotated Component Matrix(a) 
 

Component 
  1 2 3 4 5 
knowledge ,751 -,059 ,123 ,198 ,393 
Knowledge_of_products ,719 -,108 ,121 ,181 ,258 
Sponsoring ,692 ,188 ,091 ,123 -,155 
Commerce ,675 ,267 ,190 ,174 ,040 
Wide_knowledge ,669 ,230 ,152 ,134 -,005 
Service_offering ,661 ,213 ,358 ,008 ,072 
Knowledge_of_market ,654 ,183 ,373 ,053 ,316 
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Managing_a_business ,626 ,254 ,258 ,083 ,172 
Mana-
ging_a_small_business ,603 ,060 ,412 ,062 ,053 

Finan-
cial_problems_at_the_begi
nning 

,576 -,204 ,113 ,311 -,100 

Diversity ,563 ,156 ,497 -,143 ,268 
Offer-
ing_of_the_right_products_
and_services 

,562 -,100 -,048 ,037 ,211 

Clear_product_campaigns 
,541 ,477 -,046 ,056 ,026 

Big_company ,520 ,083 -,074 ,041 -,266 
Administrate_real_estate ,516 ,304 -,013 ,170 -,218 
Need_creation ,516 ,207 ,038 -,194 ,170 
Construction_Business ,490 -,205 ,384 ,292 -,220 
Consulting_activities ,474 -,144 ,017 -,077 -,303 
Galleria ,466 ,030 ,100 ,093 -,327 
competitor_overview ,449 ,363 -,021 ,330 ,122 
Richness_of_ideas ,447 ,438 ,317 -,198 ,199 
Financing_opportunity ,442 ,080 ,238 -,228 ,280 
Machine_company ,383 -,160 ,183 ,271 -,065 
Energetic -,377 ,287 ,330 ,308 ,198 
Innovation ,374 ,261 ,201 ,048 ,315 
New_in_the_market ,312 ,143 ,285 -,020 ,088 
Inspiration ,095 ,689 ,192 ,212 -,020 
No_fear -,047 ,689 ,359 ,013 -,130 
Taking_initiative ,096 ,659 ,276 ,157 ,219 
Big_interest ,282 ,640 ,372 -,140 -,101 
Vi-
sion_and_great_hopes_for
_the_future 

,161 ,634 ,114 ,182 -,251 

Marketing ,533 ,633 -,131 -,175 -,020 
Developing ,124 ,632 ,270 ,212 ,194 
New_business_ideas -,108 ,620 ,333 ,018 -,182 
Identifying_an_opportunity 

,181 ,603 ,082 ,076 ,167 

Interest_in_developing ,099 ,597 ,011 ,122 ,330 
Cooperation ,135 ,595 ,148 ,395 ,093 
Energy_and_willingness -,003 ,549 ,434 -,061 -,341 
Stubbornness -,012 ,524 ,478 -,176 ,078 
Leadership ,145 ,500 ,409 ,182 ,178 
Carry_an_idea_through ,308 ,497 ,448 ,038 -,008 
Positivism -,152 ,428 -,048 ,050 ,267 
Knowledge_mediate ,214 ,419 ,270 ,259 ,372 
Taking_risks ,303 ,413 ,262 -,151 ,072 
Engaged ,039 ,405 ,060 ,059 ,165 
Freedom ,050 ,094 ,780 ,132 ,066 
Great_working_capacity -,039 ,291 ,638 -,073 ,167 
High_working_moral ,215 ,217 ,626 ,113 -,091 
Individual_influence -,082 ,391 ,625 ,324 ,187 
Independence ,294 -,130 ,611 ,240 -,080 
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Delivery ,291 ,159 ,596 ,391 ,066 
Successfulness ,346 ,342 ,556 ,145 ,313 
Enthusiastic -,052 ,200 ,531 ,055 -,371 
Build-
ing_company_around_own
_idea 

,350 ,116 ,526 ,097 -,003 

Experience ,425 -,336 ,509 ,166 ,302 
perform_assignment ,281 ,077 ,494 ,430 -,141 
Humble-
ness_for_succeeding ,208 ,134 ,488 ,346 -,021 

Sustainability ,283 ,221 ,483 ,081 ,060 
Hard_work ,289 ,212 ,462 ,170 -,115 
Self_employment ,421 ,058 ,440 -,124 ,117 
Flexibility ,387 ,216 ,390 ,075 -,290 
Profes-
sion_combined_with_hobb
y 

