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“People’s beliefs are influenced  

by the persuasive argumentation of others” 

Ajzen, 1991 

Abstract 

Background: 

Organizations’ ability to recognize opportunities can provide competitive advantage 
for organizations in changing environment. In innovation-driven countries many en-
trepreneurial people are working as employees in established companies and pursuing 
opportunities as corporate entrepreneurs. This is a group which researchers have dis-
criminated by focusing only on CEO’s and entrepreneur’s opportunity identification 
capability. We would like to research the topic of employees’ opportunity recognition 
(OpR) and to find a link with their attitudes towards entrepreneurship, something 
that so far was not completely investigated in the literature.  

Purpose: 

The aim of the master thesis is to examine the relationship between the employee’s atti-
tudes towards entrepreneurship and their implication on their ability to recognize opportu-
nities – a step before developing innovation or uniqueness, resulting in creation of compet-
itive advantage to the company, presumably leading to company growth. This paper in-
tends to fill the gap in the literature regarding one of the dimensions of the factors leading 
to company growth and analyses a different business stakeholder group – namely employees 
in medium-sized companies. From business perspective, it might help company leaders 
understand the need of encouraging entrepreneurial initiatives and encourage them with 
some practical suggestions. The research question is: does employees’ attitude towards en-
trepreneurship affect their opportunity recognition. 

Method: 

We have chosen deductive and explanatory approach for our research because we 
study causal relationship between attitudes towards entrepreneurship and OpR. The 
primary data was collected by a self-administered electronic questionnaire. The num-
ber of received responses is 53, mainly from manufacturing and service industries.  

Conclusion: 

Employees’ positive attitude towards entrepreneurship increases their opportunity 
identification capability.  
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1 Introduction 

 

Shane and Venkataraman (2000, p. 218) state that entrepreneurship involves “[…]sources of 
opportunities; […] the processes of discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities; 
[…] and the set of individuals who discover, evaluate, and exploit opportunities”. 

Opportunity recognition is considered to have very valuable and important implication in 
how a firm creates wealth. It is assumed that the pure conversion of it could lead to inno-
vation and later to wealth if properly incorporated in the right institutional, organizational 
and resource base. Such statement might be interpreted in the way that recognizing oppor-
tunities is the most valuable asset when creating innovation, which may lead to possessing a 
competitive advantage. However, at the same time, it implies that it is the first seed of in-
novativeness and is the first step towards entrepreneurship. We would like to research the 
topic of employees’ opportunity recognition and try to link it with their positive attitudes 
towards entrepreneurship, something that so far was not completely investigated in the lit-
erature.  

The topic was a main focus in the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) report in 2011 
(Kelley, Singer, & Herrington, 2012). The special theme for 2011 was entrepreneurial em-
ployee activity (EEA). According to it, EEA level was high in innovation-driven countries, 
like Sweden, Finland, and Denmark, where total entrepreneurial activity (TEA) was low 
(Kelley et al., 2012). The report indicates that corporate entrepreneurship replaces, to some 
extent, independent entrepreneurship as another way for pursuing entrepreneurial oppor-
tunities (Kelley et al., 2012). Because entrepreneurial people are inside the established or-
ganizations more research should focus on the increased employees’, respectively organiza-
tions’, ability to identify opportunities. 

The company’s ability to recognize opportunities could provide a key advantage to firms 
enabling them to remain competitive in changing environment (Lumpkin & Lichtenstein, 
2005). Chandler and Jansen (1992) argue that there is a positive correlation between organ-
ization’s performance and good opportunity recognition. Another point for the research 
comes from an article by Hoskisson, Covin, Volberda, & Johnson (2011), who argue that 
improved opportunity recognition and resource formation ultimately lead to innovation, 
competitive advantage, and high firm performance.  

Lumpkin and Lichtenstein (2005) have defined OpR as the ability to identify a good idea 
and develop it into a business concept that increases value to customers and generates 
higher revenue inflows. They have divided the process into two phases – discovery and 
formation, where the former could not always lead to the latter. Ardichvili et al. (2003) 
have divided their opportunity development process into three parts: recognition of an op-
portunity, evaluation of an opportunity, and development per se. Lumpkin and Lichten-
stein (2005) have included evaluation into formation phase. In this thesis we would like to 
focus on the discovery phase of opportunity recognition because the development phase is 
affected by managers, firm’s structure and culture, and resources  – external factors that al-
so involve clear action.  

To continue that thought, the Theory of Planned Behavior by Ajzen (1991) hypothesizes 
that intentions toward a behavior (and subsequent action) increase with the extent of an 
individual’s positive attitudes and beliefs towards a behavior. So as we have on one side dis-
covery and formation part of opportunities, and entrepreneurial attitudes and behavior on 
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the other, the relationship between attitudes towards entrepreneurship and discovery phase 
becomes stronger. Furthermore, OpR process starts with an augmented entrepreneurial 
alertness (Ardichvili et al., 2003) which may be connected to entrepreneurial attitudes, 
which will be explained further in the paper. 

However, there is little research done between these two topics and their link. On one 
hand, the main focus is on entrepreneurs themselves, according to the researchers like 
Ardichvili, Cardozo, and Ray (2003), Chandler and Jansen (1992), and Shane (2000). On 
the other hand, the attitudes towards entrepreneurship are also associated positively with 
the result innovation, which might bring about new competitive products, new business 
processes, etc., but the researched term itself sounds a bit distal from the whole process. 
The definitions of entrepreneurship do not link directly to new creation of value; they are 
somehow assumed to lead to them, because there are many other factors that hinder the 
value creation processes – namely the three explained above – institutional, organizational  
and resource constraints. However, if we investigate further, we might find the two terms 
opportunity recognition and attitudes towards entrepreneurship quite close and interlinked, 
and would try to argue that there is a relationship between the two terms. More specifically, 
the attitudes towards entrepreneurship, or the mental predisposition towards the process of 
innovativeness, would lead to higher level of opportunity window identification.  

 

1.1 Problem 

The problem became of highest interest for us since we have noticed a missing gap in the 
literature regarding the connection between lower-level employees and their opportunity 
recognition skills with their positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship.  

The studies have not been conducted at certain level among employees, but preferably 
were interviewed more senior executives and majorly CEOs or owners. Kuratko & Covin 
(2011) argue that spotting commercial and business development opportunities takes place 
at lower levels of management units, not necessarily at top executive level.  

The effects of the lower level employees as well as the middle managers on creating com-
petitive advantage are further developed by Burgelman (1983). His main arguments are that 
the middle management and team-leaders are the ones that are most exposed to the chang-
ing market environment and prone to observe a potential opportunity window. If put in a 
proper institutional framework such ideas are considered to have high chances to be mate-
rialized commercially. Therefore, if properly empowered, such units have the ability to link 
very well the market shifts with the corporate strategy and vision (Burgelman, 1983). We 
would like to stick to this assumption in our research since the argumentation was strong 
enough and the reasoning behind it was logical.  

Furthermore, according to Lumpkin & Lichtenstein (2005) the opportunity recognition has 
important implications on how firms create wealth by converting entrepreneurial insights 
into strategic advantage. This change might not only be in terms of products on the mar-
ket, but also to the whole category, or to the whole market perspective of a company. 
Therefore, its implications appeared crucial for survival and development of a company.  
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1.2 Purpose 

The aim of the master thesis is to examine the relationship between the employee’s atti-
tudes towards entrepreneurship and their implication on the ability to recognize opportuni-
ties – a step before developing innovation or uniqueness, resulting in creation of competi-
tive advantage to the company, which pressumably lead to company growth. This paper in-
tends to fill the gap in the literature regarding one of the dimensions of the factors leading 
to company growth and analyses different business stakeholders – namely employees in me-
dium-sized companies. From business perspective, it might help company leaders under-
stand the need of encouraging entrepreneurial initiatives and encourage them with some 
practical suggestions. 

 

1.3 Research questions 

The research questions are: (1) does employees’ attitude towards entrepreneurship affect 
their opportunity identification capability. (2) If employees’ attitudes towards entrepreneur-
ship affect their OpR, which attitude dimensions affect most? 

The method that will be used is quantative method, where the survey regarding the atti-
tudes is based on Robinson’s (1991) entrepreneurial attitude orientation scale (EAOS). The 
survey is targeted at medium-sized companies – between 50 and 250 employees, and the 
targeted group of respondents will be employees, team leaders and middle management, 
not CEOs. 
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2 Frame of Reference 

2.1 Attitudes towards Entrepreneurship 

When defining entrepreneurship in general, a research bias is always put on demographic 
factors and personal traits. Age, education, social status or the personal characteristics are 
considered to define entrepreneurial behavior, but the connection between the two may 
not always be straight forward in general (Ajzen, 1982). Therefore, according to Ajzen 
(1982) a very high correlation between the attitude and the behavior is observed, higher 
than between personal traits or demographic factors and entrepreneurial activities.  

The term attitude towards entrepreneurship was thoroughly investigated by various schol-
ars who have devoted most of their time defining what are the factors that creates it as well 
as how could this term be defined (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003; Rauch and Wiklund, 2009). 
The three terms that mainly appear in the literature – attitude, orientation and culture, 
would be partially reconciled for the purpose of our research. This is done, due to their ap-
proximation in meaning as well as due to the fact that we would like to investigate a differ-
ent perspective of the researched method. So far, most of the research was done either on 
senior executives, or higher in the corporate hierarchy representatives, or small company 
owners (Wiklund, Davidsson, & Delma, 2003). We are aware of the fact that there is a cer-
tain reason for researching only these groups, since others are quite difficult to approach as 
well as would not provide a coherent result from the research. Higher executives are able to 
take more independent and entrepreneurial decisions, they are more empowered in the or-
ganization and have the proper network needed. However, there are some limitations on 
this approach. According to Burgelman (1983) most innovations come from entrepreneuri-
al employees that are able to spot a certain opportunity, and combined with a proper com-
munication channel, could be even developed and commercialized. This term was even fur-
ther developed by Morris et al. (2010). Therefore, we would like to contribute to the re-
search by investigating how do the employees in a medium sized company and their affect of 
entrepreneurship further helps for spotting chances for yield.  

