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Until recently, research in entrepreneurship did not pay much attention to the well-

being of entrepreneurs (Shir, 2015) despite the propensity of entrepreneurs to encounter 

stressful conditions in the course of starting and running their businesses (Morris, Kuratko, 

Schindehutte, & Spivack, 2012). Existing research has also primarily focused on the 

antecedents of well-being among entrepreneurs, leaving a gap in the literature on the effects 

of well-being on entrepreneurial outcomes.  This study aims to bridge that gap by 



 

particularly examining the impact of an entrepreneur‘s well-being on their entrepreneurial 

intentions. 

Specifically, the three dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s well-being—subjective, 

psychological, and entrepreneurial–are argued to impact the intention of entrepreneurs to 

grow their ventures.  In addition to the proposed direct effects of well-being on 

entrepreneurial intentions, two mediating variables were proposed to impact the 

relationships.  Entrepreneurial resilience, the ability to positively adapt and recover from 

high impact challenges in entrepreneurship (Awotoye & Singh, 2017), is proposed to 

mediate the positive relationship between well-being and growth intentions. Additionally, 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy was also expected to mediate the well-being-growth intention 

relationship.   

 This dissertation was done in two phases.  Given that no suitable entrepreneurial 

resilience scale exists, an attempt was made to adapt and validate an entrepreneurial 

resilience scale based on the 10-item Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (Campbell-Sills & 

Stein, 2007).  In the second phase, the hypotheses of the dissertation were empirically 

assessed.  The findings showed that each dimension of well-being is positively related to 

entrepreneurial resilience, and entrepreneurial resilience mediates the well-being-growth 

intention relationship.  Although entrepreneurial self-efficacy was found to directly impact 

growth intentions, the hypothesized mediating role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy was not 

supported (in the replication study).  Entrepreneurial resilience was also found to positively 

impact entrepreneurial self-efficacy.   

 

 



 

The first chapter of this dissertation is the introduction while chapter 2 includes a  

detailed review of literature on variables of interest in the study.  In chapter 3, the 

hypotheses are developed.  Chapter 4 discusses the methodology, chapter 5 covers the 

results which are followed with a discussion of findings, limitations, practical implications, 

and future research suggestions in chapter 6, and a brief conclusion in chapter 7. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 Entrepreneurship as a field of study has attempted to understand the processes and 

factors leading to value creation for individuals, organizations, and the economy at large 

(Hitt, Ireland, Sirmon, & Trahms, 2011; Mishra & Zachary, 2015). However, scholars have 

faced a number of challenges.  First, there have been differences of opinion regarding 

definitions of entrepreneurs (Carland, Hoy, & Carland, 1988; Gartner, 1988); opportunities 

(Davidsson, 2015; Gartner, Carter, & Hills, 2016; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Singh, 

2001; Zahra & Dess, 2001); and success (Coad, 2014; Headd, 2003), resulting in calls to 

embrace diversity of definitions in the field (Welter, Baker, Audretsch, & Gartner, 2017). 

Second, the effectiveness of entrepreneurship education has also been questioned, with some 

debating whether or not entrepreneurship can even be taught (Gedeon, 2017; Henry, Hill, & 

Leitch, 2005; Lautenschläger & Haase, 2011; Vanevenhoven, 2013).  Finally, there has also 

been debate regarding the much-acclaimed economic benefits of entrepreneurship and 

entrepreneurship education (Martin, McNally, & Kay, 2013; O'Connor, 2013; Van Praag & 

Versloot, 2008), with certain authors positing that some of the actual benefits derived may 

be less than portrayed (Van Praag & Versloot, 2008).  

 Regardless of these opinions, entrepreneurship remains an important and viable 

field.  Given the increase in the number of entrepreneurship journals and courses being 

offered in the United States (Katz, 2003, 2008), the rising interest in entrepreneurship, and 

the number of jobs being created, one can conclude that entrepreneurship is important. 
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Entrepreneurship has been hailed as a driver of innovation, economic growth, and job 

creation (Reynolds, Carter, Gartner, & Greene, 2004; Van Praag & Versloot, 2008). 

Entrepreneurs help create jobs, thereby reducing unemployment, providing health 

insurance and other benefits, and improving the standards of living in an economy 

(Ahlstrom, 2010; Bruton, Ketchen, & Ireland, 2013; Casson & Wadeson, 2007; 

Henrekson & Johansson, 2010; Hitt et al., 2011).  

 Despite the lack of agreement among scholars on the previously mentioned issues, 

there appears to be consensus regarding at least one thing—that entrepreneurship is 

challenging, and many entrepreneurs fail (Altman, 1983; Bulmash, 2016; Fritsch, Brixy, & 

Falck, 2006; Perry, 2001; Ucbasaran, Shepherd, Lockett, & Lyon, 2013) or exit their 

businesses (Coad, 2014; DeTienne, 2010). Further, entrepreneurship does not occur in a 

vacuum.  The entrepreneurial context defines both the intentions of entrepreneurs and the 

outcome of their decisions.  It is therefore important to understand entrepreneurial contexts 

which may impact the success or failure of a venture.  

 Entrepreneurial environments and contexts have been described as uncertain, 

volatile, stressful, ambiguous, and even lonely, among other things (Best, 2014; Morris et 

al., 2012). Entrepreneurs have to contend with unpredictable and rapidly changing 

environments, work overload, personal responsibility for others (Baron, Franklin, & 

Hmieleski, 2016); income and outcome uncertainty, intense work effort, and long working 

hours (Uy, Foo, & Song, 2013); initial undercapitalization; loss of a major customer, 
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creditor problems, theft, problems with partners (Lussier, 1996),  and other high-impact 

challenges which they may not encounter outside of their entrepreneurial settings.  

 An implication/outcome of the aforementioned difficulties encountered in 

entrepreneurial settings is their impact on the behaviors and intentions of the entrepreneurs.  

Research has shown that a person‘s attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral 

control directly impact their intentions, and the resulting intention adequately predicts their 

behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Entrepreneurial behavior is therefore predicted by entrepreneurial 

intentions. Bird (1988) defines entrepreneurial intentions as the state of mind of 

entrepreneurs which guides their attention, experiences, and action toward a business 

concept, and sets the form and direction of the organization right from inception.  

Entrepreneurial intentions shape the decisions of entrepreneurs regarding venture 

creation, growth and closure by inspiring entrepreneurs‘ goals and commitment (Bird, 

1988).  

 One such intention relates to growing the business.  Growth intentions capture an 

essential characteristic of entrepreneurial behavior and are defined as the entrepreneur‘s 

goal or aspiration for the growth trajectory they desire for their venture (Dutta & 

Thornhill, 2008). Growth intentions can be predicted by a person‘s perception of their 

ability to control events and activities relating to growth.  When entrepreneurs feel that 

they are capable of accessing the necessary resources to actualize and manage the growth, 

they are likely to indicate growth intentions. Wiklund and Shepherd (2003) empirically 
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assessed the relationship between the aspirations of business owners/managers to grow 

their business and the eventual growth of the business and found a positive relationship 

between growth aspirations and actual growth.  Venture growth intentions are therefore 

vital, both to entrepreneurs and the economy, since the ratio of entrepreneurs with growth 

intentions in the population predicts economic growth better than general start-up rates or 

self-employment rates (Levie & Autio, 2013).  

  Although economic reasons often drive intentions to grow or exit a venture, there 

is evidence that non-financial outcomes also drive these intentions. Wiklund, Davidsson, 

and Delmar (2003) studied the motivation of small business managers to grow their firms 

and found that their attitude towards growth was largely driven by concern for their 

employees‘ well-being.  While it may appear that employers‘ intentions are motivated by 

concern for their employees‘ well-being, the well-being of the employers themselves 

could also be a consideration when they consider growing their business.  In a study of 

Italian firms, Pechlaner, Raich, Zehrer, and Peters (2004) found that personal factors 

contribute as much to growth as economic factors. The entrepreneurs in their study 

indicated that their well-being was an important driver of growth.  Considering that actual 

behavior is adequately predicted by intentions (Ajzen, 1991; Montano & Kasprzyk, 

2008), one can assume that growth intentions will also be impacted by the well-being of 

the entrepreneur.  
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According to Shir (2015), the overall well-being of an entrepreneur is made up of 

three distinct but related constructs – subjective well-being, psychological well-being, 

and entrepreneurial well-being. Subjective well-being is reflected by both positive and 

negative affect as well as life and domain satisfactions, while psychological well-being 

relates to positive psychological functioning and eudemonic feelings such as subjective 

vitality (Shir, 2015). Shir (2015) further defined entrepreneurial well-being (EWB) as a 

positive mental state which reflects an entrepreneur‘s affective and cognitive experiences 

resulting from their engagement in venture creation. Shir (2015) suggests that 

entrepreneurs who experience high EWB judge their entrepreneurial life positively and 

feel good about it.  

Going by the definitions of the three components of the entrepreneur‘s well-being, 

one can see that the overall well-being of the entrepreneur captures various dimensions of 

their satisfaction with their lives and entrepreneurial experiences which may affect 

decisions they make regarding the business, such as growth-related decisions.  Growth is 

often associated with challenges and radical changes to the characteristics of the business 

(Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003), hence considerations of entrepreneurs‘ well-being may 

play a role in determining their growth intentions since growth may present additional 

stress to their lives. The decision to grow a venture may also result from the emotional 

and mental stress that entrepreneurs encounter in the entrepreneurial environment.  Since 

stress has been found to be negatively related to both psychological capital and well-
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being of entrepreneurs (Baron, Franklin, & Hmieleski, 2016), and bearing in mind the 

central role that the entrepreneur plays in entrepreneurship and the volatile nature of 

entrepreneurial environments, it is therefore important to examine the effect of, and the 

process through which their well-being impacts their growth intentions.  

Shir (2015) also points out that research on the well-being of entrepreneurs has been 

extremely limited.  This is somewhat surprising, considering that entrepreneurs have a 

propensity to face high impact entrepreneurial challenges, defined as challenges that have 

capacity to lead to the failure of their businesses (Awotoye & Singh, 2017) due to the high 

volatility and uncertainty found in the environment in which they operate (Best, 2014; 

Morris et al., 2012). More specifically, the processes through which each of the three 

components of entrepreneurs‘ well-being impacts their decisions to grow their businesses 

need to be understood to enable the rapidly growing field to develop more relevant theories 

that help explain the entrepreneurship-environment interface/nexus.  An understanding of 

these processes could help us predict the motivations and behaviors of entrepreneurs based 

on their well-being.  Such understanding can be relevant for policymakers, nascent 

entrepreneurs, and scholars to better comprehend entrepreneurial behavior, and increase 

chances of succeeding in a field known for its high failure rate.  

I further argue in this dissertation that entrepreneurial resilience is fundamental to 

the well-being—intentions relationship, and consequently, the success of the venture.  

Following the definition of general resilience, I define entrepreneurial resilience as the 
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ability of an entrepreneur to positively adapt and recover from any high-impact challenge 

that has the capacity to result in any form of failure such as liquidation, bankruptcy, or 

closure of the business.  This definition suggests that a person who is ordinarily resilient 

with regards to major negative events in their lives will still need to have entrepreneurial 

resilience, given the unique challenges that they will face in the entrepreneurial setting.  

Entrepreneurial resilience as defined above enables them to adapt and recover from these 

challenges and increases their odds of success.  Although entrepreneurship is challenging, I 

suggest in this study that entrepreneurial resilience may mediate the well-being-growth 

intentions relationship.  Specifically, I argue that well-being improves entrepreneurial 

resilience, which in turn increases growth intentions.  In other words, the improved 

resilience resulting from experiencing well-being motivates entrepreneurs to form 

intentions to further grow their business hence the well-being-growth intentions 

relationship may diminish or disappear when entrepreneurial resilience is included in the 

model. 