,037 ,238 ,370 ,087 ,004 

Job_performance ,094 -,032 ,253 ,826 -,078 
responsibility ,037 -,035 -,077 ,663 -,122 
Good_customer_service ,005 -,056 -,003 ,659 ,022 
Purposefulness ,185 ,358 ,142 ,573 ,101 
Service_offering ,442 ,065 ,223 ,566 ,243 
Implementation -,016 ,072 ,201 ,533 -,010 
Work_distributing_among_
employees -,187 ,299 ,061 ,532 ,200 

Costumer_focus ,052 ,310 ,047 ,532 -,010 
Under_taking_of_job ,102 ,044 ,208 ,518 ,117 
Need_solutions ,362 -,001 -,015 ,504 ,279 
Controlling -,041 ,188 ,438 ,463 ,012 
higher_sales_thinking ,126 ,399 -,167 ,455 ,246 
Self-confidence ,106 ,110 ,248 -,039 ,692 
Innovation ,200 ,081 -,083 -,169 ,595 
Solving_problems ,086 ,133 -,072 ,299 ,587 
Intelligence -,007 -,227 ,354 ,134 ,577 
go-ahead_attitude ,094 ,069 ,076 ,376 ,495 
Creative -,140 ,345 -,047 -,019 ,476 
Profit_generating ,217 ,163 ,245 ,325 ,425 
Making_good_deals -,002 ,296 ,401 ,379 ,405 
Inventor -,051 ,045 -,136 -,003 ,296 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a  Rotation converged in 11 iterations. 
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Hierarchal Cluster analysis - Dendogram 
* * * * * * H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R   A N A L Y S I S * 
* * * * * 
 
 
 Dendrogram using Complete Linkage 
 
                         Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine 
 
    C A S E      0         5        10        15        20        25 
  Label     Num  +---------+---------+---------+---------+---------+ 
 
  Taking_i    2    
  Innovati    5              

 
  Independ    3              
 

  The_well    1   
 

  Job_perf    4    
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Hierarchal Cluster analysis - Cluster Membership 
 
Case 2 Clusters 
The_well_functioning_small
er_business 1

Taking_initiatives_ 2
Independ-
ent_management_of_a_bu
si-
ness_with_focus_on_freed
om 

2

Job_performance_with_foc
us_on_good_service 1

Innovation 2

 

K-mean cluster analysis 
 Final Cluster Centers 
 

Cluster 
  1 2 
The_well_functioning_small
er_business 4 3

Taking_initiatives_ 4 4
Independ-
ent_management_of_a_bu
si-
ness_with_focus_on_freed
om 

3 3

Job_performance_with_foc
us_on_good_service 4 3

Innovation 4 4
 
 

 Number of Cases in each Cluster 
 

1 19,000 Cluster 
2 4,000 

Valid 23,000 
Missing ,000 

 
 ANOVA 
 

Cluster Error 
  Mean Square df Mean Square df F Sig. 
The_well_functioning_small
er_business 2,645 1 ,085 21 31,043 ,000

Taking_initiatives_ ,097 1 ,256 21 ,377 ,546
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Independ-
ent_management_of_a_bu
si-
ness_with_focus_on_freed
om 

,005 1 ,377 21 ,014 ,908

Job_performance_with_foc
us_on_good_service 2,645 1 ,180 21 14,659 ,001

Innovation ,046 1 ,246 21 ,188 ,669
The F tests should be used only for descriptive purposes because the clusters have been chosen to 
maximize the differences among cases in different clusters. The observed significance levels are not cor-
rected for this and thus cannot be interpreted as tests of the hypothesis that the cluster means are equal. 
 

Appendix E 

High school students’ rating of attributes 
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Top ten highest rated attributes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lowest ten rated attributes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Responsibility 3,89 
Creation  3,72 
Creativity                                3,72 
Generating ideas  3,67 
Successfulness                            3,65 
Hard work  3,61 
Growth                                  3,61 
New thinking                          3,61 
Business development           3,56 
Financial return in the long run   3,56 

Machine leasing                       2,11 
Academic experience   2,33 
economic challenging in start up phase of company  2,39 
Acquisition  2,44 
Service leasing    2,50 
Mergers                                       2,50 
Construction work                   2,56 
Construction company 2,61 
Construction business  2,67 
Building construction                 2,72 
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Appendix F 