Entrepreneurial culture is another term that could be added to the scope of definitions of 
entrepreneurial attitudes. ‘Enterprise culture’ (Amin & Tomaney 1991) and ‘cultures of in-
novation’ (Thomas, 2000) are frequently used. Still, empirical research on the link between 
culture and entrepreneurship as a driving force of economic development is not well de-
veloped (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999), and, therefore, it would not be put main focus on 
this definition. 

The entrepreneurial attitudes have, according to the literature, two sets of aspects. The first 
one, according to Rauch and Wiklund (2009), has three dimensions: innovativeness, risk 
taking and proactiveness. Innovativeness is more referred to the recognition of potential 
business opportunities, of the ability to spot prospective opportunity-windows. Innova-
tiveness is highly connected with the term entrepreneurial alertness, introduced by Kirzner 
(1973) and which is examined in the OpR section. Risk taking is thoroughly investigated by 
Sjöberg, Naldi, Nordqvist, and Wiklund (2007) and more precisely its impact on family 
business. Although this is not the core of our analysis only, the companies that we target 
might be also family businesses. Risk as a factor of entrepreneurial attitudes is more nega-
tively associated in some companies but it mainly depends on the organizational context, 
and especially the relationship between and nature of ownership, governance, and man-
agement.  
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On the other hand, Wyk and Boshoff (2004) argue that the attitudes come from personality 
traits, more precisely from three pilars: Cognition, Affection and Behavior. The link and 
sequence between them would be considered not to be very clear since behavior could be 
the result of an opportunity, but could be also result of some feelings. Solomon (2010) tries 
to create a link between the three personality traits which are upon the involvement of the 
employee in the process. However, we would not follow his conclusions since the results 
are not clearly attributable to entrepreneurial perspective. But same personality traits are 
thoroughly examined by Robinson’s team (1991) in his entrepreneurial orientation scale 
which would be later on used in the research. 

 

 

2.1.1 Corporate Entrepreneurship. 

To continue, we would like to examine the position of corporate entrepreneurship. The 
difference between single entrepreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship is the presence 
of a company, behind which the process is taking place (Morris, Kuratko and Covin, 2010). 
This clarification is important because it creates a certain limitation to the studied model. 
The main one is that the opportunity recognition, result of the entrepreneurial attitudes 
(explained below), is highly restricted by the boundaries of the company structure, of the 
resource structure, of the senior executive work-style of the company. This infers that the 
institutional framework under which the employees are situated affects their cognitive 
thinking and potential realization.  

With the growth of the company increases the inability of separation between empower-
ment and control (He & Wong, 2004). The term control implies restricted thinking, hinder-
ing the process of positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship. The dependence on the in-
dividual supervisor that is assigned to the related subgroup of employees might foster or 
hinder the development, which tends to affect the process per se. Therefore, its position 
must not be neglected as a figure in the overall picture. 

At a corporate level, the attitudes towards entrepreneurship, or entrepreneurial orientation 
(EO), are leading to development and better company performance (Beugelsdijk & 
Noorderhaven, 2004; Rausch & Wiklund, 2009). The term entrepreneurial attitudes should 
refer to the understandings and beliefs of the corporate executive, aiming at innovative and 
novel products or services, involved in the whole process of entrepreneuring. Moreover, it 
could be added to the definition that attitudes could be reconciled with the term orienta-
tion in the form of strategy-making processes that provide organizations with a basis for 
entrepreneurial decisions and actions (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund & Shepherd, 
2003)1. 

It could be argued also that the relationship between opportunity recognition coming from 
positive attitudes could be applied in many different aspects of life. The basic principle of 
keeping this only at a professional level could not exploit the liaison fully. For example, the 

                                                 
1 Here the following note needs to be made: the term stated above does not cover any aspects regarding the 

actions that have taken place in the process of forming those beliefs and understandings. In that sense we 
would conclude that the entrepreneurial thinking is presumed to be given at birth, not developed during the 
life of an individual (Mathews, 2011). According to this theory, the individuals are able to learn a set of rules 
and conditions which are distinguishing entrepreneurial thinkers from non-entrepreneurial thinkers. Such is 
possible to be taught through life based on a proper education. 
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boundaries of a corporate structure might not be able to provide the individual with the 
possibility to fully utilize their skills or their potential. What is more, is that the actual ac-
tions at a company level might be lower than those in the life outside of the firm context 
and this could be due to various reasons – for example communication problems, resource 
allocation, discrimination, etc.  

 

2.1.2 Factors affecting Attitudes 

According to Robinson et al. (1991) the entrepreneurial orientation is separated in two 
main pillars: personal characteristic and psychological background, which have correspond-
ing subscales. In our research we are more interested in the discovery part of the recogni-
tion, not in the concrete actions and ready products. Therefore, their model, which was 
tested with high statistical significance, comes in hand. Robinson et al.’s (1991) 
enterpreneurial attitude orientation (EAO) scale is based on attitudes and it is designed to 
predict entrepreneurship. They have created four entrepreneurial subscales to EAO scale 
which are main attitudes associated with entrepreneurship: innovation, achievement, 
self-esteem and perceived personal control. We will use these subscales in this paper and 
afterwards will go deeper in each dimension, comparing them with the OpR dimensions. 

1) Need of Achievement is referred to the necessity of the individual for concrete results 
and valued performance (Robinson et al., 1991). Its relation with entrepreneurship 
was traced back by McClelland (1965) where in his research school graduates with 
high level of achievement aspiration were engaged in entrepreneurial activities. In 
his research he had seen a correlation between these two factors in two consecutive 
years and tried to generalize them. Despite the flaws of being one-sided as it is not 
the only factor leading to new-company-creation such a relationship is considered 
to have an impact in the literature (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Baum, Locke & 
Smith, 2001).  

2) Locus of control is divided by two measures – internal and external, however both are 
regarded as the ability of an individual to have power over certain situation. Inter-
nal locus of control is defined as the perception that rewards are contingent on an 
individual’s own behavior. On the other hand, external locus of control refers to 
the belief that rewards are controlled by outside factors (Rotter, 1966). The term 
has a significant empirical verification: Borland (1974) found in a sample of 375 
business-school students that those students who expected to start a company 
someday had a stronger belief in internal control. Brockhaus (1975) found that 
business students with entrepreneurial intentions tended to have a higher internal 
locus of control than those who did not have such intentions. Shapero (1975) ad-
ministered a questionnaire to 134 Texan and Italian entrepreneurs and found that 
they scored significantly more internal than other groups tested.  

Locus of control is also related to culture. According to Hofstede`s (1980) cultural 
dimensions, locus of control is more prevalent in individualistic cultures than in 
collectivistic ones. Innovation orientation would be likewise seen more in low un-
certainty avoidance cultures than in high uncertainty avoidance cultures. 

3) Regarding the term Innovativeness we would stick to the simple definition of Drucker 
(1985) who described innovation as the ultimate tool of entrepreneurs and the 
means by which they exploit change. Respectively innovativeness is the process of 
innovation. It will be implied that the term is not only limited to the way of creating 
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new commercial products but to the sheer way of thinking towards combining ex-
isting technology or adapting it in new applications. Innovativeness refers to the 
seeking of creative, unusual, or novel solutions to problems and needs (Morris et 
al., 2010; Dess & Lumpkin, 2005). 

4) Self-esteem or self-efficacy is defined in the literature as a person’s belief in his or her 
capability to perform a given task (Bandura, 1997). It affects a person’s beliefs re-
garding whether or not certain goals may be attained, according to Bandura (1997). 
However, the self-perception of one’s capabilities is influenced by perseverance, 
preferences, desires and effort in the face of setbacks. 

First, people select their activities and working environment according to their own 
judgments or perceptions of personal self-efficacy (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). Those 
that are considered beyond their coping abilities are evaded in favor of situations 
they evaluate themselves capable of managing. Not only does self-efficacy affect 
the choice of settings and activities, but it also affects skill acquisition, effort ex-
penditure, and the level of persistence exhibited in the face of obstacles (Bandura, 
1982; Gist, 1987). According to these authors, people who have strong beliefs re-
garding their capabilities will be more persistent in their efforts and will exert great-
er effort to master a challenge.  

This further enhances the attitudinal desire in the model of Bird (1992), which examines 
the sequence of the first scale of Robinson’s team (psychological background) – cognition, at-
titude, and behavior. He argues that the attitudes are the consequence of “stored infor-
mation”, or personal history, traits, abilities combined with external environment, which he 
called Belief, or cognition (Bird, 1988).  At the same time, the attitudes, reinforced by the 
intentions, are a step before actual behavior. In other words, the willingness to behave in a 
certain way combined with mental predispositions is considered to lead to actual behavior. 
We are aware of the fact that there are many different factors affecting the whole process, 
but we firmly believe that the suggested order has its sound rationale. 

In the literature, there were mentioned two more factors that are considered to affect atti-
tudes, more precisely risk-taking (Brockhaus, 1980; Kirzner, 1979) and opportunity recog-
nition (Covin & Slevin, 1990; Gartner, 1988). However, we already argued that opportunity 
recognition is considered to be a step after the attitudes, that it is the result of positive atti-
tudes, or that the scale is transposed in a manner that the OpR comes after the other 4 fac-
tors of entreprepreneurial attitudes (Ardichvili, 2003).  

When it comes to risk, the term is more related to uncertainty: situation where the current 
state of knowledge is such that  

1) the order or nature of things is unknown,  

2) the consequences, extent, or magnitude of circumstances, conditions, or 
events is unpredictable, and  

3) credible probabilities to possible outcomes cannot be assigned (Oxford Dic-
tionary, 2012).  