 Research in entrepreneurship has found a positive correlation between resilience and 

success (Ayala & Manzano, 2014), although general resilience scales are mostly used in 

such studies. While an entrepreneurial resilience scale has been developed by Buang (2012), 

the large number of items (65 items) in the scale makes it difficult to use as it increases the 

burden of length (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014) and possibility of fatigue setting in 
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for the respondents. Additionally, Buang (2012) failed to report what specific items relate to 

each of the eight dimensions of entrepreneurial resilience in her work.   

 Most research on resilience in entrepreneurship has also treated entrepreneurial 

resilience and general resilience as being the same (Ayala & Manzano, 2014; Bullough & 

Renko, 2013; Bulmash, 2016), despite the uniqueness of entrepreneurial challenges and 

contexts. Many studies have also used case studies and interviews to derive their 

conclusions.  There is therefore a need to develop and validate an entrepreneurial resilience 

scale that allows for empirical assessments which take the entrepreneurial contexts into 

consideration.  Consequently, an attempt was made in this study to develop an 

entrepreneurial resilience scale by adopting an existing general resilience scale—the 10-item 

Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale  (CD-RISC 10) developed by Campbell-Sills and Stein 

(2007) and testing its validity.  

 While entrepreneurial resilience falls within the domain of competencies (Morris, 

Webb, Fu, & Singhal, 2013) and psychological capital (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman, & 

Combs, 2006) which entrepreneurs need (Baron & Markman, 2000; De Carolis, Litzky, & 

Eddleston, 2009; Lins, Servaes, & Tamayo, 2017), an entrepreneur also needs to believe in 

their ability to successfully meet the demands of the challenges associated with starting or 

growing their venture. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy, defined as ―an individual‘s confidence 

in his or her ability to successfully perform entrepreneurial roles and tasks‖ (Zhao, 

Seibert, & Hills, 2005, p. 1265) is essential for successful entrepreneurship. The 
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development of entrepreneurial self-efficacy has been described as a form of motivation 

for engaging in or avoiding certain entrepreneurial activities as it indicates a conscious 

belief of ability or inability to successfully complete these activities (Piperopoulos & 

Dimov, 2015). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is therefore an important personal attribute of 

entrepreneurs (McGee, Peterson, Mueller, & Sequeira, 2009). 

 Entrepreneurial self-efficacy has been found to robustly drive persistence in 

venture efforts hence those who believe in their ability to successfully carry out the 

entrepreneurial tasks are more likely to attempt those tasks and to continue attempting to 

succeed (Cardon & Kirk, 2013), and is useful predicting success in entrepreneurship 

(Krecar & Coric, 2013) as a distinctively entrepreneurial characteristic (Chen et al., 

1998). Of the four ways through which Bandura (1997) proposed that self-efficacy 

beliefs are developed, perceptions of their psychological states are particularly relevant.  

The other three-mastery performance experience, vicarious experience, verbal 

persuasion-are also important contributors to a person‘s entrepreneurial self-efficacy as 

they define beliefs that result from prior experiences, beliefs resulting from observational 

learning, and beliefs resulting from the verbal persuasion of some referent others 

respectively, but the focus of this study is on the effect of psychological states assessment 

which is closely related to evaluations of well-being. Specifically, an entrepreneur‘s well-

being is proposed to be related to their self-efficacy.  Existing research suggests that self-

efficacy is related to both positive and negative emotions (Luszczynska, Gutiérrez-Doña, 
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& Schwarzer, 2005). In line with Bandura‘s (1997) assertion of the role of emotional 

arousal, those who experience a low level of negative emotions in a threatening situation 

may consequently feel capable of mastering the situation. 

 I suggest here that entrepreneurial self-efficacy will influence the process through 

which an entrepreneur‘s well-being impacts their intention to grow their business.  I posit 

that entrepreneurial self-efficacy may mediate that relationship such that the proposed 

relationship between well-being and growth intention loses its significance or weakens 

when entrepreneurial self-efficacy is introduced into the model.  Specifically, well-being 

is expected to improve entrepreneurial self-efficacy which in turn increases growth 

intentions.  In other words, the improved entrepreneurial self-efficacy resulting from the 

three dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s well-being is expected to motivate entrepreneurs to 

form intentions grow their ventures. 

 To achieve the overall goals of this dissertation, the study will be conducted in two 

phases.  An initial phase will involve clarifying the definition of entrepreneurial resilience, 

as well as developing and validating an entrepreneurial resilience scale.  A second phase 

will involve empirical testing of hypotheses relating to the impact of an entrepreneur‘s well-

being on his/her growth intentions, as well as the mediating roles of entrepreneurial 

resilience and entrepreneurial self-efficacy.  This dissertation therefore aims to broadly 

explore and meet the following research goals:  
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1. Develop and delineate the construct of entrepreneurial resilience as being distinct 

from general resilience and other related constructs in entrepreneurship. 

2. Develop and validate an entrepreneurial resilience scale based on the general 

resilience scale. 

3. Determine the effect of each dimension (subjective, psychological, and 

entrepreneurial) of an entrepreneur‘s well-being on his/her intentions to grow their 

venture. 

4. Examine the possible mediating role of entrepreneurial resilience on the proposed 

well-being-intentions relationship 

5. Examine the possible mediating role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the proposed 

well-being- intentions relationship 

 To meet these research objectives, both theoretical development and empirical 

testing of a priori [emphasis added] hypotheses will be conducted.  In chapter 2, a review 

and summary of existing literature on the constructs will be provided.  In chapter 3, the final 

18 formal hypotheses relating to an entrepreneur‘s growth intentions, well-being, resilience, 

and entrepreneurial self-efficacy are developed based on the broaden-and-build theory.  

Chapter 4 provides the proposed methodology for testing the hypotheses.  In chapter 5, the 

results are presented, and in chapter 6, these results are discussed with their implications, 

limitations of the study, and future research directions.  Chapter 7 concludes with a 

summary of the main points.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

 In this chapter, I provide an extensive review of existing literature on 

entrepreneurship and the variables of interest in this study.  The chapter provides a 

review of definitions of entrepreneurship and other related constructs.  Specifically, 

drawing on the works of other scholars, each of the four variables examined in this study 

– entrepreneur‘s well-being, entrepreneurial intentions, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and 

entrepreneurial resilience, will be defined and discussed with respect to their antecedents 

and outcomes in this chapter.  

Entrepreneurship and the Entrepreneur 

 While the terms ―entrepreneur‖ and ―entrepreneurship‖ are commonly used, there is 

a lack of consensus about their meaning (Audretsch, Kuratko, & Link, 2015; Carland et 

al., 1988; Gartner, 1988; Omer, Attali, & Yemini, 2017). Part of this stems from the 

differences in perspectives among entrepreneurship scholars as to whether the behaviors, 

outcomes, or dispositions of the entrepreneur should shape these definitions (Davidsson, 

2009), and  whether it is a purely economic phenomenon or non-profit organizations 

would also qualify as being entrepreneurial (Davidsson, 2009; Shir, 2015). Consequently, 

different definitions have been offered by different authors, resulting in some critics 

concluding that entrepreneurship might not really qualify to be called a field (Shane & 
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Venkataraman, 2000). Among the prominent and more popular definitions of 

entrepreneurship are those presented by Schumpeter (1934) and Kirzner (1979). 

 Schumpeter (1934) describes an entrepreneur as an innovator who through the 

process of creative destruction disrupts the equilibrium state of the economy and changes 

it by moving it from one phase to another.  By his definition, he considers the 

entrepreneur as possessing the unique ability to be creative and innovative, and a state of 

equilibrium to be essentially in place before the entrepreneur disrupts it.  At the other end 

of the spectrum is Kirzner (1979), who posits that the entrepreneur possesses the ability 

to be alert to opportunities which have eluded others in the face of market disequilibrium. 

In other words, the entrepreneur is not necessarily innovative, but essentially sensitive to 

opportunities. 

A distinction between these two definitions is that Kirzner (1979) considers the 

entrepreneur to be alert to something that is already in existence, while Schumpeter 

(1934) regards the entrepreneur as the creator of something new.  Several other 

definitions of entrepreneurship have since emerged. Low and MacMillan (1988) 

proposed that entrepreneurship be defined as the creation of a new enterprise, while 

Shane and Venkataraman (2000) defined the field of entrepreneurship as the ―scholarly 

examination of how, by whom, and with what effects opportunities to create future goods 

and services are discovered, evaluated, and exploited‖ (p. 218).  
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Among the common elements found across these definitions of entrepreneurship 

are the recognition of an opportunity that needs to be exploited, the need to acquire 

necessary resources to exploit them, and the creation of something of value either by an 

individual or a firm.  Opportunity recognition has been described by most authors as a 

distinguishing mark of entrepreneurship, as it signals the beginning of the entrepreneurial 

process (Singh & Gibbs, 2013). New venture creation has also been hailed by many as a 

primary activity of the entrepreneur.  According to Hills and Singh (2004), ―the 

fundamental activity of entrepreneurship is new venture creation‖ (Hills & Singh, 2004, 

p. 259). Following these definitions, I define entrepreneurship as the recognition and 

exploitation of opportunities to create a venture that satisfies a need and generates profit.  

By this definition, I have excluded non-profit ventures from the definition.  I 

adopt this definition because it captures four important concepts/constructs I believe are 

important for entrepreneurship.  These concepts are 

1. The recognition of opportunities 

2. The acquisition of resources to pursue these opportunities 

3. The creation of a new venture 

4. The generation of profit 

It is noteworthy that the field of entrepreneurship is unique in its own right, as 

there are different types of entrepreneurs, motivated by different reasons, and aiming for 

different results.  Consequently, the variance about definitions should not be considered a 
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hindrance to the field in terms of theory development or the teaching of academic 

programs in entrepreneurship.  

At the heart of the entrepreneurial process is the entrepreneur—the actor driving 

the process of entrepreneurship, and as recently noted by Shir (2015), being impacted by 

the process. Entrepreneurship has caught the attention of scholars and the media more 

than most other topics in the business arena (Gutterman, 2011), and the entrepreneur has 

been termed the darling of the media (Burch, 1986). This vast attention may be 

attributable to the evident impact of entrepreneurship at both the micro and macro levels 

of a nation‘s economy.  According to Schumpeter (1934), entrepreneurship involves 

innovation through the process of creative destruction hence entrepreneurship can be 

conceived as an avenue through which society benefits from innovative products and 

services. A similar view is supported Morris and Lewis (1991), who found that 

entrepreneurship impacts the quality of life of a people. More recently, Van Praag and 

Versloot (2008) also concluded that entrepreneurship has economic benefits, particularly 

with regards to employment creation, productivity growth, and production and 

commercialization of high quality innovations. Hence, the entrepreneur plays a vital role 

in the society. 

According to Hébert and Link (2006), the entrepreneur has several identities in 

literature—as a risk taker, innovator, decision maker, owner, employer, arbitrageur, 

amongst other roles, hence the entrepreneur is a dynamic economic agent who is difficult 
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to pin down. Whatever one thinks of the entrepreneur, it is safe to conclude that there can 

be no entrepreneurship without the entrepreneur, and the behavior of the entrepreneur 

shapes the resulting venture‘s activities. 

Entrepreneurial Behavior 

Bird (1989) defined entrepreneurial behavior as opportunistic, value driven, and 

value adding creative activities which involve venture creation and growth from ideas.  