Store Managers’ ratings of attributes 
Under taking of job                            3,50     
Work distributing among employees 3,28 
go-ahead attitude   3,90 
Need solutions    3,48 
Responsibility    3,83 
Enthusiastic    3,68 
New in the market   2,25 
Sustainability    3,45 
Self-confidence   3,68 
Job performance   3,60 
Intelligence    2,90 
Innovation    3,43 
Humbleness for succeeding  3,40 
Engaged    3,90 
Implementation   3,63 
Energetic    3,78 
competitor overview   2,90 
Solving problems   3,50 
Administrate real estate  2,03 
Purposefulness    2,70 
Inventor    3,48 
Hard work    3,55 
Galleria    1,80 
Need creation    2,75 
Good customer service  3,78 
Creative    3,78 
Service offering   2,88 
Costumer focus   3,75 
Flexibility    3,63 
No fear    3,25 
Energy and willingness  3,78 
Diversity    3,15 
Sponsoring    1,83 
Developing    3,30 
Delivery    3,30 
Building company around own idea 3,20 
Work distributing among employees 3,05 
Consulting activities   2,20 
Profit generating   3,23 
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Making good deals   2,28 
Richness of ideas   3,45 
Innovation    3,35 
Construction Business   2,43 
Successfulness    3,08 
perform assignment   3,43 
Independence    3,13 
Machine company   2,05 
Knowledge of products  3,18 
Big interest    3,68 
Vision and great hopes for the future 3,70 
Marketing    3,38 
Managing a small business  2,85 
Knowledge    3,45 
Controlling    2,90 
Self employment   3,03 
Inspiration    3,43 
Leadership    3,48 
Financial problems at the beginning 2,58 
Offering of the right products and  
services                                    3,48 
higher sales thinking   3,28 
Big company    1,73 
Knowledge mediate   3,10 
Cooperation    3,45 
Wide knowledge   3,30 
Managing a business   3,28 
High working moral   3,48 
Profession combined with hobby 2,35 
Clear product campaigns  2,65 
Stubbornness    3,55 
Great working capacity  3,45 
Positivism    3,88 
Individual influence   3,45 
Interest in developing   3,65 
Experience    2,98 
Service offering   3,30 
Carry an idea through   3,25 
New business ideas   3,08 
Taking risks    2,90 
Financing opportunity   2,93 
Identifying an opportunity  2,83 
Taking initiative   3,55 
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Knowledge of market   3,20 
Commerce    2,75 
Freedom    3,25 

Top ten highest rated attributes 

go-ahead attitude   3,90 
Engaged    3,90 
Positivism    3,88 
Responsibility    3,83 
Energetic    3,78 
Good customer service  3,78 
Creative    3,78 
Energy and willingness  3,78 
Costumer focus   3,75 
Vision and great hopes for the future 3,70 

Lowest ten rated attributes  
Big company    1,73 
Galleria    1,80 
Sponsoring    1,83 
Administrate real estate  2,03 
Machine company   2,05 
Consulting activities   2,20 
New in the market   2,25 
Making good deals   2,28 
Profession combined with hobby 2,35 
Construction Business   2,43 
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Appendix G 

Businesses listed under entrepreneurial activities’ ratings of at-
tributes 
 

Realization of ideas       3,22 
To venture costs in order to make work more effective  3,33 
Development thinking       3,44 
Businesslike        3,78 
Responsibility        3,78 
hard work        3,67 
Patience        3,56 
Opportunities and development     3,22 
Ability to read the need of customers and employees   3,44 
Business administration      3,00 
Courageousness       3,44 
managing a business       3,22 
Creation of  activities with economic or creative development 3,00 
To carry a job through with high quality and within agreed  
upon timeframe                                                                       3,89 
To not promise more than one can deliver    3,78 
Flexibility        3,67 
Problem solving       3,33 
High level of working capacity      3,44 
Big effort        3,33 
Driving power        3,89 
Anticipation        3,11 
Driving force        3,67 
Honesty        3,67 
adapt to employees needs      2,89 
Creativity        3,56 
Performance of work       3,00 
Risk taking        2,89 
Never give up        3,56 
Utilization of resources, both human and tangible   3,44 
Freedom        3,11 
Own creation and creativeness     3,33 
goal oriented initiatives      3,33 
Niche         3,00 
Enterprising        3,56 
Adjustment to changes in the surrounding world   3,11 
Success         3,00 
Vision realization       3,33 
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Quality         4,00 
Go-ahead attitude       3,56 
Opportunity discovering of need solutions    3,33 
Economic problems in the beginning     3,00 
Influence on your own situation     3,33 
Improve and supply something to the surrounding worlS  2,89 
delivery of work with creativity, interest and new solutions to  
problems                                                                                   3,22 
Positive thinking       3,89 
Economic mind       3,22 
Turnover of vision to more specific sub-goals    3,33 
To manage setbacks       3,44 
Innovation        3,44 
Creative solutions to problems     3,56 
Flexibility        3,44 
Keep promise to costumer      3,78 
Exciting        2,67 
Occupational knowledge      3,56 
Humbleness for the job      2,89 
Economic and profitable thinking     3,33 
Striving for obtaining goals      3,33 
Difficulties        2,56 
Enthusiasm        3,56 
Focus on solutions       3,44 
Professionally done work      3,89 
Good relations to bank      2,89 
Core business        3,22 
Attentiveness        3,22 
Competence        3,33 
Courage to carry stakes and investments through   3,11 
Analyzing risks        3,11 
Result         3,33 
Creativeness within all industries     2,33 
Professional        3,67 
Costumer focus       3,67 
Imagination        3,33 
"nothing is impossible"      3,56 
Hopes for the future       3,56 
Customer satisfaction       3,78 
Setting prices right       3,44 
Entertaining        2,67 
Good role model       3,44 
Leadership        3,33 
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See opportunities instead of problems     3,56 
realizing an idea       3,22 
The willingness to succeed      3,33 
Self actualization       3,00 
Opportunity discovering      3,11 
Good leadership qualities      3,22 