The literature has not provided a theoretical model explaining whether attitudes towards 
risk would increase the entrepreneurial behavior, or there is not a straight-forward link be-
tween the two. This uncertain direction of the causality is posing serious problems in eval-
uating this as a factor leading to entrepreneurial activities. Stewart & Roth (2001) argue that 
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propensity of risk is different between the managers and entrepreneurs, however at the 
same time Miner & Raju (2004) put this term on a different scale: depends on the growth 
aspirations of the entrepreneurs; risk is on a different scale than the explained four factors 
above. Due to this complexity, uncertainty and lack of clear-cut direction of the term, it 
would not be considered in the evaluation of the definition variables of entrepreneurial atti-
tudes. That shall not mean that it is not an important determinant, but it is an unclear one 
so far. 
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2.2 Opportunity Recognition (OpR) 

 

The amount of studies regarding employees’ OpR in general is scarce. The literature mainly 
focuses on higher hierarchical level, e.g. senior managers, CEOs, company founders, or the 
entrepreneurs themselves (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Corbett, 2007; Shane, 2000; Vaghely & 
Julien, 2010). In their recent introductory article Hoskisson, Covin, Volberda, and Johnson 
(2011) have written that entrepreneurship research have focused on OpR of the individual 
entrepreneur and corporate venturing point of view only. They are talking about individual 
level but they mean entrepreneurs themselves not individuals like employees. Fischer 
(2011) has now finalized his study where his foremost focus research is on all hierarchical 
levels of professional service firms. However, even there could be observed a lack of front-
line employees’ perspective on OpR, which is surprising because the competencies of em-
ployees are essential to companies’ ability to sustain and nurture new venture creation and 
innovation (Hayton & Kelley, 2006). Organizations should focus on OpR also on employ-
ee level because improved opportunity recognition and resource formation ultimately lead 
to innovation, competitive advantage, and company performance (Hoskisson et al., 2011). 
Therefore, eventhough different scholars agree on the importance of studies on individual 
level, very few have actually done something on that topic. 

Now different definitions that could be found in the literature will follow. Baron (2006) de-
fines opportunity as a detected means of generating economic value that has not been ex-
ploited previously by others. Casson (1982) talks about entrepreneurial opportunity which 
is considered to bring into existence new products, raw materials, and organizing methods 
that allow outputs to be sold at positive profit (cited in Shane, 2000). However, OpR dif-
fers from opportunity. According to Baron (2006) OpR is a cognitive process through 
which employees conclude that they have recognized an opportunity ( a little bit of past 
event, just informational) and Fischer (2011) talks about how individual can notice change 
signals in the environment and seize the opportunities (Cognition->Behavior). Opportunity 
recognition is defined as”…the ability to identify a good idea and transform it into a busi-
ness concept that adds value and generates revenues” by Lumpkin and Lichtenstein (2005, 
p. 457) (Cognition and Behaviour together). It is not enough that one identifies opportuni-
ty; he/she or the organization needs also to evaluate and develop further that opportunity.  

In the literature exist two streams related to OpR (Shane, 2000 and Vaghely & Julien, 
2010). According to Vaghely and Julien (2012) these two are recognition and construction 
(cognition and behavior), and according to Shane (2000) recognition and search (cognition 
and attitude). Because “Opportunity, by definition, is unknown until discovered or created” 
(Kaish & Gilad, 1991, p. 48), Shane (2000) argues that one cannot search for opportunities 
until it is discovered; one cannot search for something which existence is unknown. It is 
worth noting that a search for opportunities is not the same as searching for information. 
The latter term is in fact an important part of OpR, but the two terms could not be used as 
synonyms (Kaish & Gilad, 1991; Busenitz, 1996).  

Ardichvili et al. (2003) state that some elements of opportunities could be recognized, or 
made, but literally not found. However, Ardichvili`s et al. opinion contradicts a little bit 
with another respected researcher and his studies – Scott Shane. His perspective (Shane, 
2000) regarding OpR is turned towards individual’s prior knowledge and information. Infor-
mation is the tool that would give the corporate executive a power in their new product 
development process, and this information is understood according to their perspective  In 
contrast, Ardichvili et al. (2003) relates OpR with opportunity development process, where 
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just information is not worth anything – it should be combined with certain personality 
traits in order to make a person aware and ready to develop economic value. Therefore, 
both articles have separated the whole process around three main parts: recognition of an 
opportunity, evaluation of an opportunity, and development. Later on, Lumpkin and Lich-
tenstein (2005) have split the OpR process into discovery and development phases where 
the evaluation stage is included in the development phase.  

Despite the fact that opportunity development is an essential part of the OpR process, we 
will focus in this thesis on the opportunity discovery phase. The rationale behind our choice 
is that if there is a relation between attitudes towards entrepreneurship and OpR, the rela-
tion is going to be in the same direction between discovery phase and attitude. Our opinion 
is based on Ardichvili’s team findings that developing an opportunity comes after the dis-
covery (Ardichvili et al., 2003) and employees have to decide to exploit opportunity (Shane 
& Venkataraman, 2000) in order to commercialize the identification. Opportunities are not 
always exploited, e.g. because of lack of resources or the predicted entrepreneurial profit 
will be too small (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), or because of institutional, organizational, 
resource constraints. Moreover, we would like to study whether positive attitudes towards 
entrepreneurship affect employees’ ability to identify opportunities, not how well they can 
develop an idea to a feasible product. Afterwards in the paper, we will focus a bit deeper on 
the factors that affect the discovery of an opportunity. 

 

Factors leading to Opportunity Discovery 

Shane and Venkataraman (2000) presented in their article that previous research had sug-
gested two wide categories of factors influencing the person’s probability to identify oppor-
tunities. There are considered to be possession of previous knowledge and information 
(necessary condition) and the cognitive abilities to value discovered opportunity. Ardichvili 
et al. (2003) found in their literature review that researchers have indicated five factors that 
affect persons OpR: 

1. Entrepreneurial alertness  

2. Information inequality/asymetry and previous knowledge 

3. Discovery versus purposeful search 

4. Social networks 

5. Personality traits (risk-taking, optimism and self-efficacy, and creativity) 
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In their final model for Opportunity development theory they have chosen only 4 of these 
factors – alertness, prior knowledge, social networks, and personality traits including only 
creativity and optimism. According to them, purposeful search seems to be weaker concept 
than entrepreneurial alertness. Also the personality traits have a thin relation towards OpR 
with the exception of optimism and creativity, which have a strong one. (Ardichvili et al., 
2003). According to Ardichvili et al. (2003) again the process of opportunity recognition 
begins when the level of entrepreneurial alertness increases as an effect from certain per-
sonality traits, established social network, and obtained prior knowledge. Basically 
Ardichvili et al. say that knowledge, personality traits, and social network do not affect di-
rectly OpR, but these factors affect only entrepreneurial alertness and only intensify alert-
ness’ affect to OpR. Put it in other words, the only factor that leads to opportunity recogni-
tion is the alertness and then the alertness is intensified by the other 3 factors, which they 
correlate to OpR passively – via alertness (look at the graph).  

Baron (2006) see this in a pretty comparable manner. He agrees that alertness has direct af-
fect to OpR, however, if individual’s alertness is high enough, other factors are not consid-
ered necessary for discovering opportunity. He presents two other factors that may influ-
ence the OpR – prior knowledge and active search. He mentions that these three factors – 
knowledge, alertness, and search for opportunities – may be interrelated. We have found 
also that another researcher, Fischer (2011), also uses this Barons basic framework in his 
study which could give certain credibility.   

For our model, we would like to understand deeper some of these factors, specifically: en-
trepreneurial alertness, knowledge, and personality traits (including creativity and self-
efficacy). We will leave outside active search and social networks because they are overlap-
ping with the remaining factors and as we disclose earlier, opportunity is unknown until it 
is discovered and one cannot search what one do not know that exists (Kaish & Gilad, 
1991; Shane, 2000). Social network is overlapping with both prior knowledge and alertness 
because larger network increase individuals possibilities to receive unique information which 
is needed for opportunity identification (Ardichvili et al, 2003). So the network itself 
doesn’t increase OpR but knowledge does. When it comes to active search, it includes indi-
viduals’ search for specific information (Fiet, Clouse, & Norton, 2004). “[…] People do not 
search for opportunities, but, rather, happen to recognize the value of new information, 
which they happen to receive[…]” (Ardichvili et al., 2003, p. 115).  

Figure 1 Ardichvili et al model (2003) 
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We will use in our model the thoughts from the tree authors (Ardichvili et al., Baron and 
Shane) but will put them in a different manner. We consider that the main factors affecting 
OpR are only alertness and personality traits, which are enhanced by the prior knowledge of 
the individual and potentially positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship in general. 

 

Figure 2 The Suggested Model for the Thesis 

 

2.2.1 Prior knowledge 

Knowledge is information combined with context, experience, interpretation, and reflec-
tion, and which is a valuable form of information that can easily be applied to decision 
making and action (Vaghely & Julien, 2010). 

Every employee has different information, background, and experience, and therefore peo-
ple possess knowledge what others do not have (Shane, 2000). Because people possess idi-
osyncratic information different people see opportunities in objects/events others cannot 
see (Shane, 2000; Vaghely & Julien, 2010). This means that no one can notice all possible 
opportunities, and furthermore, Shane (2000) argues that usually entrepreneurs discover 
opportunities that are related to the knowledge they already hold. 