Entrepreneurial behavior involves intentionally planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1991; 

Krueger, Reilly, & Carsrud, 2000).  Like other behaviors, entrepreneurial behavior is 

both a function of the person and the environment with which they interact (Bird, 1989; 

Lewin, 1936). Entrepreneurial behaviors therefore involve an interaction of the 

entrepreneur and the situations and contexts that surround them.  Based on Bird‘s 

definition, venture creation and venture growth (based on opportunities identified by the 

entrepreneur) are two types of entrepreneurial behavior.  More recently, DeTienne (2010) 

proposed another behavior, entrepreneurial exit, as an important  part of the 

entrepreneurial process. In the sections immediately following, these three behaviors will 

be briefly discussed before moving on to a discussion of the intentions that result in these 

behaviors. 
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Venture creation.  The creation of a new venture is the principal activity of 

entrepreneurship (Hills & Singh, 2004). At the heart of entrepreneurship is venture 

creation (Shook, Priem, & McGee, 2003), described as planning, organizing, and 

establishing new organizations (Gartner, 1985). Venture creation generates value for both 

the entrepreneur and stakeholders of the venture they create (Williams & Shepherd, 

2016).  The valuable outcomes associated with new venture creation can be either 

economic (such as job creation) or non-economic (such as environmental improvements) 

(Williams & Shepherd, 2016) hence interest in entrepreneurship as a process which 

creates new ventures has been on the increase (Venkataraman, 1997).  

According to a Kauffman report, 330 out of every 100,000 adults in the United 

States became entrepreneurs in each month throughout the year 2016, as opposed to 310 

adults in 2015 (Fairlie, Morelix, Tareque, Russell, & Reedy, 2016). This increasing rate 

of participation in entrepreneurship may suggest that concerns around declining business 

dynamism in the United States (Hathaway & Litan, 2014; Singh & Ogbolu, 2015) may be 

unwarranted. 
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Venture growth.   Research has identified venture growth as the crucial indicator 

of venture success (Baum, Locke, & Smith, 2001; Low & MacMillan, 1988) and linked 

new venture growth to both job creation and regional development (Acs & Armington, 

2006). Some have proposed that new ventures follow a ―grow or exit‖ logic (Wennberg, 

Delmar, & McKelvie, 2016) which implies that new venture growth can be appealing if 

the venture holds promise of profitability. Where there is no likelihood of the venture 

being profitable, the venture may be discontinued.  However, empirical findings suggest 

that this may not be the case. Wennberg et al. (2016) found that for ventures facing 

threats to survival, their owners were more likely to pursue growth and improve its 

performance rather than terminate their ventures when the firm is not large and decision 

complexity is low.  Hence venture growth can be said to depend on various factors.  

As noted by Hmieleski and Carr (2008), research such as Baron (2008) and 

Cardon, Wincent, Singh, and Drnovsek (2009) suggesting that emotions can significantly 

impact on entrepreneurs‘ ability to develop and grow their new ventures is growing. 

Entrepreneurs need psychological capital to grow their ventures (Hmieleski & Carr, 

2008). The goals they set, their self-efficacy, and their ability to communicate their vision 

also directly affect their venture‘s growth (Baum & Locke, 2004). Zimmerman and Zeitz 

(2002) also proposed that legitimacy was a requirement for venture growth, as it grants 

access to resources that are crucial for growth.  Resources such as financial capital and 

brand recognition can come with legitimacy.  
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Another factor that could impact on the growth of a venture is the use of social 

networks to access resources (Batjargal et al., 2013). Entrepreneurs have been shown to 

foster and use social networks to access tangible and intangible resources such as capital, 

knowledge, and supplies to achieve growth (Batjargal et al., 2013; Stam & Elfring, 2008). 

This finding has been shown to hold true across gender.  In a sample of Indian women 

entrepreneurs, Prasad, Naidu, Kinnera Murthy, Winkel, and Ehrhardt (2013) found that 

growth was dependent upon the use of human and social capital. More specifically, 

industry experience, prior entrepreneurial experience and social capital factors related to 

the size of individuals‘ business networks and the support received from family member 

were all significant predictors of venture growth among Indian women entrepreneurs. 

Findings suggesting that education plays a positive role in the growth of a firm 

have been somewhat mixed.  For example, Millan, Congregado, Roman, Van Praag, and 

van Stel (2014) found that new and small ventures are more likely to grow in the 

presence of an educated workforce and/or educated consumers in their environment, 

whereas Prasad et al. (2013) did not find the education of the entrepreneurs in their 

sample a significant predictor of growth. While the aforementioned studies seem to 

address factors resulting in growth, there is evidence that growth depends not just on the 

ability of the entrepreneur, but on their desire and attitude towards growing their business 

(Cliff, 1998).  
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Taken together, these findings show that entrepreneurs need certain resources to 

grow their ventures. 

Venture exit. DeTienne (2010) pointed out that our understanding of the 

entrepreneurial process would be incomplete without a discussion of entrepreneurial exit 

or discontinuity – the process by which entrepreneurs leave the firms they have created.  

Venture exit marks the end of the entrepreneurial process for the entrepreneur, and may 

take the form of selling the venture, closing it down, or leaving it when they die (Engel, 

1999). It can also occur at different stages of the lifecycle of a business, but the 

probability of exit is highest in the very early period of a new firm (Wennberg, 2008). 

Entrepreneurs also exit from both firms in financial distress and those performing well 

(Wennberg, Wiklund, DeTienne, & Cardon, 2010), suggesting that exit and failure are 

not necessarily synonymous (Headd, 2003).  

 Venture exit can occur through different strategies.  Three broad categories of exit 

strategies were identified by DeTienne, McKelvie, and Chandler (2015). Financial 

harvest strategies include IPOs and acquisitions; stewardship strategies include family 

business succession, employee buy-out, and independent sale, while voluntary cessation 

strategies include liquidation and discontinuance.  While it is the case that many 

entrepreneurs do not plan for their exit, they all have to exit the venture at some point 

(DeTienne & Cardon, 2012). When planned properly, entrepreneurial exit can result in 
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entrepreneurial success and transfer of novelty to established firms (Cefis & Marsili, 

2011).  

 Entrepreneurs‘ decisions to have an exit strategy has been found to be impacted by 

their human capital.  Those with a general/business education and previous 

entrepreneurial experience are more likely to have an exit strategy (DeTienne & Cardon, 

2006). Additionally, older entrepreneurs are more likely to consider an exit strategy than 

younger entrepreneurs (DeTienne & Cardon, 2006).   

 Findings on the reasons why entrepreneurs exit a venture suggest that experience 

plays a key role.  For instance, Ronstadt (1986) found that a high-risk profile 

distinguishes ex-entrepreneurs with brief careers from ―more seasoned‖ entrepreneurs 

who have experienced longer lives as entrepreneurs. Wennberg et al. (2010) also support 

this view that having entrepreneurial experience impacts both the decision to exit and the 

mode of exit.  Additionally, a recent exit has been found to decrease the probability of 

undertaking new entrepreneurial activity (Hessels, Grilo, Thurik, & van der Zwan, 2011) 

 While research on entrepreneurial exit has been on the increase, studying 

entrepreneurial exit remains more difficult than studying the other types of 

entrepreneurial behavior as exit studies necessitate the access to unbiased data tracking 

firms or individuals from the very onset of their entrepreneurial activities (Wennberg, 

2008).  
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Entrepreneurial Intentions  

Research has shown that a person‘s attitude, subjective norm, and perceived 

behavioral control directly impact their intentions, and the resulting intention adequately 

predicts their behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Entrepreneurial behavior is therefore predicted by 

entrepreneurial intentions. Bird (1988) defines entrepreneurial intentions as the state of 

mind of entrepreneurs which guides their attention, experiences, and action toward a 

business concept, and sets the form and direction of the organization right from inception.  

Entrepreneurial intentions shape the decisions of entrepreneurs regarding venture 

creation, growth and closure by inspiring entrepreneurs‘ goals and commitment (Bird, 

1988).   

Venture growth intentions.  Despite the acclaimed benefits of new venture 

growth such as job creation and regional development (Acs & Armington, 2006), prior 

research has shown that most ventures do not grow to become large ventures (Barringer, 

Jones, & Neubaum, 2005). Perhaps a reason for this is the absence of growth intentions in 

the minds of the owners of the business. 

Venture growth intentions refer to the intention of an entrepreneur to grow their 

business rather than maintaining the current size or exiting the venture.  They are defined 

as the entrepreneurs‘ goal or aspiration for the growth trajectory they desire for their 

venture (Dutta & Thornhill, 2008). Growth intentions capture an essential characteristic 

of entrepreneurial behavior since they predict the actual decisions and behaviors of 
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entrepreneurs regarding venture growth (Dutta & Thornhill, 2008). Growth intentions are 

also important to the business and the economy, as the ratio of entrepreneurs with growth 

intentions in the population predicts economic growth better than general start-up rates or 

self-employment rates (Levie & Autio, 2013).  

Based on the theory of planned behavior, a person‘s intention can be predicted by 

their attitude towards the behavior, their subjective norm, and their perception that they 

are in control (Ajzen, 1991; Kautonen, Gelderen, & Fink, 2015). Consequently, growth 

intentions can be predicted by people‘s perception of their ability to control events and 

activities relating to growth.  Entrepreneurs who feel that they can access the necessary 

resources to actualize and manage the growth are therefore more likely to indicate growth 

intentions than those who perceive no behavioral control with respect to venture growth.  

Growth intentions depend upon the abilities, attitudes, and means available to the 

individual, such that some intending entrepreneurs are predisposed to growing their 

venture while others are not (Douglas, 2013) 

According to Neneh and Vanzyl (2014), the factors that determine the growth 

intention of businesses fall under several categories. Entrepreneur demographics such as 

gender, age, education, and family experience; the personal context of the entrepreneurs 

such as their startup motivation; the individual skills of the entrepreneur such as their 

managerial, technical, and practical skills; and attributes of the venture such as size and 
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level of innovation have all been studied in literature as they are expected to determine 

venture creation and growth intentions (Neneh & Vanzyl, 2014).  

Empirical evidence for the predictive power of these factors has however been 

mixed.  For example, in a meta-analysis of existing evidence on growth intentions, Levie 

and Autio (2013) found that age and gender showed no consistent effect on growth 

intention whereas education levels and previous entrepreneurial experience showed a 

small but significant positive effect on growth intentions.  

Taken together, these findings suggest that growth intentions may be predicted by 

different factors in different contexts.  

Venture exit intentions.  According to the theory of planned behavior, actual 

venture exit can be predicted by venture exit intentions (Ajzen, 1991) given that 

intentions can adequately predict behavior that is within the control of the actor.  An 

entrepreneur‘s intention to exit the venture they created does not necessarily imply that 

the firm itself will be dissolved (DeTienne & Cardon, 2012). The entrepreneur may 

decide to sell the business or pass it on to someone else.  However, the intention to exit 

precedes the actual decisions made.  An entrepreneur‘s intention to exit may strongly 

impact his/her subsequent decisions.  For instance, entrepreneurs who intend to exit 

through family succession may need to focus on developing stronger family bonds by 

investing more time in family relationships (DeTienne & Cardon, 2012).  
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 DeTienne and Cardon (2012) suggest that individual attributes of the entrepreneur 

are likely to influence his/her intention to exit the venture.  Intentions to exit a venture are 

higher for entrepreneurs who face more task and goal conflicts (Collewaert, 2012). 

Additionally, size and performance of the firm, the involvement of family and how the 

owner entered the business also predict intentions to exit by selling the business (Battisti 

& Okamuro, 2010).  

Well-being of an Entrepreneur  

Although research in well-being has been on the increase, defining well-being 

remains a challenge (Dodge, Daly, Huyton, & Sanders, 2012). In part, the interchanging 

use of well-being and quality of life in literature has been blamed for conceptually 

muddying the attempt to define well-being (Morrow & Mayall, 2009). Howell et al. 

(2016) define well-being as a state of positive mental health.  