Top ten highest rated attributes 
To carry a job through with high quality and within agreed 
upon timeframe                                                                        3,89 
Driving power        3,89 
Positive thinking       3,89 
Professionally done work      3,89 
Businesslike        3,78 
Responsibility        3,78 
To not promise more than one can deliver    3,78 
Keep promise to costumer      3,78 
Customer satisfaction       3,78 
hard work        3,67 

Lowest ten rated attributes 
Creativeness within all industries     2,33 
Difficulties        2,56 
Exciting        2,67 
Entertaining        2,67 
Adapt to employees needs      2,89 
Risk taking        2,89 
Improve and supply something to the surrounding world  2,89 
Humbleness for the job      2,89 
Good relations to bank      2,89 
Business administration      3,00 
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Appendix H 

Survey round one handed out to storemanagers and high 
school students 
(Original was written in Swedish. This copy is translated to English for publication purpose) 

SURVEY ABOUT THE DEFINITION OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP. PART 1 (OF 3) 

 

Describe with your own words (one or a couple sentences) your definition of entrepre-
neurship. 

_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________ 

Pleas provide your e-mail address since it is important that we can come back to you 
shortly with a successive survey.  

E-mail address:_______________________________________________________ 

Male [  ] 

Female [  ] 

Year of birth:_____ 

 

This survey is part of our bachelor thesis written at Jönköping International Business 
School. We are very thankful for your participation. This survey is the first out of three. 
We will return to you by e-mail with the two successive surveys. All surveys will only 
take a couple of minutes to fill out. We would like to thank all of you who participate in 
all three rounds by letting you be in the drawing of two movie tickets!  

 

The result will be completely anonymous and definitions or opinions will not be tied to 
any individual. We will not save or publish any names or e-mail addresses, we only 
need the e-mail addresses to efficiently complete the survey.     
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Appendix I 

Survey sent out by e-mail in round one to companies listed un-
der entrepreneurial activities 
(Original was written in Swedish. This copy is translated to English for publication purpose) 

Dear business owner or equivalent person 

We are two students from Jönköping International Business School and we are writing 
our bachelor thesis within entrepreneurship. We understand that your time is valuable 
but we ask you to spare a minute to answer the question in our survey. We are incredi-
bly thankful for your participation and we would like to thank all of you who participate 
by letting you be in the drawing of two movie tickets.  

We would like you to answer the question: 

What is your definition of entrepreneurship? (Write words out of context you associate 
with entrepreneurship if you do not want to formulate a sentence) Fill out the text be-
low and ‘reply’ the e-mail to sender. 

Your answer: 

   

The answer is completely anonymous and will not be able to associate with any particu-
lar company or individual. Names and e-mail addresses will not be published or saved 
after the survey is completed. We guarantee that we will not distribute information 
about e-mail addresses to a third part. 

The objective of our thesis is to find a definition of entrepreneurship among Swedish 
business owners and students. This will be part one out of three in the survey and we 
will come back to you with two successive e-mails (quick and easy to fill out). If you 
are interested in the results after completed research we will be glad to send a copy of 
our thesis to you! 

We are very grateful for your participation! 

Best regards, Niklas Bengtsson and Kristoffer Peterson 
 

 

 

 



 

 91

Appendix J 

A screen shot of the web survey which was linked to in the e-
mails in round two and three 
(Original was written in Swedish. This copy is translated to English for publication purpose) 

 

 
 