Shane (2000) has identified three major dimensions of prior knowledge to the process of 
entrepreneurial discovery: prior knowledge of markets, prior knowledge of ways to serve 
markets and prior knowledge of customer problems. According to the study, the prior 
knowledge dimensions are resulting from education, work experience, and personal events, 
and, furthermore, this knowledge can be built up according to the different roles that were 
taken, e.g. as a supplier, user, or manufacturer (Shane, 2000). A study by Shepherd and 
DeTienne (2005) supports Shane’s theory. According to them better prior knowledge of 
the customer problems increase the amount of the opportunities that person identifies and 
that the identified opportunities are also more innovative. Additionally, Ardichvili et al. 
(2003) included in their concept employee’s special interest and industry knowledge. Special 
interest is described as an individual’s interest which is seen fascinating and a lot of effort 
and time is spent to learn or master it. Industry knowledge is developed over the years, 
while working at a certain position (Ardichvili et al., 2003).  

To sum up educated and more experienced employees are more likely to discover oppor-
tunities than less educated and experienced; and people are more likely to recognize oppor-
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tunities in sector that they know (Shane, 2000). For our research it is important to identify 
the correlation between knowledge and OpR as positive, because people who are more ed-
ucated and have longer work experience, are more likely to have higher OpR level and ca-
pability. For this reason education and work experience are one of our control variables. 

H1: Prior Knowledge increases OpR. 

 

2.2.2 Creativity and Self-efficacy 

Ardichvili et al. (2003) have used in their model two personality traits that are affecting 
OpR, namely creativity and optimism (related to self-efficacy). Vaghely and Julien (2010) 
and Hills, Shrader, and Lumpkin (1998) also state that being creative is one of the compo-
nents of discovering opportunities. Furthermore, Krueger and Dickson (1994) argue that 
individual’s self-efficacy influences opportunity perceptions. 

“Creativity is a process of divergent and convergent thinking” (Hennessey and Amabile, 
2010; cited in Gielnik, Frese, Graf, & Kampschulte, 2011, p. 1). This “divergent thinking” 
is straight related to the generation of business ideas – new opportunities – and further to 
company growth (Gielnik et al., 2011). Creative ideas in turn are results of applying basic 
mental actions to existing knowledge structures (Ward, 2004). Creativity is highly related to 
innovativeness, which is one of the subscales of Robinson’s entrepreneurial attitude orien-
tation scale (EAOS, 1991). Innovativeness is individual’s creative style of thinking and their 
speed in adopting innovations in a specific domain (Marcati, Guido, Peluso, 2008). Howev-
er, according to Shepherd & DeTienne (2005) prior knowledge is a major component of 
creativity, which we could not fully agree on. Therefore, we consider that this trait in the 
form of innovativeness is enhancing OpR. 

Self-efficacy refers to a person’s belief in his or her capability to perform a given task and 
events in their life (Bandura, 1997). Chen, Greene, and Crick (1998, p. 295) use the term 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE) which “refers to the strength of a person’s belief that he 
or she is capable of successfully performing the various roles and tasks of entrepreneur-
ship”. According to them, self-efficacy has significant relation to innovation for entrepre-
neurs. Earlier we stated that self-efficacy is one subscale in EAOS. We assume that if an 
employee has strong self-efficacy, it is reflected in their attitudes and hence their ability to 
identify opportunities. This creates a second link between self-efficacy, as another subscale 
of the attitudes towards entrepreneurship, and OpR.  

H2a: Creativity would lead to innovativeness, as part of the EAOS, leading to OpR. 

H2b: Self-efficacy would lead to innovativeness, as part of the EAOS, leading to OpR. 

 

2.2.3 Entrepreneurial Alertness 

Kirzner has known to use for the first time the term “alertness” to describe individual’s en-
trepreneurial ability to recognize opportunities which are overlooked by others (Ardichvili 
et al., 2003; Baron, 2006; Tang, Kacmar, & Busenitz, 2012). Alertness allows opportunities 
to be detected, even if they were not actively searched. Such condition could be called 
“passive search” (Ardichvili et al., 2003). This “accidental” discovery follows a state where 
person’s alertness is high and they are open to new opportunities (Ardichvili et al., 2003). 
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In the state of passive search employees do not engage in a formal, systematic search for 
opportunities (Ardichvili et al., 2003).  

Baron (2006) relates alertness to the capacity to recognize opportunities when they have 
arisen from market change, government policies, technology advancement, competition, or 
consumer behavior. Identifying changes between the trends and different events and per-
ceiving these connections to each other would be called “connecting the dots” (Baron, 
2006). However, as we wrote in prior knowledge section, not everyone looking at the same 
information will come to the same conclusion about the possibility of an entrepreneurial 
opportunity (Kaish & Gilad, 1991). Only individuals who are alert can predict disequilibri-
um profit opportunities when they come across them, without an intentional search (Kaish 
& Gilad, 1991). The same study founded that entrepreneurial alertness consists of reading, 
talking, thinking, and scanning the horizon for information. Successful entrepreneurs use 
less time for these activities than their less successful colleagues. However, successful en-
trepreneurs were more experienced. This supports Baron’s (2006) statement that high level 
of prior knowledge could reduce the need for search information. When comparing entre-
preneurs and managers the volume of search was greater and broader for entrepreneurs 
(Kaish & Gilad, 1991).  

Tang et al. (2012, p. 77) define “alertness as consisting of three distinct elements: scanning 
and searching for information, connecting previously-disparate information, and making 
evaluations on the existence of profitable business opportunities”. The first dimension, 
scanning and searching, refers to continuous scanning the horizon and searching for new 
information, changes, and shifts overlooked by others. Prior knowledge, preparedness, and 
sensitivity to new opportunities involves in searching and scanning dimension (Tang et al., 
2012). Scanning and searching happens when an individual begins to look for an answer to 
a specific question or when an individual is developing their tacit and/or explicit 
knowledge (Tang et al., 2012). Tacit knowledge refers to the knowledge which is acquired 
during person’s experience in a particular domain and often non-codified (Dimov and 
Shepherd, 2005; cited in Tang et al., 2012). Information and knowledge which is external to 
the individual and would be easily shared with other is called explicit knowledge (Tang et 
al., 2012). 

Alert association and connection dimension involves pulling together scattered pieces of 
information and building them into coherent alternatives (Tang et al., 2012), connecting the 
dots. The third dimension, evaluation and judgment, includes making evaluations and 
judgments about the new changes or information and make an assessment of whether the 
new information reflects any potential business opportunity with economic value (Tang et 
al., 2012). The three dimensions complement each other and give the individual a base on 
which to identify new business opportunities. In their results Tang et al. (2012) stated that 
prior knowledge has positive effect on all of these three dimensions of alertness, and in-
creases the likelihood of identifying opportunities as Shane (2000) has argued. They proved 
also that all three dimensions of alertness have positive and significant effects on firms’ in-
novations.  

We predict that employees’ need for achievement affect their entrepreneurial alertness and 
further to OpR. We predict so, because achievement was referred to the need of the indi-
vidual for concrete results and valued performance (Robinson et al., 1991). This means that 
the individual starts to search passively and actively opportunities which raises the entre-
preneurial alertness (Ardichvili et al., 2003). 

H3: Need for achievement, as part of EAOS, would increase entrepreneurial alertness, leading to OpR 
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3 Method 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

The term research philosophy “relates to the development of knowledge and the nature of 
that knowledge” and it contains assumptions how researcher view the world (Saunders, 
Lewis, & Thornhill, 2007, p. 101). We have in this study a positivism research philosophy 
were researcher are concerned facts instead of impressions (Saunders et al., 2007). The re-
search is undertaken value-free way what is a component of the positivist approach (Saun-
ders et al., 2007).  

 

3.2 Research Approach 

In this thesis we are testing our proposition that positive attitudes towards entrepreneur-
ship affect level of employees’ OpR. Due to this, our approach is deductive where the re-
searcher first seeks for a causal relationship between variables, develops hypothesis, and 
then tests the hypothesis (Saunders et al., 2007). Furthermore, research which develops 
causal relationship between variables can be called explanatory study (Saunders et al., 2007). 
On positivist research philosophy and deductive approach the emphasis of data collection 
will be on quantitative methods rather than qualitative (Saunders et al., 2007). The method 
used in our research is quantitative. 

 

3.3 Research Strategy 

The primary data was collected in this thesis by using the survey strategy. More precisely, 
the needed data was collected with the help of self-administered questionnaire (which shall 
imply that are completed by the respondents themselves, according to Saunders et al., 
2007). We used the questionnaire method because it allows to examine relationship be-
tween attitude towards entrepreneurship and OpR (Saunders et al., 2007). The question-
naire was administered electronically using Qualtrics Online Survey Software and the web 
link was sent to the sample group via e-mail.  

 

3.4 Sample 

The sample was created on 3 stages. The first one started by conducting one randomly 
from 3 groups of companies – manufacturing, service, and information technology (IT), all 
registered in Sweden. We have choses these three industries because we are interested how 
an industry influences to OpR, in particular by comparing each of the sectors. We assume 
that employees on service and IT companies recognize more opportunities in comparison 
with employees in manufacturing companies because usually the work tasks are wider and 
the employee has a more space to decide how to do the job. Employee in manufacturing 
company may work next to the assembly line and do mechanical work, and, therefore, 
there might be less degree of freedom for the employee to choose how to get the work 
done. 

In this first stage, we have chosen from the Amadeus database all the industries which 
include IT, service, and manufacturing categories. You may find the chosen industries in 
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Appendix 2. Amadeus is “A database of comparable financial information for public and 
private companies across Europe” (https://amadeus.bvdinfo.com). From all 
manufacturing industries we have chosen two specific industries randomly, and from 
service and IT industries we have made random selection of three industries. After this we 
obtained 140 companies and from the group service and IT companies we picked up 90 
companies in total. From both groups we generated 20 random numbers which 
represented the sample of selected 40 companies, identified by those numbers. For these 
companies we tried to find contact information of CEO or H&R manager, and we 
succeeded to find 11 contacts.  We approached these persons’ by contacting them via e-
mail only. Those contact persons were supposed to distribute the questionnaire among 
their subordinates. We did not get any affirmative or negative answer from these 
representatives so we do not know whether they have distributed the questionnaire to 
companies’ employees. Most likely, they have not. 