Well-being is considered so important that the World Health Organization (WHO) 

has recently launched an app with which people can track their mental health.  The 

mental health gap action program (mhGAP) ―provides non-specialized health-care 

providers with access to comprehensive information to help them diagnose and treat a 

range of mental, neurological and substance use (MNS) disorders including depression, 

epilepsy and dementia from their tablets or mobile phones‖ (World Health Organization 

[WHO], 2017) and is available for free download on their website. 
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According to Wiklund et al. (2016), well-being is important both as a vital 

individual phenomenon, and as an indication of socio-economic progress which 

constitutes an important social resource. It is a multidimensional concept that covers  

various human experiences and conditions such as life satisfaction, positive affect, 

vitality, meaning, purpose, self-esteem, optimism, and positive engagement (Wiklund et 

al., 2016).  

The entrepreneur‘s role in entrepreneurship is undebated.  Without the 

entrepreneur, there can be no entrepreneurship.  It is therefore important to consider their 

well-being, as it can impact their level of functioning.  According to Rauch and Frese 

(2007), the founder‘s individual contribution to the performance of a venture 

performance is substantial, particularly in the early stages of the business. Bentlage 

(2017) notes that while most entrepreneurs may not be aware of the impact, their ability 

to function well and the consequent success of their venture is dependent upon their 

personal health.  This view is supported by Cardon and Patel (2015) who suggest that 

entrepreneurs may sometimes have to trade their health for the wealth they create. 

Others have also suggested that when an entrepreneur‘s well-being is impaired, it 

could result in the failure of the venture (Shepherd, Marchisio, Morrish, Deacon, & 

Miles, 2010).  When entrepreneurs experience role stress, they are more prone to 

experience burnout, and burnout has a negative impact on organizational commitment, 

organizational satisfaction, and relative perceived firm performance (Shepherd et al., 
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2010). Thus, well-being is an important asset and resource for entrepreneurs and those 

who benefit from their efforts.  Three different dimensions of well-being have been found 

to constitute an entrepreneur‘s well-being—subjective, psychological, and 

entrepreneurial well-being (Shir, 2015). 

Subjective well-being. Subjective well-being has been defined as individuals‘ 

cognitive and affective evaluations of their life (Diener, Lucas, & Oishi, 2009). 

According to Diener et al. (2009), such evaluations include people‘s emotional reactions 

to events that occur around them, as well as their cognitive judgements of satisfaction and 

fulfilment, hence their conclusion that subjective well-being is a broad concept which 

includes experiences of positive emotions, low levels of negative emotions, and great 

satisfaction in life. Subjective well-being falls within the hedonic viewpoint which 

considers well-being to be based on people‘s ability to minimize pain and maximize 

pleasure (Albuquerque, 2010). The hedonic perspective focuses on subjective well-

being—the presence of positive affect and greater life satisfaction, as well as the absence 

of negative affect (Diener, 2000). Subjective well-being is therefore commonly measured 

as life satisfaction (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; Diener et al., 2009) 

 Interest in subjective well-being research developed partly in response to the 

overwhelming emphasis on negative emotions in the field of psychology (Diener, Suh, 

Lucas, & Smith, 1999). Researchers who examine subjective well-being recognize that 

people‘s quality of life cannot be measured or defined simply by examining social 
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indicators (Diener & Suh, 1997). Subjective well-being is a broad category of phenomena 

which includes an individual‘s emotional responses, domain satisfactions, and global 

judgments of life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1999). It ―consists of three interrelated 

components: life satisfaction, pleasant affect, and unpleasant affect.  Affect refers to 

pleasant and unpleasant moods and emotions, whereas life satisfaction refers to a 

cognitive sense of satisfaction with life‖ (Diener & Suh, 1997, p. 200). 

 Subjective well-being results from people‘s efforts to minimize pain and maximize 

pleasure, and is influenced by genetics, circumstances around one‘s life, and a person‘s 

goal-directed behavior (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005). Subjective well-being 

involves both the absence of negative emotions and the presence of positive ones (Diener 

& Chan, 2011). ―Thus, a person is said to have high [subjective well-being] if she or he 

experiences life satisfaction and frequent joy, and only infrequently experiences 

unpleasant emotions such as sadness or anger.  Contrariwise, a person is said to have low 

[subjective well-being] if she or he is dissatisfied with life, experiences little joy and 

affection and frequently feels negative emotions such as anger or anxiety" (Diener, Suh, 

& Oishi, 1997, p. 25). 

 Several factors have been found to impact people‘s subjective well-being. Kross et 

al. (2013) found that use of technology such as Facebook could result in declining 

subjective well-being among young people.  Whereas social networking sites have been 

used to make social connections to fill some basic human need, the evidence presented by 
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Kross et al. (2013) suggests a negative effect on subjective well-being. Poor health, 

separation, unemployment, and absence of social networks also have a negative 

association with subjective well-being (Dolan, Peasgood, & White, 2008). On the other 

hand, social support and emotional intelligence have been shown to significantly predict 

subjective well-being, explaining over 40% of the variance (Gallagher & Vella-Brodrick, 

2008). Perceived health status, religion variables, income, ethnicity and social capital 

variables emerged as predictors of happiness and life satisfaction among Ghanaians 

(Addai, Opoku-Agyeman, & Amanfu, 2014). 

 In entrepreneurship research, subjective well-being has been examined in the 

context of determining its predictors among entrepreneurs, whether entrepreneurs are 

happy in their chosen career path, and the impact of their subjective well-being on the 

performance of their ventures.  Use of business networks has been found to predict 

subjective well-being among entrepreneurs, although the relationship is fully mediated by 

their self-efficacy and resilience (Newman, Ucbasaran, Mole, & Subramanian, 2015). 

Generally, entrepreneurs have been portrayed to experience a higher degree of job 

satisfaction compared to regular employees (Sevä, Vinberg, Nordenmark, & Strandh, 

2016). However, with respect to subjective well-being, findings have been mixed.  While 

some found that the well-being of entrepreneurs exceeds the well-being of the general 

adult population (Zbierowski, 2015), others have demonstrated that entrepreneurs may 

not be so different from others (Chay, 1993; Sevä et al., 2016) in terms of their subjective 
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well-being. Differences in the effects of personality traits on subjective well-being among 

entrepreneurs and employees were not found in a sample of employees and entrepreneurs 

from Sweden (Berglund, Johansson Sevä, & Strandh, 2016).  

 Other findings from the study of Sevä et al. (2016) show that economic growth is 

more important for the level of life satisfaction among entrepreneurs than among 

employees, and entrepreneurs with employees report a higher level of life satisfaction 

than those without employees.  Sherman, Randall, and Kauanui (2016) examined the 

relationship between entrepreneurs‘ subjective well-being and flow, productivity, and 

success and found that the entrepreneurs‘ well-being increased with the presence of flow, 

intrinsic definitions of success, and productivity.  Some have also conceptualized well-

being as a reward not just for the entrepreneurs but their household (Carter, 2011).  

Psychological well-being.  According to Houben, Van Den Noortgate, and 

Kuppens (2015), psychological well-being is ―a broad construct that involves either or 

both the presence of positive indicators of psychological adjustment such as positive 

emotionality, happiness, high self-esteem, or life satisfaction, and the absence of 

indicators of psychological maladjustment such as negative emotionality, 

psychopathological symptoms and diagnoses.‖(p. 901). Unlike subjective well-being 

which falls within the hedonic perspective, psychological well-being is commonly 

identified with the eudemonic movement (Shir, 2015). According to Albuquerque (2010), 

the eudemonic approach focuses on self-realization and meaning in life, and the extent to 
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which people fully integrate these into their lives. Based on existing literature, Shir 

(2015) notes that from an eudemonic perspective, well-being stems from one‘s personal 

fulfillment and expressiveness (Waterman, 1993) and self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 

2008; Ryan & Deci, 2000b), and other factors such as personal development, self-

actualization, or from being fully functional.  

 Psychological well-being is generally associated with the works of Ryff (1989); 

Ryff and Keyes (1995) and Ryan and Deci (2000b, 2002). Specifically, the self-

determination theory proposed by Ryan and Deci (2000b) has been extensively adopted 

in studies of psychological well-being. According to the self-determination theory, 

psychological well-being occurs when the basic human needs of autonomy, capability 

and relatedness are met.  Autonomy denotes a person‘s need to feel that their behavior 

and the result of such behavior is dictated by their own actions and not some external 

inducement.  Competence refers to a people‘s need to feel effective and capable of 

expressing their capacity (Ryan & Deci, 2002). Relatedness on the other hand entails 

feeling connected to, caring for, and being cared for by others (Johnston & Finney, 2010; 

Ryan & Deci, 2002). Meeting these needs is postulated to result in growth, integration, 

and optimum functioning (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). 

 Just as hedonic well-being is commonly operationalized as life satisfaction, a 

common operationalization of eudemonic well-being is vitality-an affective construct that 

refers to the subjective feeling of being energetic and alive (Hahn, Frese, Binnewies, & 
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Schmitt, 2012). However, some have argued that vitality carries elements of both hedonic 

and of eudemonic well-being (Boehm & Kubzansky, 2012). 

 In entrepreneurship, psychological well-being has not been studied as extensively as 

subjective well-being (Shir, 2015). Recently, one study examined psychological well-

being from the perspective of coping with the stressful conditions that entrepreneurs face 

(Uy et al., 2013).  According to their study, the use of avoidance coping predicted better 

psychological well-being in the immediate period for more experienced entrepreneurs, 

while the opposite held true for entrepreneurs with less prior start-up experience.  

 As a rewarding but stressful career path (Uy et al., 2013), entrepreneurship is 

associated with conditions that entrepreneurs need to cope with. Psychological well-being 

as an outcome of such successful coping therefore fits within the entrepreneurship 

literature.  As noted by Hahn et al. (2012), entrepreneurs should be particularly inclined 

to take advantage of their affective well-being to perform behaviors that benefit their 

businesses (Hahn et al., 2012). Drawing on earlier studies on the role of affect in 

entrepreneurship (Baron, 2008), Hahn et al. (2012) suggest that psychological well-being 

be given proper consideration in entrepreneurship since ―affect influences whether and 

how entrepreneurs recognize opportunities, acquire human and financial resources for 

their ventures, and respond effectively in highly dynamic environments‖ (Hahn et al., 

2012, p. 100). 



 

33 

 

Entrepreneurial well-being.  Recently, there has been a call for well-being of 

entrepreneurs to be used as one of the primary indicators of entrepreneurial success 

(Zbierowski, 2015). In addition to the two existing dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s well-

being (psychological and subjective well-being), the concept of entrepreneurial well-

being was recently introduced by Shir (2015) as a third dimension, although previous 

studies had used the term ―entrepreneurial well-being‖ to denote the subjective or 

psychological well-being of people involved in entrepreneurship (Saiz-Alvarez, Martínez, 

& Martínez, 2014). Shir (2015) suggests that an entrepreneur‘s well-being is made up of 

three distinct but related dimensions – subjective, psychological, and entrepreneurial 

well-being. 

 While common sense may suggest that the stress that entrepreneurs face would 

result in lower levels of well-being, the ability to overcome and cope with stress can 

result in well-being.  According to (Saiz-Alvarez et al., 2014), the greater the number of 

obstacles entrepreneurs overcome on the road to success, the greater their feelings of 

well-being once entrepreneurial success is achieved. 

 Entrepreneurial well-being as ―a positive mental state that reflects entrepreneurs‘ 

affective and cognitive experiences of engagement in venture creation.‖ (Shir, 2015, p. 