Due to the low expected response rate, we tried a different approach in obtaining useful 
data, namely a second stage. Out of the big database that we have obtained from Amadeus, 
we have identified the companies that are partners with Jönköping International Business 
School (JIBS) via the host-company program coordinator. Suitable (medium size) host 
companies for our purpose were seven. We approached them via e-mail and the contacted 
persons were instructed to send out the questionnaire to the right people and cooperate 
positively. Representative from one company (Gnotec AB) agreed to send questionnaire to 
the needed people in the organization but two other companies (ITAB Shop Concept & 
Kapsch Sverige) refused to distribute the survey invoking to time and company policy. 
From four other companies we did not get any reply.  The sample is not representative so 
our results cannot be generalized to total population. 

Furthermore, due to the low response rate of the survey and the low level of corporate 
contacts on the territory of Sweden, the 3rd stage took place – other targeted company 
within the borders of the European Union was approached – Actavis. Researching one of 
its legal entitities, we ran into the risk of obtaining data that would bias our research from a 
cultural perspective. However, after the analysis, it turned out that it only increased the sig-
nificance level of our research, leaving aside the predefined concerns that we had. Table 1 
show all the companies which we approached. 

There is a possible research bias in our study that needs to be noted here. The Amadeus 
database provided us with companies with employees between 50 and 250; however this is 
the number that is registered under the respective legal entity. Even though these legal enti-
ties could be part of bigger a company holding or corporate group, it still has a different 
budget, different financial and corporate structure, within the respective group. Therefore, 
it could be considered that is a different company.  
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Service Industry

Mindshare Sweden AB

Ikab-mailing Systems AB

Marketinfo Sweden AB

K.G.M. Datadistribution AB

Storåkers McCann AB

Manufacturing Industry

Linde Metallteknik AB

Dinair Ekonomonfilter AB

Tollo Linear AB

Willo AB

Brady Converting AB

Hiak AB

Host companies

Elmia

ITAB Shop Concept

Proton Lighting

Pdb DataSystem

Kapsch Trafficcom AB

Carlfors Bruk
 

Table 1 Contacted sample companies. 



 

 
18 

3.5 Measurement 

The design of the questionnaire will affect the reliability, response rate, and validity of the 
data that the researcher collects (Saunders et al., 2007). Keeping this in mind we designed 
our questionnaire (Appendix 1) short – duration less than 6 minutes – which should 
increase the response rate (Saunders et al., 2007). Reliability refers to the degree of 
consistency between various measurements of a variable (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 
2010, which will be discussed later on this chapter. Validity is the extent to which a set of 
measurements accurately represents the concept of interest (Hair et al., 2010). Putting it in 
other words, validity refers to the probability of the questions to measure what it is 
supposed to measure (McKelvie, 2007). In order to maximize validity of the questionnaire 
variables some examples of other researches needs to be considered (McKelvie, 2007). And 
usually such former studies are being used as benchmark. Adapting or adopting existing 
measures from high-quality studies usually means that variables have been tested 
empirically and their empirical validity is statistically significant and well recognized 
(McKelvie, 2007). To maximize our variables’ validity, we have adapted questions for 
attitudes towards entrepreneurship from Robinson et al.’s (1991) entrepreneurial attitude 
orientation scale (EAOS) and questions regarding OpR were adapted from Shane, 
Nicolaou, Cherkas, and Spector (2010).  

The questionnaire was constructed as follows: questions one to four deal with OpR, 
questions five to 16 measure individuals’ attitude towards entrepreneurship, and questions 
17 to 21 are general questions for age, education, gender, work experience, and working 
industry. General questions were coded as follows: Education; High School=1, 
Bachelor/College=2, Master/ MBA=3, Ph.D.=4, and Other=5. Gender; Male=1, 
Female=2. Age; ≤ 24=1, 25-34=2, 35-44=3, 45-54=4, and 55+=5. Industry; Services=1, 
Manufacturing=2, and Information Technology (IT)=3. For work experience the actual 
numbers were used as codes. Missing answers were coded 99.  

OpR is a dependent variable which according to Saunders et al. (2007) changes in response to 
changes in other variables. Attitude towards entrepreneurship is independent and prior 
knowledge (education, work experience, age) is taken as extraneous variable which causes 
also changes in the dependent variable as independent variable does, too (Saunders et al., 
2007).  

The questionnaire was tested on a group of six master level students with a major in busi-
ness administration. We have also consulted our supervisor assistant professor Karin 
Hellerstedt. The survey was developed in English but due to targeting Swedish firms, the 
survey was translated into Swedish as well. Respondents were capable to choose the lan-
guage themselves on the electronic questionnaire.  

 

3.5.1 Measurement of OpR 

As discussed above, we have adapted questions of OpR from a research work of Shane and 
their team (2010). They measured OpR in their study by using scale of five questions. Their 
scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.72 which measures internal consistency (or reliability) of 
the questionnaire (Saunders et al., 2007). The generally accepted lower limit for Cronbach’s 
alpha is .70 and even as low as .60 in exploratory research (Hair et al., 2010). Our research 
is explanatory so target Cronbach’s alpha for us is at least .70 that our research will be 
reliable.  
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We adapted from Shane et al. (2010) four questions to our questionnaire. We modified the 
question to fit our target group (employees) by replacing “new venture ideas” with “new 
ideas of product, service, or working methods”. We have excluded one question because 
otherwise we would have had two resembling questions due to modifying the questions for 
our purpose. The first question (Q1) is: “How many ideas for new working methods, 
products, services, materials, or venture ideas did you think of in the past month?”. The 
answer categories were “0”, “1”, “2”, “3”, or “4 or more”.  The next questions are: (Q2) “I 
enjoy thinking about new ways of doing things”; (Q3) “I frequently identify ideas that can 
be converted into new working methods, products, or services (even though I may not 
pursue them)”; and (Q4) “I generally lack ideas that may increase company performance”.  

The questions two to four were answered on 5-point Likert-style rating scale: one being 
“Strongly Disagree” and five being “Strongly agree”. All questions (from Q1 to Q4) were 
coded from one to five. Question four was reversely coded. Such strategy was to ensure 
that respondents consider and read carefully which option to choose from (Saunders et al., 
2007). The limits of using these questions is that the measure of OpR relies on respondents 
to evaluate their own behavior and further memorizing identified opportunities may not 
correlate well with employees’ actual opportunity recognition activity (Shane et al., 2010). 
But by using this model we reduce the length of the survey and we could be certain to get 
responses of this section.  

The OpR research faces many methodological challenges (Grégoire, Shepherd, & Schurer 
Lambert, 2010). The researcher should avoid asking to memorize opportunities which 
respondents have discovered in the past (susceptible to retrospective and recall biases), or 
what made a person recognize an opportunity (self-reporting and demand characteristics 
issues), and challenge can be also censored data and selection biases, e.g. studies that focus 
only cases of successful opportunities (Grégoire et al., 2010). Corbett (2007) argue that 
when studying OpR have to be careful to avoid conflicting results of previous research. 
Gaglio and Katz (2001) suggest scholars to use approaches that require respondents to 
think, as opposed to just recalling their past experiences (cited in Corbett, 2007). Therefore, 
we developed a question which requires individuals to identify as many entrepreneurial 
opportunities they can. The question was adapted from Corbett (2007) and it addressed a 
new and innovative 3D technology. However, we had to remove the question, because it 
turns out to be too challenging to answer, and time consuming. There was a risk that 
respondents would not answer the question and hence we could not complete the study. 
Furthermore, respondents are working in different industries which could be advantage or 
disadvantage when measuring their OpR capability with specific technology. 

Reliability 

To be confident with the reliability of the OpR variables we measured the four question’s 
internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha for these were only .596 
which is below our target number (.700). Because the alpha showed that the questions are 
not internal consistence we drove a factor analysis whose purpose “is to define the 
underlying structure among the variables in the analysis” (Hair et al., 2010, p. 94). With 
factor analysis we could analyze correlation between multiple of variables and group them 
to factors (Hair et al., 2010). Instead of using factor scores in our analysis we created 
summated scale based on the groups from factor analysis. Summated scale is mean of the 
selected items in the scale (Hair et al., 2010).  

When sample size is 50 respondents factor loading for each variable should be at least .75 
loadings to be significance. Factor loading is the correlation between the original variables 
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and the factor (Hair et al., 2010). The results and selected questions can be found in the 
Table 1. With this summated scale the OpR measurement are reliable and we use the 
summated scale when measuring relationship between attitudes towards entrepreneurship 
and OpR.  

Summated Scale/Item Alpha/Loading 

Opportunity Recognition .736 

I enjoy thinking about new ways of doing things. .912 

I frequently identify ideas that can be converted into new working 
methods, products, or services (even though I may not pursue them) 

.835 

Table 2 OpR factor and items included in it. 

 

3.5.2 Measurement of attitudes towards entrepreneurship 

After the OpR questions the questionnaire continues with a set of 12 questions regarding 
the attitudes. The questions were mainly chosen from the Robinson et al.’s (1991) scale 
which was positively tested. The scale consists originally of 75 questions, and they are 
subcategorized in four dimensions: achievement, innovation, self-esteem, and personal 
control. Because of the length of the original questionnaire and the redundancy of similar 
questions in it, we decided to pick three representative questions from each of the 
dimensions. In case of a long questionnaire we might result in decrease of the response rate 
(Saunders et al., 2007). Furthermore, a further narrowing down of the original subscales 
was needed since the questions in the scale consisted of many more “managerial” questions 
(Davidsson, 2009), not so much entrepreneurially oriented. Also, there was a great deal of 
questions which were asking the same question, but inverted in different manner. Here are 
the selected questions and their dimensions regarding employees’ attitudes towards 
entrepreneurship: 

 Q5. Innovation: I get really excited when I think of new ideas to stimulate my 

work.  

 Q6. Innovation: I believe it is important to continually look for new ways to do 

things in business or my work.  

 Q7. Personal Control: I have always worked hard in order to be among the best in 

my field.  

 Q8. Self-Esteem: I believe that to succeed in work it is important to get along 

with the people you work with.  

 Q9. Achievement: I make a conscientious effort to get the most out of my re-

sources.  

 Q10. Personal control: I feel very good because I am ultimately responsible for my 

own career success.  

 Q11. Self-esteem: I persist very long on a difficult job before giving up.  

 Q12. Personal control: I believe that in the business world the work of competent 

people will always be recognized.  
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 Q13. Achievement: I always feel good when I make the organizations I belong to 

function better.  

 Q14. Self-esteem: I usually perform very well on my part of any business project I 

am involved with.  

 Q15. Innovation: I usually seek out colleagues who are excited about exploring 

new ways of doing things.  

 Q16. Achievement: I believe that concrete results are necessary in order to judge 

career success.  

The rating scale was ten-point numeric rating scale which was absolutely the same as what 
Robinson et al. (1991) have used. 1 implied “Strongly Disagree” and 10 implied “Strongly 
Agree”. Questions were coded from one to ten.  

The Cronbach’s alpha for this 12-item scale were .805 which is well above our limit (.700), 
and hence internally consistence, or reliable.  

For the different dimensions the Cronbach’s alpha was for innovation .798, personal con-
trol .381, self-esteem .518, and achievement .660. Scale of innovation is reliable. We con-
sidered that achievement dimension is reliable because its reliability value is well above limit 
of exploratory research and close to .70. Tolmie, Muijs, and McAteer (2011) present alpha 
value from .60 to .70 to being “adequate”. Furthermore, issue with Cronbach’s alpha is that 
it correlate positive with to the numbers of items in the scale, meaning that when increasing 
the number of variables will this increase the reliability value (Hair et al., 2010). In our di-
mension scales were only three items which hence decrease the reliability value. Personal 
control and self-esteem scales were below limit of reliability, a primary reason is the small 
amount of variables (Hair et al., 2010). Future research should try to conduct additional 
variables that measure these concepts (Hair et al., 2010). We use personal control and self-
esteem scales for illustrative purpose to present how these might affect OpR. Therefore, 
later results regarding to them should be treated with caution. Because there were only 
three items in each scale, factor analysis did not give better solutions for scales. 

 

3.5.3 Data analyzing 

All the data was assessed using SPSS statistical software and were analyzed by using 
descriptive statistics approach in order to obtain a possible correlation between the 
expected variables. The results will follow in the corresponding section. After receiving the 
data, there would be sought for a clear relationship between the positive attitude 
orientation and opportunity recognition. It would be quantitatively measured since the 
analysis would be done in this manner. 

Our purpose is to research does employees’ attitude towards entrepreneurship affect their 
OpR. For this reason we create summated scale for variables of attitude towards 
entrepreneurship. With this and summated scale of OpR (described earlier) figures we 
analyzed does attitude affect OpR. We also created summated scales for each four attitude 
dimension that we can investigate which dimension has strongest relationship to OpR.  

We measure employee’s attitude and OpR with same rating scales that we measured them. 
The scale for measuring individual’s OpR capability was following: One (1) Weak, two (2) 
Modest, three (3) moderate, four (4) Strong, and five (5) Very Strong.  
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For attitude towards entrepreneurship we use scale from one to ten: 

 One (1), Very Strongly negative 

 Two (2), Strongly negative 

 Three (3), Moderately negative 

 Four (4), Modest negative 

 Five (5), Slightly negative 

 Six (6), Slightly positive 

 Seven (7), Modest positive 

 Eight (8), Moderately positive 

 Nine (9), Strongly positive 

 Ten (10), Very Strongly positive attitude towards entrepreneurship. 

Correlation analysis 

To analyze the strength of correlation between attitudes towards entrepreneurship and 
OpR it was used the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (Spearman’s rho) because our 
variables contain rank data. Scale or rating questions where a respondent is requested to 
rate how strongly he or she agrees with a statement is collected ranked (ordinal) data 
(Saunders et al., 2007). Spearman’s rho will vary between -1, meaning a perfect negative 
correlation, and +1, meaning a perfect positive correlation (Tolmie et al., 2011). Number 0 
will mean that there is no relationship between the two variables (Tolmie et al., 2011). 
Tolmie et al. (2011, p. 90) presents rules of thump values of the correlation coefficient: 

 less than ±0.1, weak relationship 

 ±0.1 to <±0.3, modest relationship 

 ±0.3 to <±0.5, moderate relationship 

 ±0.5 to <±0.8, strong relationship 

 ±0.8 or greater, very strong relationship.  

Regression analysis 

Multiple regression analysis is a dependence technique used to analyze the relationship be-
tween dependent variable and several independent variables (Hair et al., 2010). Main values 
which we are focusing are Beta (β) and adjusted coefficient of determination (adj. R²). Beta 
is standardized coefficient which “reflects the change in the dependent measure for each 
unit change in the dependent variable” (Hair et al., 2010, p. 211). For example, if Beta value 
is .500 it means that when independent variable increases by one, the dependent variable is 
predicted to increase by .500. Standardized shall mean that Beta value equalizes a different 
rating scale used by different variables (Tolmie et al., 2011).  

The unadjusted coefficient of determination or R square (R²) refers to the amount of vari-
ance in dependent variable explained by the predictor or independent variable (Tolmie et 
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al., 2011). The addition of a variable to the regression analysis will always increase the R² 
value. Therefore, for better and valuable research, the adjusted R² should be used, which 
“adjusts” the measurement on the number of variables, and indicates overfitting of the data 
(Hair et al., 2010). Adjusted R² can be interpreted in the same way as the R² (Hair et al., 
2010). The result of the coefficient of determination can range between zero and one, the 
higher the value, the greater is the explanatory power of the regression equation (Hair et al., 
2010). Adjusted R² do not indicate whether relationship is negative or positive (Hair et al., 
2010). 

When doing regression analysis for OpR our control variables will be age, gender, work 
experience, education, and working industry, and independent variables will be the four 
different attitude subscales; innovation, personal control, self-esteem, and achievement. We 
had to transform age, education, industry, and gender variables to dummy variables 
because they are nominal variables which cannot be included into the regression analysis 
(Tolmie et al., 2011). A dummy variable implies “the presence or absence of a particular 
characteristic” (Tolmie et al., 2011, p. 113).  

In our gender dummy variable male is 0 and female 1. For age we created new groups; 
under 35, 35-44, and 44+. The group 35 works as a reference group. The reference group 
is an omitted variable to which we are going to compare the others (Tolmi et al., 2011). We 
created dummy variables for High school and Bachelor level educations and used Master or 
higher education as a reference group. “Other” responses for the education we excluded 
from the regression analysis. Reference group of the industry is manufacturing, and IT 
industry is categorized same with services.  

We will do regression analysis also for the attitudes towards entrepreneurship; independent 
variables will be age, gender, work experience, education, and working industry. 
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4 Results 

We have received 57 responses of which we had to eliminate three because respondents 
had finished only the first four questions. Another response was excluded because only the 
attitude part of the questionnaire was filled in. Finally we analyzed data collection of 53 
responses. 62,3 % of respondents were male, 34 % female, and two respondents did not 
define their gender. Median age for respondent were from 35 to 44 years with 37,7 % but 
almost as much (32,1 %) were respondents from age group 25 to 34 years (Table 2). Most 
of the respondents (75,5 %) worked in manufacturing industry, 17 % worked in services, 
and 1,9 % in IT. Three answers were missing. An average respondent had 16,6 years of 
work experience, shortest work career being two years and longest 50 years (Appendix 3). 
Median for work experience was 15 years. 52,8 % from respondents have completed 
master or MBA level education. Median OpR capability for all respondents was 4: 4,5 for 
male and 4 for female. Respondents attitude towards entrepreneurship were strongly 
positive, median being nine. There was no difference between women’s and men’s level of 
attitude towards entrepreneurship 

Age 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid Under 25 2 3,8 3,9 3,9 

25-34 17 32,1 33,3 37,3 

35-44 20 37,7 39,2 76,5 

45-54 6 11,3 11,8 88,2 

55+ 6 11,3 11,8 100,0 

Total 51 96,2 100,0  

Missing 99 2 3,8   

Total 53 100,0   

Table 3 Respondent's age distribution. 

 

4.1 Correlation analysis 

According to Spearman’s rho (r) relationship between attitudes towards entrepreneurship 
and OpR were moderate, also being statistical significant (Table 3). A probability (p) 0.05 or 
lower indicates that there is statistically significant relationship (Saunders et al., 2007). For 
the different attitude dimension correlation to OpR were significant and moderate for 
innovation and achievement. With personal control (p = .057) and self-esteem (p = .069) 
correlation to OpR were modest, probability being slightly above limit of maximum. The 
S.D on the table 3 stands for standard deviation which describes the extent to which the 
values differ around the mean (Saunders et al., 2007; Tolmie et al., 2011). 
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Variable Median S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Opportunity Recognition 4.5 .70 1

2. Attitudes towards entrepreneurship 9 .99 .395** 1

3. Innovation 8 1.47 .422** .818** 1

4. Personal Control 9 1.64 .219 .724** .410** 1

5. Self-esteem 9 .93 .207 .617** .437** .236* 1

6. Achievement 9 1.05 .344** .850** .654** .520** .477** 1

       N 53

  * p  <.05

** p  <.01

 

Table 4 Results of Spearman's rho. 

 

4.2 Regression analysis 

The correlation analysis revealed some information regarding the relationship between atti-
tudes towards entrepreneurship and OpR but to get better picture of the relationship we 
ran several multiple regression analysis.  