74), suggesting that it is different from the general concept of subjective well-being. Shir 

(2015) argued that ―EWB is a distinctive and important entrepreneurial outcome; a state of 

positive mental wellness emanating from the process of venture creation, with the potential 
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to strongly impact individuals‘ psychology, behavior, and performance in entrepreneurship‖ 

(p. 75). The importance of entrepreneurial well-being is therefore seen in its conception as 

both an outcome and a predictor of the behavior of the entrepreneur.  Without the 

entrepreneur, there can be no entrepreneurship, hence it is valuable to examine constructs 

which help in our understanding of both the process of entrepreneurship, as well as the 

behavior of the initiators of entrepreneurship (entrepreneurs). 

Resilience in Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial Resilience 

 According to Hagy (2017), you cannot be resilient unless you have been challenged 

because it is the irritation that forces a pearl into existence. Resilience is essentially derived 

from encountering challenges.  In order to effectively articulate resilience in 

entrepreneurship, it is necessary to understand the challenges that entrepreneurs face. 

As noted, entrepreneurs are typically viewed as the subjects of job stress due to 

the challenges they encounter in starting and operating their businesses.  The rate of 

failure is so high in entrepreneurship that a career in entrepreneurship has been described 

as a choice that does not pay on the average (Koellinger, Minniti, & Schade, 2007). Such 

failure can impact the entrepreneur, their venture, and the society at large.  For the 

entrepreneur, failure comes with emotional costs (Khelil & Helene, 2014). Employees of 

the firm may lose their jobs and the associated benefits such as health coverage.  For 

society, the benefits of entrepreneurship such as job creation and improved standards of 
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living may be lost.  Hence, it is important to understand what makes ventures fail in order 

to avoid failure. 

The context in which entrepreneurs have to operate is characterized by certain 

challenges whose impact ranges from low to high.  Although the degree to which 

entrepreneurs encounter these challenges vary, it is unlikely that all entrepreneurs face 

these challenges at one point or the other in the course of their entrepreneurial journey. 

Researchers have identified several high-impact factors that affect entrepreneurs and their 

businesses.  For instance, Lussier (1996) identified undercapitalization and high fixed cost, 

slow economic activity/recession, and creditor problems as the top three high-impact factors 

that lead to firm failure. Other studies such as Oparanma, Hamilton, and Zep-Opibi (2010) 

suggest that inadequate infrastructure is another high-impact factor that could lead to a 

firm‘s failure. Lack of institutional support has also been blamed for firm failure (Arasti, 

Zandi, & Bahmani, 2014).  Following the work of Lussier (1996), I will discuss high-impact 

challenges and the methodology used to identify them in existing literature in chapter four. I 

now turn to a discussion on the ability of entrepreneurs to be resilient to these high-

impact challenges. 

 Resilience has been defined in several ways by different authors.  According to 

Connor and Davidson (2003), ―resilience embodies personal qualities that enable one to 

thrive in the face of adversity‖ (p. 76). Luthar, Cicchetti, and Becker (2000) also define it as 

―a dynamic process encompassing positive adaptation within the context of significant 
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adversity.‖ (p. 543).  Similarly, Lee and Cranford (2008) define it as ―the capacity of 

individuals to cope successfully with significant change, adversity, or risk‖ (p. 213). 

Notably, these definitions suggest three common themes, namely adversity, risk, and 

positive adaptation.  Given the uncertainty and high-impact challenges that are unique to the 

field of entrepreneurship, one can see why resilience has been identified as a competence 

necessary for success and well-being in entrepreneurship (Morris et al., 2013). 

 While some may argue that resilience is resilience regardless of the context, I posit 

that context matters with regards to resilience.  Research has shown that passion is not 

always passion, and Cardon and her colleagues (2009) have delineated entrepreneurial 

passion from the general construct of passion.  In a similar fashion, Bird (1988) has 

delineated entrepreneurial intention from the general construct of intention. Self-efficacy has 

also been shown to be dependent upon context hence the development of entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy as a separate construct (Chen et al., 1998).  

Previous studies examining resilience have argued that it is highly contextual in 

nature (Carpenter, Walker, Anderies, & Abel, 2001), so problems of measurement could 

arise when one attempts to measure context-specific resilience with general measures of 

resilience (Quinlan, Berbés-Blázquez, Haider, & Peterson, 2016). Hence, when researchers 

attempt to understand resilience as a construct that is helpful in situations of adversity such 

as war (Bullough & Renko, 2013), it would appear that resilience is based on external or 

environmental conditions that can also affect other aspects of life. However, for a better 
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understanding of resilience in entrepreneurship, there is need to evaluate it based on 

conditions that are specific to entrepreneurship.  Therefore, beyond existing research on 

resilience in entrepreneurship which tends to adopt definitions of general resilience in 

entrepreneurship studies (Ayala & Manzano, 2014; Bullough & Renko, 2013), there is the 

need to define entrepreneurial resilience based on the context of entrepreneurship.  

As with entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial self-efficacy, entrepreneurial 

resilience can be conceived of as a separate construct from the general construct of 

resilience given that there are several high-impact challenges that are specific to the field of 

entrepreneurship.  Entrepreneurial contexts are vital in defining entrepreneurial concepts.  

For instance, entrepreneurial well-being has been defined as ―context-specific subjective 

well-being in entrepreneurship‖ (Shir, 2015, p. 108). Additionally, resilience studies have 

examined different groups such as entrepreneurs, children, adults, older people, and military 

(Ayala & Manzano, 2014; Bonanno, 2005; Hayman, Kerse, & Consedine, 2017; Masten, 

Best, & Garmezy, 1990), suggesting that resilience as a construct could be contextual in 

nature.  

Although previous definitions of entrepreneurial resilience have been proffered, I 

suggest a new definition which captures the specific context of entrepreneurship.  For 

instance, Bulmash (2016) defines entrepreneurial resilience as ―the entrepreneur‘s capacity 

to overcome particularly difficult circumstances‖ (p. 1). This definition appears rather broad 

and applicable in any setting, entrepreneurial or not. Buang (2012) also defined 
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entrepreneurial resilience as ―1) the ability to cope well with high levels of on-going 

disruptive change of the surroundings towards their business; 2) sustain good health and 

energy when under constant pressure of various business problems; 3) bounce back the 

business with acceptable means from setbacks; 4) overcome business adversities; 5) change 

to a new way of working and managing the business when the other way is no longer 

possible and do all this without acting in dysfunctional or harmful ways‖ (pp. 318-319). 

While this definition is more comprehensive than the one offered by Bulmash (2016), it 

does not clearly explicate the consequences that entrepreneurial resilience guards the 

entrepreneur against.  

 What then is entrepreneurial resilience?  I define entrepreneurial resilience as the 

ability of an entrepreneur to positively adapt and recover from any high-impact challenge 

that has the capacity to result in any form of failure such as liquidation, bankruptcy, or 

closure of the business [emphasis added].  This definition suggests that a person who is 

ordinarily resilient with regards to major negative events in their lives will still need to have 

entrepreneurial resilience, given the unique challenges that they will face in the 

entrepreneurial setting.  Entrepreneurial resilience as defined above enables entrepreneurs to 

adapt and recover from the high-impact challenges and increase their odds of success. 

 The need for entrepreneurial resilience cuts across different types of entrepreneurs.  

Even when ventures are founded for social reasons rather than financial considerations, 

entrepreneurs are still prone to facing high-impact challenges that they will need to recover 
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from.  For instance, Bulmash (2016) pointed out that despite the fact that many 

entrepreneurs are motivated to found firms for non-financial reasons, financial adversity 

has been identified as one of the most dominant causes of stress for entrepreneurs. 

Clearly, entrepreneurial resilience is beneficial to all kinds of entrepreneur, since no one 

lives a frictionless life where nothing ever gets in their way, but in the end, only those who 

are resilient discover the ―pearl‖ (Hagy, 2017).  

Additionally, entrepreneurial resilience is a competency that can be developed, 

making it even more valuable (Luthans, Luthans, & Luthans, 2004). As previously 

argued, entrepreneurship is marked by various challenges that one may not encounter in 

daily life.  Yet, in the face of these challenges, many entrepreneurs have founded firms 

which have risen above the tide and defied the odds to survive and thrive.  While some may 

argue that such success is attributable to luck, research has shown that there are 

competencies that entrepreneurs need in order to achieve such success (Colombo & Grilli, 

2005; Morris et al., 2013; Mueller, Wolfe, & Syed, 2017; Rasmussen, Mosey, & Wright, 

2011) and entrepreneurial resilience falls within this category of competencies. 

In this study, the distinctiveness of entrepreneurial resilience from other related 

entrepreneurial constructs such as entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial self-

efficacy will be shown by validating a measure of entrepreneurial resilience—the 

Entrepreneurial Resilience Scale.  Details of the scale validation process will be provided 

in Chapter 4. 
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Self-efficacy and Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy 

Bandura‘s self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977, 1997) is applicable in evaluating 

the degree to which people feel they can or cannot engage or persist in entrepreneurship. 

The self-efficacy theory is based on his original social cognitive theory.  Bandura 

developed the theory of self-efficacy specifically to explain and predict psychological 

changes achieved by various types of treatments.  According to the theory, psychological 

treatments are useful for changing the level and strength of people‘s belief in their ability 

to achieve certain things, referred to as their self-efficacy.  ―People fear and tend to avoid 

threatening situations they believe exceed their coping skills, whereas they get involved 

in activities and behave assuredly when they judge themselves capable of handling 

situations that would otherwise be intimidating.  Not only can perceived self-efficacy 

have directive influence on choice of activities and settings, but, through expectations of 

eventual success, it can affect coping efforts once they are initiated‖ (Bandura, 1977, p. 

194). 

This implies that when people do not consider themselves to possess the 

necessary skills or knowledge needed for success in entrepreneurship, they are likely to 

fear and avoid entrepreneurship due to their perceived inability to cope with the demands 

of starting and running one‘s own business.  The sense of stability and security that a paid 

job offers would then be more appealing to them than the idea of becoming 
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entrepreneurs.  Conversely, when people feel they have the skills and knowledge to 

succeed in entrepreneurship, they are more likely to report entrepreneurial intentions.  

Bandura (1997) outlined four major sources of information which serve as ways 

of influencing and increasing self-efficacy: performance accomplishments, which are tied 

to a person‘s mastery experiences; vicarious experiences which result from watching 

others perform threatening activities without negative outcomes; verbal persuasion which 

involves a persuader providing encouragement; and physiological states which are based 

on people‘s evaluation of the initiating conditions. A person‘s belief in their 

entrepreneurial capabilities can be changed by any of the four types of interventions 

proposed by Bandura (1997). 

In a separate work, Bandura, and his associates (1977) tested the theory of self-

efficacy to determine if it helped explain and predict the possibility of people changing 

their behavior in the context of snake phobia.  Based on the treatment adopted in the 

study, the authors ended up with results indicating high correlations between self-efficacy 

and post-treatment behavior toward the snake.  More recently, Bandura and Locke (2003) 

showed that perceived self-efficacy and personal goals augment a person‘s motivation 

and performance attainments, suggesting that a person‘s motivation and performance in 

entrepreneurship could also be explained by their perceived self-efficacy. As noted by 

Zhao et al. (2005), self-efficacy is a motivational construct which has been shown to 

influence a person‘s choice of activities, goal levels, persistence, and performance in a 
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range of contexts.  Bandura (1989) also made it clear that the self-efficacy theory is 

domain specific and contextual.  Consequently, a person high in self-efficacy on one task 

could be low in self-efficacy on another task.  For this study, entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

will be considered the specific type to be measured.  