We started regression analysis with OpR. On first entry model we had only control varia-
bles and dependent variable (OpR). Next four regression models we took together with the 
control variables and one independent variable on at a time, innovation, personal control, 
self-esteem, and achievement, respectively. After this we entered all control and independ-
ent variables simultaneously on the analysis.  Results can be seen in Table 5. Adjusted coef-
ficient of determination was highest in model two where innovation was as independent 
variable but also there the adjusted R² was small. Furthermore, the negative figure of this 
coefficient usually comes from different reasons, one of which is fitting non-linear trends 
to data. In such instances, the mean of the data might have provided a fit to the data that is 
superior to that of the trend under this goodness of fit analysis. However, we truly believe 
that in our research the case is due to the small amount of respondents and large amount 
of variables comparing to our sample size. Therefore, consequently any of these models 
was not statistically significant. That is why, in our analysis we have used more the unad-
justed R2. 

Regression analysis with attitude towards entrepreneurship was done without control vari-
ables, only independent variables gender, age, education, industry, and work experience 
were included (Table 6). .370 (adj. R²) of the variance on attitudes towards entrepreneur-
ship is explained by the model six where all independent variables are together. The model 
six was also statistically significant. Education and work experience have strongest beta val-
ues.  

High education was related to greater adjusted coefficient of determination in regression 
analysis with innovation subscale (Table 7). Adjusted R² were .217 together with all inde-
pendent variables. This value can be considered significant. Regression analysis with per-
sonal control dimension created significant results with work experience, adjusted R² being 
.190 (Table 8). Self-esteem dimension did not produced significant results from regression 
analysis. Regression model three in regression analysis with achievement subscale gave 
highest adjusted regression coefficient, significant adjusted R² being .295 (Table 9). After 
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including all independent variables to regression analysis, adjusted coefficient of determina-
tion decreases by 4,6 % points.  

 

Entry Model 1 2 3 4 5 6

Control Variable

Gender -.076 -.116 -.070 -.077 -.071 -.124

Age: 35-44 .088 .134 .074 .093 .094 .115

Age: 45+ -.215 -.176 -.241 -.191 -.192 -.252

High School -.362* -.255 -.386* -.353 -.331 -.314

Bachelor/College -.017 .068 .009 .006 .019 .028

Work experience .579 .640 .674 .568 .568 .764

Industry -.224 -.250 -.223 -.223 -.212 -.275

Independent Variable

Innovation .309* .368

Personal Control .114 .102

Self-esteem .070 -.071

Achievement .068 -.109

R² .144 .207 .154 .149 .147 .219

Adjusted R² -.017 .031 -.034 -.040 -.042 -.041

Std. Error of the Estim. .718 .701 .724 .726 .727 .727

Note: Standardized regression coefficients (β ) are displayed in the table.

    * p  ≤.10

 

Table 5 Multiple regression with OpR as dependent variable. 

 

 

Entry Model 1 2 3 4 5 6

Independent Variable

Gender .160 .013

Age: 35-44 3.785 -.051

Age: 45+ -4.021 -.148

High School -.429** -.225

Bachelor/College -.337* -.435**

Work experience -.394** -.302

Industry -.143 -.034

R² .026 .081 .233** .155** .020 .370**

Adjusted R² .006 .044 .197** .138** .000 .250**

Std. Error of the Estim. .845 .842 .726 .787 .854 .706

   * p  <.05

 ** p  <.01  

Table 6 Multiple regression with attitude towards entrepreneurship as dependent variable. 
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Entry Model 1 2 3 4 5 6

Independent Variable

Gender .256* .131

Age: 35-44 1.634 -.147

Age: 45+ -.1,752 -.126

High School -.497*** -.346*

Bachelor/College -.223 -.275*

Work experience -.339** -.197

Industry -.116 .083

R² .065 .020 .247*** .115** .014 .342**

Adjusted R² .046* -.019 .212*** .097** -.007 .217**

Std. Error of the Estim. 1.318 1.350 1.095 1.283 1.365 1.101

      * p  <.10

    ** p  <.05

 *** p  <.01  

Table 7 Regression with innovation subscale as dependent variable. 

Entry Model 1 2 3 4 5 6

Independent Variable

Gender .093 -.052

Age: 35-44 5.406 .129

Age: 45+ -5.579 .229

High School -.163 .213

Bachelor/College -.109 -.231

Work experience -.455*** -.836**

Industry -.198 -.011

R² .009 .080 .031 .207*** .039 .268*

Adjusted R² -.012 .043 -.015 .190*** .019 .130*

Std. Error of the Estim. 1.236 1.350 1.218 1.105 1.228 1.140

      * p  <.10

    ** p  <.05  

Table 8 Regression with personal control subscale as dependent variable. 

Entry Model 1 2 3 4 5 6

Independent Variable

Gender .092 -.066

Age: 35-44 1.514 -.088

Age: 45+ -.1,751 -.334

High School -.467*** -.447**

Bachelor/College -.450*** -.529***

Work experience -.224 .160

Industry -.104 -.185

R² .009 .060 .327 .050 .011 .397***

Adjusted R² -.012 .023 .295*** .031 -.010 .282***

Std. Error of the Estim. 1.063 1.0626 .861 1.041 1.073 .878

    * p  <.10

   ** p  <.05  

Table 9 Regression with achievement as dependent variable. 
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5 Analysis and Discussion 

 

Research question 1: Does employees’ attitude towards entrepreneurship affect their opportunity recognition? 

As observed above in Chapter 4, our study gave support to our assumption that employees 
recognize opportunities better when their attitude towards entrepreneurship becomes more 
positive. Spearman’s rho shows that correlation between attitudes towards entrepreneur-
ship and OpR were moderate (r = .395) and the result was statistically significant (p = .002), 
so our results occurring by change along is very low (Saunders et al., 2007). Since there is 
not a relevant research for both topics, we tried to conduct two separate sets of data con-
nected with each other with particular tads, and, therefore, to assume a relationship. 

Corbett (2007) has advised researchers to avoid conflicting OpR results of prior studies. 
Prior knowledge has shown to affect individuals OpR on past researches and our finding 
gives support to this. Our thesis is based on quantitative research and as such it needed to 
have firm measurable dependant variables, which could show a relationship. The main fac-
tor that was assumed to lead majorly to OpR, namely prior knowledge, was found to be 
measured by the two factors – education and work experience (Table 5). As explained in 
Chapter 2, these were suggested based on the scholar work of Ardichvili et. Al (2003) and 
Shane (2000). With a positive correlation coefficient of 0.379 for education and a negative 
one with work experience – 0.579, knowledge is observed to lead to OpR, as hypothesized 
previously in Chapter 2. These results are much higher than the results depending on the 
industry given. Our previous assumption was that the service industry respondents would 
score higher on opportunity recognition but our study did not support this statement. Re-
sults showed that median level for both industries of OpR capability was same but regres-
sion analysis revealed signs that our hypothesis is true. Future researches could consider 
this more carefully.  

 

Research question 2: Which attitude dimensions affect most to employee’s OpR? 

The model for measuring Entrepreneurial Attitudes aims at showing a general level of such 
orientation. The four subscales are supposed to group the main factors that could be 
measured to lead to entrepreneurship. Although they do not fully cover the literature for 
the findings of attitudes, they provide a solid ground that is used for contemporary re-
search also. If we look at the results of the correlation analysis we can find that innovation 
and achievement subscales have a moderate significant correlation with OpR – the 
Spearmans`s rho is respectively 0.422 and 0.344 (Table 2), which are statistically significant 
and are considered to have moderate to modest relationship. After regression analysis only 
innovation dimension was left since the beta coefficient is 0.309 and more importantly, the 
p value is below 10%, and the R2 coefficient was relatively for our research high – 0.207. 
Achievement dimension does not explain significant variance in the OpR in our research – 
only 0.068 with very low statistically insignificant R2 value. But we believe that such a rela-
tionship would be statistically significant provided the number of respondents was larger. 
As our study showed, we would stick to the assumption that employees’ attitude towards 
entrepreneurship affect their capability to identify opportunities through the innovativeness 
subscale. Theory of opportunity recognition defines individual’s creativity to be one factor 
which affect individual’s OpR (Ardichvili et al., 2003). Our study support this statement, 
because individual’s capability to create novel solutions, needs, and  opportunities – inno-
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vativeness –  is part of attitude towards entrepreneurship; individual’s attitudes reflects 
him/her OpR capability (Morris et al., 2010; Dess & Lumpkin, 2005).  

When looking further on the starting point of the OpR chain we can see that prior 
knowledge affects employees’ attitude towards entrepreneurship (Table 6). An interesting 
observation is that longer years of education have significant relationship with positive atti-
tudes towards entrepreneurship, and also with innovation subscale, but employees’ work 
experience decreases the positivism of attitudes towards entrepreneurship. This relation-
ship between education and work experience can be seen on every subscale. High educated 
people are more achievement-motivated but work life decrease this motivation, respectively 
the willingness to be involved in entrepreneurial activities. Longer work career indicates al-
so weaker value of personal control, according to our results. 

 

5.1 Discussion 

We have observed that all of the hypothesis made in Chapter 2 happen to be proven by our 
research, although in some occasions without statistical significance level, which we primar-
ily consider due to the small sample size.  

Furthermore, some limitations are given by such aggregated model. We assume that these 
are the information available to the person given his social status and omitted variables that 
are not defined under the cap of knowledge. According to Shane (2000), the access to in-
formation and its processment afterwards are the core for a true opportunity recognition 
process. It is not what a technological change (e.g.) has taken place, but the way it is per-
ceived and seen could create innovation. People do not act similarly when provided with 
the same information bits. Usually, certain social statuses could give a nurturing environ-
ment for spotting opportunities and those not having this access are automatically dispelled 
from the chance of being able to. Moreover, this topic is bound to the possessed social 
networks and the model becomes really hard to measure on an aggregated level. A number 
of social networks not always would lead to the desired result; it could be the quality of the 
relationships and the strategic point of connection. However, normally it is perceived that 
the way information is processed is based on prior experience and education obtained. 
Therefore, in our analysis we tried to assume that the beginning of this relationship lies in 
those two factors. 

Moreover, even though the discussed above literature is providing us with a very useful set 
of measurements that are tested, there is a possibility of omitting other variables (Ardichvili 
et al, 2003). A quantitative research does not allow to individually trace the cognitive map-
ping of each interviewed in order to find another factors that affect the way of recognizing 
opportunities. The way of thinking of the interviewed could provide valuable insights on 
other factors that should be included in the analysis, but could be left for future research. 

To conclude, we have significantly proved that employees’ positive attitudes towards entre-
preneurship affect their OpR. Moreover, OpR is affected by person’s innovativeness and 
creativity which is one of the four attitude subscales. High education enhances individual’s 
attitudes towards entrepreneurship and also increases OpR capability. Work experi-
ence/career seems to lower persons’ positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship, increasing 
at the same time her/his OpR. Figure 1 demonstrate these relationships.  
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Figure 3 Relationship between attitudes and OpR. 

However, still our research did not show whether entrepreneurial alertness is somehow the 
middle variable that is connecting the two ends. We tried to spot certain entrepreneurial 
alertness level with question 3 and 4 of our questionnaire (appendix I), which were consid-
ered to discover the level of OpR. Namely, when a high result was spotted on these two 
questions whether it would be correlated with higher overall level of EO and OpR, or vice 
versa. Unfortunately, we were not able to observe such statistically significant posi-
tive/negative correlation, which we derive from the small number of respondents.  

 

5.2 Reflections 

An interesting reflection to the research could be observed with the locus of control sub-
scale. We have not seen a link between this term and OpR in our study which could be 
considered misleading. In general terms, the allure for control might increase the incetives 
to identify opportunities, connecting this personality trait with increased opportunity 
recognition skills. Another misleading factor that was not researched here is the risk. Ac-
cording to Stewart & Roth (2001) it could be a basis for low entrepreneurial orientation but 
high OpR which might change the correlation of the researched topics.  

The overall study is formed around the corporate entrepreneurship theory, or how an em-
ployee could act in a corporate institution. We have defined factors that could lead to op-
portunity recognition aspirations but they might be strictly restricted to the current compa-
ny. It could be possible, that in other conditions and situations the interviewed to perform 
better on spotting opportunities, meaning that one of the omitted variables to be corporate 
culture, for example. There could be a culture of boosting such way of thinking, and one 
doing just the opposite, and the current conditions in which the employee is situated to af-
fect significantly the results. For this reason, it could be possible to research such a rela-
tionship on a set of companies, and the results to be juxtaposed with senior executives, 
other colleagues or even peers. 

 



 

 
31 

6 Conclusion 

Our purpose was to clarify does employees’ attitude towards entrepreneurship affect their 
OpR. We found positive correlation between these two variables measured by Spearmans 
rho. Person’s work experience and high education affect also OpR which is consisted with 
prior studies. Furthermore, this indicates that organizations can influence their employees 
opportunity identification, i.e. by training, as Baron (2006) has suggested.  

From the four different attitude subscales that were investigated the innovation dimension 
affected most employees’ OpR. Correlation analysis showed that also the achievement di-
mension correlate with OpR but its affect became weaker on the regression analysis. Edu-
cation and work experience affect mostly how positive an employee sees the entrepreneur-
ship. Work experience decreases positive attitude towards entrepreneurship whereas higher 
education increases it. This behavior of education and work experience with attitudes to-
wards entrepreneurship is interesting topic for future research.  

Moreover, the current research could be used by business executives on how to increase 
their company’s performance. The concrete two dimensions could be used as core priori-
ties to be developed and the balance between education and work experience used for spe-
cific projects.  

To conclude, one of the main limits of this thesis again is the sample group that could be 
considered not represantive enough and the amount of the respondents could be consid-
ered small for the scope of the research. However, since the purpose was to find a subtle 
relationship, a future research could analyze the same relationship in different dimension, 
not as general as the thesis did. Furthermore, results regarding personal control and self-
esteem should be treated with caution because these variables were not internally con-
sistent. Regardless of these limits our main result, attitudes affect OpR among employees, 
was reliable. Our thesis could be considered as starting point for new research and our re-
sults start to fill the gap in the literature and give guidance for future research.  
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire 

Questionnaire that was sent to the employees of the analyzed companies: 

The following survey is part of a project at Jönköping University regarding the definition of 
Entrepreneurship.   For this contribution, we as master students there are writing a thesis 
in part of it, and therefore have constructed a very valuable questionnaire that we kindly 
ask you to fill in. It consists of 3 parts and will take you supposedly less than 6 minutes.  
We would highly appreciate your effort and cooperation in creating science. Thank you in 
advance! 

 

Q1. How many ideas for new working methods, products, services, materials, or venture 
ideas did you think of in the past month? 

 0 (1) 

 1 (2) 

 2 (3) 

 3 (4) 

 4 or more (5) 

 

Please comment on the statements below: 

 Strongly Dis-
agree (1) 

Partially 
Disagree (2) 

Neither agree or 
disagree (3) 

Partially 
Agree (4) 

Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Q2. I enjoy think-
ing about new 
ways of doing 

things. (1) 

          

Q3. I frequently 
identify ideas that 
can be converted 
into new working 
methods, prod-
ucts, or services 
(even though I 
may not pursue  

them). (2) 

          

Q4. I generally 
lack ideas that 
may increase 

company perfor-
mance. (3) 
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Indicate how much do you agree with each of the following statements. Work as quickly as 
you can, don't stop to think too deeply about any one question, but mark down your first 
thought. Please answer all of the questions. "1" shall imply that you strongly DISAGREE 
with the statement, "10" shall imply that you strongly AGREE. "5" - slightly disagree, "6" - 
slightly agree. 

 

 

 

 1  
Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

2 
(2) 

3 
(3) 

4 
(4) 

5 
(5) 

6 
(6) 

7 
(7) 

8  
(8) 

9 
(9) 

10 
Strongly 
Agree 
(10) 

Q5. I get really excited when 
I think of new ideas to stim-

ulate my work. (1) 
                    

Q6. I believe it is important 
to continually look for new 

ways to do things in business 
or my work. (2) 

                    

Q7. I have always worked 
hard in order to be among 

the best in my field. (3) 
                    

Q8. I believe that to succeed 
in work it is important to get 

along with the people you 
work with. (4) 

                    

Q9. I make a conscientious 
effort to get the most out of 

my resources. (5) 
                    

Q10. I feel very good be-
cause I am ultimately re-

sponsible for my own career 
success. (6) 
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 1 
Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

2 
(2) 

3 
(3) 

4 
(4) 

5 
(5) 

6 
(6) 

7 
(7) 

8 
(8) 

9 
(9) 

10 
Strongly 
Agree 
(10) 

Q11. I persist very long on 
a difficult job before giving 

up. (1) 
                    

Q12. I believe that in the 
business world the work of 
competent people will al-
ways be recognized. (2) 

                    

Q13. I always feel good 
when I make the organiza-
tions I belong to function 

better. (3) 

                    

Q14. I usually perform very 
well on my part of any 

business project I am in-
volved with. (4) 

                    

Q15. I usually seek out col-
leagues who are excited 

about exploring new ways 
of doing things. (5) 

                    

Q16. I believe that con-
crete results are necessary 
in order to judge career 

success. (6) 

                    

 

 

Q17. Education 

 High School (1) 

 Bachelor/College (2) 

 Master/ MBA (3) 

 Ph.D. (4) 

 Other (5) 

 

Q18. How many years of work experience do you have? (write numbers) 
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Q19. Gender 

 Male (1) 

 Female (2) 

 

Q20. Age 

 ≤ 24 (1) 

 25-34 (2) 

 35-44 (3) 

 45-54 (4) 

 55+ (5) 

 

 Q21. In which industry do you consider your company is? 

 Services (1) 

 Manufacturing (2) 

 Information Technology (IT) (3) 
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Appendix 2: Industry Catalog 

 22. Manufacture of rubber and plastic products

 23. Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products

 24. Manufacture of basic metals

 25. Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment

 26. Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical products

 27. Manufacture of electrical equipment

 28. Manufacture of machinery and equipment nec

 29. Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers

 30. Manufacture of other transport equipment

 31. Manufacture of furniture

 32. Other manufacturing

 42. Civil engineering

 43. Specialised construction activities

 59. Motion picture, video and television programme production, sound recording and music publishing activities

 60. Programming and broadcasting activities

 61. Telecommunications

 62. Computer programming, consultancy and related activities

 63. Information service activities

 64. Financial service activities, except insurance and pension funding

 65. Insurance, reinsurance and pension funding, except compulsory social security

 66. Activities auxiliary to financial services and insurance activities

 68. Real estate activities

 69. Legal and accounting activities

 70. Activities of head offices; management consultancy activities

 71. Architectural and engineering activities; technical testing and analysis

 73. Advertising and market research

 74. Other professional, scientific and technical activities

 79. Travel agency, tour operator reservation service and related activities

 80. Security and investigation activities

 81. Services to buildings and landscape activities

 82. Office administrative, office support and other business support activities

 84. Public administration and defence; compulsory social security

 85. Education

 90. Creative, arts and entertainment activities

 93. Sports activities and amusement and recreation activities  
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Appendix 3: Results 

 

 

Statistics 

How many years of work experi-

ence do you have? (write numbers) 

N Valid 51 

Missing 2 

Mean 16,62 

Median 15,00 

Mode 15 

Std. Deviation 11,258 

Minimum 2 

Maximum 50 
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Statistics 

Attitude towards entrepreneurship 

(median) 

N Valid 53 

Missing 0 

Mean 8,70 

Median 9,00 

Mode 9 

Std. Deviation ,992 

Minimum 7 

Maximum 10 

Median of respondents' attitude towards entrepreneurship 
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