In entrepreneurship, the concept of self-efficacy is an important one, as people 

must believe in their ability to overcome challenges, they encounter in entrepreneurship 

to even start the business.  It is a highly relevant psychological construct in 

entrepreneurship research and as a domain-specific construct distinct from general self-

efficacy (Newman, Obschonka, Schwarz, Cohen, & Nielsen, 2018). Entrepreneurial self-

efficacy refers to the degree to which an individual believes they are capable of 

successfully performing the roles and responsibilities associated with entrepreneurship 

(Boyd & Vozikis, 1994) and research findings suggest that entrepreneurs are generally 

high in self-efficacy (Baron, Mueller, & Wolfe, 2016). According to Chen et al. (1998),  

five factors make up entrepreneurial self-efficacy—marketing, innovation, management, 

risk-taking, and financial control—and they argue that these factors distinguish an 

entrepreneur from a manager. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy has been identified as the 

single largest predictor of entrepreneurial intentions and consequent behavior, and a 

significant predictor of venture success (Chandler & Jansen, 1997; Krecar & Coric, 

2013). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy has also emerged as a strong predictor of what goals 

entrepreneurs will set for their ventures once they launch the business (Baron, Franklin, & 
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Hmieleski, 2016).  High levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy have been shown to be 

related to venture revenue and employment growth (Baum & Locke, 2004; Zhao, Seibert, 

& Lumpkin, 2010).  

Several studies have also found a positive relationship between entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intentions (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Hsu et al., 2018; 

Piperopoulos & Dimov, 2015; Wilson, Kickul, & Marlino, 2007; Zhao et al., 2005) such 

that a person‘s belief in their ability to engage in entrepreneurial behavior leads to their 

indication of intention to carry out such behavior. Specifically, entrepreneurial self-

efficacy is positively related to starting a venture, and positively related to persisting in 

the venture even when things look bleak (Cardon & Kirk, 2013). It has also been found to 

be positively related to intentions to grow one‘s venture or actual venture growth 

(Douglas, 2013; Kolvereid & Isaksen, 2017). 

Summary 

 Entrepreneurs‘ decisions to grow their ventures are driven by their intentions and 

motivations.  These intentions are, however, impacted by the well-being of the 

entrepreneurs.  Specifically, their subjective, psychological, and entrepreneurial well-

being can affect how they feel towards the venture, and the resulting intentions.  While 

some may choose to grow the venture, others may decide to maintain the status quo or 

exit the ventures.  
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 These intentions may also be impacted by factors other than their well-being.  

Entrepreneurial resilience and entrepreneurial self-efficacy may impact the process 

through which well-being impacts their intentions to grow their ventures.  Having 

entrepreneurial resilience and entrepreneurial self-efficacy may grant them access to 

necessary resources to keep up with the changes in the entrepreneurial environment and 

manage the high-impact challenges they face along their path.  

 The following chapter provides theoretical arguments and hypotheses regarding 

these suggested relationships and associations. 
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CHAPTER 3: THEORIES AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

Chapter Overview 

Against the background that entrepreneurship can be challenging and stressful, 

this chapter relies on theories of motivation and positive psychology to develop 18 

hypotheses.  Well-being acts as a natural motivator (Howell et al., 2016) which can lead 

people to make certain decisions and pursue certain goals. Further, the broaden-and-build 

theory developed by Fredrickson (1998, 2001) proposes that positive emotions broaden 

individuals‘ thought-action repertoires and build their personal resources (Fredrickson, 

2004). This theoretical background forms the basis of the argument in this chapter that 

entrepreneurs‘ well-being impacts the decisions they make regarding their ventures.  

Specifically, it is argued that their intentions to grow their firms will be impacted by their 

well-being.  

The nature of the entrepreneurial environment suggests that the entrepreneur has a 

lot to cope with.  Despite the assertion that entrepreneurship is both important and 

relevant to the economy (Schumpeter, 1934; Van Praag & Versloot, 2008), 

entrepreneurship has never been conceived of as a smooth ride. Uncertainty is the name 

of the game, and those who are unable to navigate the difficulties that come with 

entrepreneurship may find themselves out of the game sooner than they anticipated.  

Given factors such as the liability of newness (Djupdal & Westhead, 2015; Freeman, 

Carroll, & Hannan, 1983; Stinchcombe, 1965) and liability of smallness (Hunt, Hunt, 
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Ortiz-Hunt, & Ortiz-Hunt, 2017; Partanen, Chetty, & Rajala, 2014), and high-impact 

challenges (Awotoye & Singh, 2017) that characterize entrepreneurial settings and affect 

the entrepreneur, the possibility of stress and even failure in entrepreneurship should not 

be viewed as an unexpected event. 

The ability to cope is therefore vital in entrepreneurship, given that 

entrepreneurship is filled with uncertainty and it is impossible to know the outcomes of 

entrepreneurial endeavors a priori (Jenkins, Wiklund, & Brundin, 2014). Coping refers to 

the feelings and behaviors that help one to manage both internal and external demands of 

situations that are considered to be stressful (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004). By 

conceptualizing it as a process, Lazarus and Folkman (1987) recognize that it is subject to 

change rather than being static or stable as a trait. Similarly, its contextual nature also 

suggests that it is influenced by a person‘s evaluation of both the demands of the situation 

and the resources at their disposal for managing them (Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-

Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986).  

Even though some have opined that entrepreneurs encounter relatively less stress 

than the general population (Baron, Franklin, & Hmieleski, 2016), abundant research 

suggests that the entrepreneurial environment is still challenging and stressful (Ahmad & 

Xavier, 2010; Cardon & Patel, 2015; Grant & Ferris, 2012; Jensen, 2012; Subashini, 

2016). Entrepreneurs must therefore cope with these stressful conditions that they 

encounter in their entrepreneurial journey to attain the success they desire.  
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As noted by Howell and her associates (2016), people who are coping with an 

illness often lack the capacity and resources to focus on anything beyond their recovery.  

While the stress associated with entrepreneurship is not necessarily the same as an illness, 

entrepreneurship research suggests that business owners have to cope with certain things.  

For instance, Cardon and Patel (2015) suggest that entrepreneurs may have to trade off  

their health for the wealth they help create and derive from their ventures. Healthy people 

have been shown to be more likely to take on new challenges and be motivated to strive 

towards happiness and success (Fredrickson, 2013; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). In the face 

of scarce resources, economists suggest that there would be an opportunity cost to 

choosing a particular course of action (Raiklin & Uyar, 1996; Shah, Shafir, & 

Mullainathan, 2015). Entrepreneurs may therefore lack the capacity to focus on both their 

health and their venture at the same time, suggesting a possible link between their well-

being and the decisions they make regarding growing the venture.  

Broaden-and-Build Theory 

To elucidate the relationship between an entrepreneur‘s well-being and his/her 

intentions to grow the venture, I draw on a theory in positive psychology—the broaden-

and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001). The broaden-and-build theory was developed for 

examining the role of positive emotions in broadening the way people think and behave.  

It appears particularly relevant for this study which seeks to understand the process 

through which the well-being of an entrepreneur impacts his/her entrepreneurial 
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intentions.  Given findings that a 3:1 ratio of positive to negative emotions leads to high 

levels of functioning (Avey, Wernsing, & Luthans, 2008), and positive emotions result in 

improved decision making (Chuang, 2007), it is necessary to consider the role well-being 

plays in entrepreneurial decision making. 

 Prior research suggested that negative emotions outnumbered positive emotions 

by about three times (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988) and had thus received more attention in 

literature (De Rivera, Possell, Verette, & Weiner, 1989). Fredrickson (1998; 2001) 

therefore proposed a broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions to bridge that gap in 

psychology literature.  Specifically, Fredrickson (1998) focused on a subset of positive 

emotions such as joy, interest, contentment, and love which serve to broaden an 

individual‘s momentary thought–action repertoire, and consequently has the effect of 

building the physical, intellectual, and social resources of that individual.  

Joy, often interchangeably used with happiness (Fredrickson, 1998; Lazarus, 

1991), is a high-arousal positive emotion that emerges when a person‘s current 

circumstances present unexpected good fortune (Fredrickson, 2013). It can create the 

urge in a person to play and explore (Fredrickson, 1998). As a composite of life 

satisfaction, coping resources, and positive emotions, joy has potential to predict 

desirable life outcomes in many domains  (Cohn, Fredrickson, Brown, Mikels, & 

Conway, 2009).  
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A second positive emotion which motivates play, exploration, and learning, is 

interest.  It is sometimes interchangeably used with curiosity and arises in contexts 

considered to be safe and offering novelty, change, and a sense of possibility (Izard, 

1977). Interest is also associated with openness to new ideas, experiences, and actions, as 

exploration also increases an individual‘s knowledge base (Avey et al., 2008; 

Fredrickson, 2003). Contentment is another positive emotion that arises in conditions that 

are considered to be safe, requiring low effort, and having a high degree of certainty 

(Ellsworth & Smith, 1988). A fourth positive emotion, love, combines experiences of 

several other positive emotions, including joy, interest, and contentment, and inspires 

interactions which can broaden one‘s social resources over time (Fredrickson, 2004).  

Beyond broadening one‘s momentary thought–action repertoire, these positive 

emotions also subsequently help in building enduring personal resources which can be 

drawn upon later (Fredrickson, 1998). The outcomes of these positive emotions are wide 

and varied.  They have been credited for broadening cognition, and action as well as 

building physical, intellectual, and social resources (Fredrickson, 2001). Empirically, 

research hypotheses of the broaden-and-build theory have also been largely supported.  

For example, Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, and Finkel (2008) found support for the 

broaden-and-build hypotheses regarding building personal resources. Additionally, 

positive emotions have been found to increase life satisfaction through building resilience 

(Fredrickson, Tugade, Waugh, & Larkin, 2003). Other empirically supported hypotheses 
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regarding the broaden-and-build capabilities of positive emotions relate to scope of 

attention and thought-action repertoires (Fredrickson & Branigan, 2005); breadth of 

attentional selection (Rowe, Hirsh, & Anderson, 2007); emotional well-being 

(Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002); undoing the effects of negative emotions (Fredrickson, 

Mancuso, Branigan, & Tugade, 2000; Garland et al., 2010); as well as speed of recovery 

from the cardiovascular sequelae of negative emotions (Fredrickson & Levenson, 1998).  

Considering the weight of evidence in favor of the broaden-and-build theory, I 

argue that it is reliable for explicating the well-being-intentions argument.  In the context 

of the current study, broaden refers to the ability of entrepreneurs to generate and expand 

their own thought-action repertoires and to arrive at creative solutions to the novel 

problems they encounter in their entrepreneurial journey (Hayward, Forster, Sarasvathy, 

& Fredrickson, 2010). Build on the other hand refers to ―the ability of the resulting 

extensive thought-action repertoires to enable them generate intellectual, physical, and 

social resources‖ (Hayward et al., 2010, p. 2) that they can draw on when they need to 

grow their ventures. 

The overarching argument I seek to make is that entrepreneurs who experience 

well-being will be more likely to indicate intentions to grow their ventures.  Based on the 

broaden-and-build theory and the assertion that well-being acts as a motivator, I proceed 

to lay out the arguments in the following sections. 
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Subjective Well-being and Venture Growth Intentions 

While subjective well-being has been defined in different ways, it is most simply 

recognized by its characteristic of positively judging one‘s life and feeling good about 

life (Veenhoven, 2008). Subjective well-being is a broad category of phenomena which 

includes an individual‘s emotional responses, domain satisfactions, and global judgments 

of life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1999). It is composed of people's appraisals of their 

lives, including positive affect and negative affect and their life satisfaction (Tov & 

Diener, 2009). According to Diener et al. (1999), rather than being a specific construct, 

subjective well-being is better defined as a general area of scientific interest. 

Expanding on this earlier work, Diener, Lucas, and Oishi (2002) defined it as a 

people‘s cognitive and affective evaluation of their life which includes both emotional 

reactions to events and cognitive judgments of satisfaction and fulfilment. It is the overall 

internal state of mental wellness (Shir, 2015). Subjective well-being results from people‘s 

efforts to minimize pain and maximize pleasure, and is influenced by genetics, 

circumstances around one‘s life, and a person‘s goal-directed behavior (Lyubomirsky et 

al., 2005) 

Several studies have evaluated the predictors of subjective well-being.  In a 

review of the economic literature on the factors that are associated with well-being, 

Dolan et al. (2008) found that poor health, separation, unemployment, and absence of 

social networks all have a negative association with subjective well-being.  
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Conversely, social support and emotional intelligence have been shown to 

significantly predict subjective well-being, explaining over 40% of the variance 

(Gallagher & Vella-Brodrick, 2008). High income, individualism, human rights, and 

societal equality were also found to correlate with one another and with subjective well-

being  in a sample drawn from 55 nations (Diener, Diener, & Diener, 1995). 

Subjective well-being involves both the absence of negative emotions and the 

presence of positive ones (Diener & Chan, 2011). ―Thus, a person is said to have high 

[subjective well-being] if she or he experiences life satisfaction and frequent joy, and 

only infrequently experiences unpleasant emotions such as sadness or anger.  

Contrariwise, a person is said to have low [subjective well-being] if she or he is 

dissatisfied with life, experiences little joy and affection and frequently feels negative 

emotions such as anger or anxiety" (Diener et al., 1997, p. 25). 

In the context of entrepreneurship, Shir (2015) proposed that subjective well-

being represents a component of the entrepreneur‘s well-being, and represents both 

positive feelings and evaluations as well as psychological functions. He further argued 

that the positive and negative affect that underlie the structure of subjective well-being 

are related to the basic experience of moods, emotions, and feelings.  Whereas moods are 

generally conceptualized as being an unconscious affective state that requires no trigger, 

emotions are considered to be more intense and prone to triggers (Shir, 2015). Emotions 

also tend to result in changes in one‘s behavior, physiology, and must be felt.  Emotions 
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and moods are together termed affect (Diener et al., 1999). Feelings are however more 

complicated, combining both affect and cognitions.  

In examining subjective well-being, researchers have converged on the idea that 

the affective portion of subjective well-being is most appropriately defined and studied as 

the ratio of positive to negative affective experiences based on the frequency of 

occurrence rather than intensity (Shir, 2015).  

Outcomes of subjective well-being include improved health and longevity (Diener 

& Chan, 2011), social relationships, good citizenship, and productivity at work 

(Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). Research in organizational psychology also shows that happy 

workers are more productive workers and better organizational citizens (Böckerman & 

Ilmakunnas, 2012) hence they are more likely than their unhappy counterparts to remain 

with the organization (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002). The evidence suggesting that 

subjective well-being is good for nations and organizations is well documented (Diener, 

Oishi, & Lucas, 2015), yet there is little that has been done to account for the direct 

outcomes of subjective well-being for entrepreneurs (with the exception of Pauley, 2017). 

When one considers that entrepreneurship is challenging and uncertain, the 

importance of subjective well-being in entrepreneurship becomes clearer.  Being an 

entrepreneur is more challenging than being an employee (Shir, 2015), involving several 

decisions and behaviors that regular employment may not involve. Hence, how 

entrepreneurs feel about their mental health is likely to predict their subsequent 
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entrepreneurial decisions and behaviors.  For instance, Pauley (2017) recently found that 

poor mental well-being was a significant predictor of entrepreneurs‘ intention to quit their 

ventures, with both stress and economic factors found to be the primary determinants 

impacting the mental well-being of the entrepreneur within the exit process. Furthermore, 

the well-being of the entrepreneurs in his study significantly improved upon completing 

the exit process.  As Shir (2015) rightly stated, ―By virtue of its goal-directedness, 

complexity, and uncertainty, as well as the intensity and dynamics of its actions, 

entrepreneurship is very likely to influence and be influenced by a range of well-being 

affective phenomena‖ (p. 62).  He identified entrepreneurship as a goal-directed behavior 

which is complex, difficult, and uncertain, requiring continuous learning.  Such learning 

will aid in their ability to respond to the changes and uncertainty around them. 

Subjective well-being refers to people‘s evaluations of their own lives and 

includes both their cognitive judgments of satisfaction and their affective appraisals of 

moods and emotions (Shir, 2015).  Subjective well-being involving positive emotions 

will not only broaden the momentary thought-action repertoires of entrepreneurs but also 

enable them build necessary resources over time which can help them deal with the 

challenges of the entrepreneurial environment.  

Fredrickson (2001) suggests that positive emotions such as joy (more broadly 

conceptualized as happiness), interest, contentment and love broaden a person‘s 

awareness and encourages them to be creative, impulsive, as well as exploratory in their 
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thoughts and actions.  Furthermore, positive emotions have been shown to alter people‘s 

mindsets (Fredrickson & Losada, 2005). They also result in increased intuition (Bolte, 

Goschke, & Kuhl, 2003). From an organizational perspective, Fredrickson (2003) 

suggests that the benefits of positive emotions can impact both employee and 

organizational functional.  

 Given that positive emotions are encased within the positive affect component of 

subjective well-being, the broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions is appropriate 

for helping us to understand the process through which subjective well-being impacts the 

decisions and behaviors of entrepreneurs. 

Entrepreneurs with positive emotions such as joy may be more likely to interpret 

such feelings as an indication that all is going well and there is no immediate threat from 

current situations (Baron, 2008). According to Baron (2008), affect influences several 

aspects of cognition and behaviors of entrepreneurs. Specifically, affect is proposed to 

influence the decision-making strategy that an individual adopts, and effective decision-

making becomes more important in entrepreneurial contexts which are characterized by 

high uncertainty, unpredictability, and intense time pressure.  Entrepreneurs face intense 

pressure and stress, working long hours, dealing with fierce competition, operating in 

highly dynamic environments, and often lacking sufficient resources to implement their 

plans and strategies (Baron, 2008). However, research suggests that the use of positive 

emotions can help alleviate the effects of these challenges by encouraging the adoption of 
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effective coping strategies rather than avoiding the problem (Fredrickson & Joiner, 

2002). Although attempt has been made to understand the role of affect in the 

entrepreneurial process by identifying its possible effect on entrepreneurial outcomes, it 

is still unknown how entrepreneurs‘ affect drives their intention to grow the ventures. 

 Venture growth is largely viewed as a good thing and has been typically considered 

a yardstick for measuring entrepreneurial success (Edelman, Brush, Manolova, & Greene, 

2010). Thus, growth intentions, which predict actual growth (Giotopoulos, Kontolaimou, & 

Tsakanikas, 2017), can be considered an indicator of future success. Growth intentions 

capture an essential characteristic of entrepreneurial behavior and are defined as the 

entrepreneurs‘ goal or aspiration for the growth trajectory they desire for their venture 

(Dutta & Thornhill, 2008). As earlier mentioned, growth intentions can be predicted by 

people‘s perception of their ability to control events and activities relating to growth.  

When entrepreneurs feel that they can access the necessary resources to actualize and 

manage the growth, they are likely to indicate growth intentions.  Positive emotions have 

been described as capable of enabling entrepreneurs to access necessary resources which 

can aid growth through their broadening and building effects.  In line with the broaden-

and-build theory, positive emotions will broaden the entrepreneur‘s thought-action 

repertoires, widening the array of thoughts and options that come to their minds 

(Fredrickson, 2004).  
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 An entrepreneur‘s positive emotions are encased and enhanced within and by 

subjective well-being since subjective well-being, or happiness, is a composite of one‘s 

life satisfaction, coping resources, and positive emotions which can predict desirable life 

outcomes in many domains (Cohn et al., 2009). Subjective well-being acts as a natural 

motivator (Howell et al., 2016) to pursue goals which one would otherwise turn away 

from in the absence of well-being. Subjective well-being can therefore serve both as a 

motivator to grow one‘s venture (Howell et al., 2016), as well as a source of resources 

which can be drawn upon at a later date. Based on the broaden-and-build theory, 

entrepreneurs who are experience subjective well-being will have a greater tendency to 

push the limits, explore, and take in new information (Fredrickson, 2004).  I therefore 

argue that the subjective well-being of an entrepreneur, which is indicative of positive 

emotions, will promote his/her intentions to grow the venture. 

I formally argue as follows: 

 Hypothesis 1: Subjective well-being is positively related to entrepreneurs‘ 

intentions to grow their ventures. 

Psychological Well-being and Venture Growth Intentions 

 Most research on psychological well-being links back to the classic work of 

Bradburn (1969). According to his work, ―an individual will be high in psychological 

well-being in the degree to which he has an excess of positive over negative affect and 

will be low in well-being in the degree to which negative affect predominates over 
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positive  (Bradburn, 1969, p. 9). While other scholars such as Ryff (1989) and Ryff and 

Keyes (1995) have criticized this approach to conceptualizing psychological well-being 

for its failure to actually define the construct, others have built on it to suggest that 

positive and negative affect are central to its definition (Diener & Suh, 1997).  

 Following Shir (2015), I adopt the self-determination theory approach to 

psychological well-being developed by Ryan and Deci (2000b) rather than the approach 

of Ryff (1989); Ryff and Keyes (1995). This is because the latter approach is largely 

driven by a clinical tradition while the former emanates from theories of human 

motivation and well-being.  

 Self-determination theory postulates that in order for psychological well-being to 

occur, the three basic needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness must be met 

(Johnston & Finney, 2010). Autonomy refers to people‘s need to feel that their behavior 

and the result of such behavior is determined by their own actions rather than some 

external stimulus.  Competence refers to the need to feel effective and capable of 

expressing one‘s capacity (Ryan & Deci, 2002), while relatedness entails feeling 

connected to, caring for, and being cared for by others (Johnston & Finney, 2010; Ryan 

& Deci, 2002). When these needs are met, Ryan and Deci (2000a) believe that human 

growth and integration result, and people are able to function and experience well-being. 

 As a theory of motivation, self-determination theory suggests that meeting the 

basic needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness could motivate people to pursue 
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goals which they otherwise would not pursue.  More broadly, a range of positive 

functioning such as the capability to deal effectively with the environment and achieve 

valued outcomes, the maintenance of significant and good relationships with other 

people, and experiencing one‘s behavior to be self-chosen and meaningful are postulated 

to result from meeting these basic needs (Shir, 2015). 

 Empirical evidence supports the hypothesis that meeting these needs indeed 

predicts desirable outcomes.  Niemiec and Ryan (2009) provided a review of the 

education literature on the role of the basic needs and concluded that meeting them 

facilitates learning as well as students‘ academic performance.  Promoting positive 

workplace outcomes was also found to be adequately predicted by meeting these needs 

(Howard, Gagne, Morin, & Van den Broeck, 2016). The theory was also supported in the 

context of physical activity (Gunnell, Crocker, Mack, Wilson, & Zumbo, 2014). Patients 

have also been shown to experience more volitional engagement in treatment and 

maintain outcomes better over time when their needs are supported in the course of their 

health care (Ryan, Patrick, Deci, & Williams, 2008). Sheldon and Elliot (1999) also 

found that meeting these needs mediated the effects of personal goal attainment and 

progress.  Self-determination theory has also been used to predict intention to continue in 

learning in work settings, as the meeting of the basic needs was found to facilitate the 

motivation to do so (Roca & Gagné, 2008). 
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 As humans, entrepreneurs also have these basic needs, hence when they are met, 

one can expect certain positive outcomes. Harter, Schmidt, and Keyes (2003) noted that 

positive emotional states can lead people to perceive themselves as growing, engaged, 

and productive in their work.  Entrepreneurs who experience psychological well-being 

are therefore likely to be more engaged and productive in their work due to the positive 

effects of having autonomy, feeling competent, and feeling connected to their work and 

cared for by those around them.  A result of this is that they are motivated to act, hence in 

line with Ryan and Deci's (2000b) assertion that motivation concerns all aspects of 

activation and intention such as energy, direction and persistence, I posit that 

entrepreneurs who experience psychological well-being will be motivated to grow their 

ventures. Similarly, the broadening effects of positive emotions such as joy, love, and 

interest could also be expected to be reflected through growth intentions of entrepreneurs 

who experience psychological well-being.  I formally argue as follows: 

 Hypothesis 2: Psychological well-being is positively related to entrepreneurs‘ 

intentions to grow their ventures. 

Entrepreneurial Well-being and Venture Growth Intention 

 The concept of entrepreneurial well-being was recently developed by Shir (2015) 

to distinguish it from other entrepreneurship concepts, arguing that it is a distinctive 

cognitive-affective phenomenon which plays a crucial role in entrepreneurship. Shir 

(2015) defined entrepreneurial well-being as ―a positive and distinctive mental state, 
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which reflects entrepreneurs‘ affective and cognitive experiences of engagement in 

entrepreneurship as the process of venture creation.  These experiences are characterized 

by positive judgments of the entrepreneurial life and good feelings about it‖ (Shir, 2015, 

p. 76).  

 According to him, entrepreneurial well-being is a significant state of mental 

wellness and it critically affects the cognition, motivation, and self-regulation of an 

individual involved in venture creation.  While the definition of entrepreneurial well-

being relied on the subjective well-being literature, it must be noted that its context 

specific nature suggests that its antecedents and outcomes could differ significantly from 

those of subjective well-being and satisfaction with life.  Additionally, entrepreneurial 

well-being represents both an antecedent and an outcome in the entrepreneurial journey 

(Shir, 2015), which may have the potential to impact the decisions and behaviors of 

entrepreneurs, as well as firm-level variables (Wiklund et al., 2016). 

 As pointed out in Shir‘s (2015) seminal work, ―EWB provides entrepreneurs with 

affective resources and cognitive information about their preferences, expectations, and 

progress in entrepreneurship, and hence represents an important antecedent variable in 

the entrepreneurial process rather than being simply an important outcome of 

entrepreneurial success.  Such information serves as an important reference criterion, 

affecting both actual motivation and the processes and outcomes of goal setting and goal 

striving‖ (Shir, 2015, p. 78).  
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 A consequence of this argument that entrepreneurial well-being is an antecedent 

variable in the entrepreneurial process is that it has potential to impact the decisions, 

behaviors, and intentions of entrepreneurs.  Particularly, entrepreneurial well-being has 

capacity to drive the aspirations, actual motivation, and goal setting of entrepreneurs, 

reflected through their intentions.  Entrepreneurial well-being as described by Shir (2015) 

will impact how entrepreneurs plan and mobilize the resources needed to expand their 

business. This suggests that entrepreneurial well-being may determine how entrepreneurs 

set goals regarding growing the venture.  

 Based on the previous discussions of the broaden-and-build theory as well as the 

self-determination theory, entrepreneurs who experience well-being are more likely to 

develop and be able to access the resources necessary for venture growth.  The positive 

emotions that characterize their well-being will not only broaden their mindset but also 

result in their developing and building capacity that they can later draw upon.  Hence, 

their intention to grow their ventures can be linked to the motivation that results from 

their entrepreneurial well-being.  Unlike more general modes of affect, entrepreneurial 

well-being has both informational and motivational peculiarities which are significantly 

valuable to entrepreneurs as they strive to establish and grow their businesses (Shir, 

2015). In line with the above argument that the cognitive and affective resources 

provided by entrepreneurial well-being are important for planning and mobilization of 

both psychological and social resources, I argue that entrepreneurial well-being will be 
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positively related to the intention to grow one‘s venture as those who are not motivated to 

mobilize these resources will not have the necessary capacity for growing a venture.  I 

therefore formally argue as follows: 

 Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively related to entrepreneurs‘ 

intentions to grow their ventures. 

Subjective Well-being and Entrepreneurial Resilience 

The idea that emotions predict intentions is not new.  Marketing research has 

shown that in addition to cognitions, affect predicts people‘s intentions. Morris, Woo, 

Geason, and Kim (2002)  found that affect accounted for almost twice the variance 

toward conative attitude in their study and concluded that emotional response is a 

powerful predictor of intention and brand attitude. 

In entrepreneurship, the entrepreneur‘s outlook and attitude toward life have also 

been argued to substantially affect their behaviors (Lee & Wang, 2017). For example, the 

decision to exit one‘s venture has been found to be negatively related to one‘s mental 

well-being (Pauley, 2017). In other words, entrepreneurs who are lacking in mental well-

being are more likely to indicate that they want to exit their ventures, as they may not 

have the emotional capacity that venture development and growth entails.  Going by the 

definition of entrepreneurial resilience as the ability to positively adapt to and recover 

from the high-impact challenges that one encounters in entrepreneurship, it is likely that 

those who consider themselves to be satisfied with their evaluations of their lives would 
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also be more likely to have the ability to recover from such challenges.  Based on the 

broaden-and-build theory, the presence of positive emotions results in a broadened 

mindset for entrepreneurs, and consequently helps them build a resource-based they can 

later access (Fredrickson, 2013; Hayward et al., 2010) to enable them to cope with the 

uncertainty and challenges of the entrepreneurial environment. However, when these 

resources are absent, their capacity to deal with and manage these challenges may be 

hindered, leading to decisions to maintain the status quo rather than grow the venture.  

By serving as cognitive resources of psychological and social capital, the 

resources that entrepreneurs build as a result of the broadening effects of positive 

emotions can help them cope with the extensive demands placed on them (Neck, 

Houghton, Sardeshmukh, Goldsby, & Godwin, 2013). It has been suggested that positive 

emotions may help employees to cope with organizational change by ―broadening the 

options they perceive, maintaining an open approach to problem solving, and supplying 

energy for adjusting their behaviors to new work condition‖ (Avey et al., 2008, p. 50). 

Since entrepreneurs are exposed to more challenges in their job roles than employees 

(Shir, 2015), this broadening effects would be more important for them. Unlike negative 

emotions which generally lead to specific action tendencies such as flee or exit; positive 

emotions broaden the entrepreneur‘s mindset such that the possibility of coping and 

enduring (and ultimately recovering) become a possibility. 
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As previously argued, people who are trying to recover from health challenges 

may have no capacity to focus on anything else beyond recovery (Howell et al., 2016). 

Conversely, those who believe they have the emotional capacity to manage the situations 

around their business and lives would be more likely to develop the ability to recover 

from the high-impact challenges they encounter in the course of running their business. 

 I therefore posit that the subjective well-being of entrepreneurs influences their 

ability to recover from high-impact challenges in entrepreneurship, reflected by their 

entrepreneurial resilience.  Formally stated: 

 Hypothesis 4a: Subjective well-being is positively related to entrepreneurial 

resilience. 

Psychological Well-being and Entrepreneurial Resilience 

 Unlike previous contemporary theories of motivation which tended to treat 

motivation as a primarily unitary concept (Deci & Ryan, 2008), a central feature of self-

determination theory is that it distinguishes between autonomous and controlled 

motivation, where autonomy suggests that a person acts with a sense of volition and 

having the experience of choice (Gagné & Deci, 2005). As an example, people who 

engage in certain activities merely for the fun they derive from it are acting 

autonomously.  Controlled motivation on the other hand suggests that certain external 

factors drive the action.  Although both controlled and autonomous motivation can 
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energize and direct a person‘s behavior, amotivation on the other hand refers to a lack of 

intention and motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2008). 

 The absence of psychological well-being indicates that people are less likely to 

want to pursue certain goals or seek certain things.  The broaden-and-build effects of 

positive emotions reflected through psychological well-being will result in a broadened 

mindset rather than a narrow one (Fredrickson, 2004).  While it has been previously 

argued that the presence of psychological well-being will be positively related to 

intentions to grow the venture, a similar argument holds for entrepreneurial resilience.  

According to Lee and Wang (2017), motivation has a strong influence on entrepreneurial 

intention and behavior, and intrinsically motivated entrepreneurs are more likely to 

rebound from failure and achieve growth (Yamakawa, Peng, & Deeds, 2015). 

Psychologically well individuals have been shown to display greater tendency to be more 

outgoing and extroverted and less likely to encode an ambiguous event as threatening, as 

compared to their less psychologically well counterparts (Wright, 2005; Wright, 

Cropanzano, & Bonett, 2007). Accordingly, I argue that entrepreneurs who feel 

connected to their ventures and those around them, feel competent, and have autonomous 

control over the events will be more likely to develop the ability to recover from negative 

events in their ventures.  Additionally, entrepreneurs who experience psychological well-

being will not be limited in their approach to challenges due to the broaden-and-build 

effects of psychological well-being.  Formally stated: 
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 Hypothesis 4b: Psychological well-being is positively related to entrepreneurial 

resilience. 

Entrepreneurial Well-being and Entrepreneurial Resilience 

 Similar to the components of subjective well-being, entrepreneurial well-being 

involves positive emotions and affect regarding one‘s entrepreneurial experience.  

According to Baron (2008), affect has the capacity to influence both the judgments and 

decisions that entrepreneurs make, and influence their intentions. 

 In line with the broaden-and-build theory, entrepreneurs who experience 

entrepreneurial well-being are more likely to develop the ―ability to generate and expand 

their own thought-action repertoires and to arrive at creative solutions to the novel 

problems they face‖  and consequently ―generate personal and social resources that can 

endure beyond any particular venture‖ (Hayward et al., 2010, p. 2). Having such 

resources at their disposal is correlated with venture survival and essential for continuing 

their ventures.  For instance, social capital can provide the venture with a durable source 

of competitive advantage (Florin, Lubatkin, & Schulze, 2003), thereby increasing 

chances that the entrepreneur would continue with rather than exit the venture. 

Substantial evidence abounds in literature regarding the positive outcomes that result 

from positive emotions.  

 Hahn et al. (2012) found evidence that eudemonic well-being is relevant for 

proactive behavior. Foo, Uy, and Baron (2009) also state that positive feelings result in 
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greater focus and also predict venture effort beyond what is immediately required.  Other 

positive outcomes that are produced by positive affect include persistence (Cardon & 

Kirk, 2013), improved creativity (Baron & Tang, 2011), and resilience following a failure 

(Hayward et al., 2010).  

 Shir (2015) suggested that entrepreneurial well-being is a vital experiential 

phenomenon which has potential positive effects on major aspects of the entrepreneurial 

goal striving process, through the cognition, perception, motivation, and self-regulation 

of the entrepreneur.  As has been previously argued, entrepreneurs who experience 

entrepreneurial well-being would be more likely to be motivated to face the difficulties 

they encounter in their entrepreneurial pursuit with a goal of overcoming those 

challenges.  Conversely, the absence of entrepreneurial well-being could make 

entrepreneurs desist from pursuing venture development efforts.  Entrepreneurs who do 

not find satisfaction in their entrepreneurial journey may get to a point where they choose 

not to grow the venture or even exit the venture by selling it or voluntarily leaving it.   

 Shir (2015) also pointed out that entrepreneurial well-being has both direct and 

indirect effects on the cognition, perception, motivation, and self-regulations of 

entrepreneurs.  As an example, it may impact motivation and self-regulation not only 

directly, through affective and somatic processes, but also indirectly, by cognitively 

informing the individual of the progress being made in entrepreneurship and of the great 

motivational resources available to them.  Accordingly, entrepreneurs who are aware of 
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the value they are helping to create and the additional resources at their disposal for 

continuing to create such value would be more likely to develop the ability to recover 

from challenges they encounter.  

 I therefore argue that entrepreneurial well-being, by providing entrepreneurs with 

necessary resources and impacting their motivation to continue with the venture will 

positively relate to entrepreneurial resilience.  Formally stated, I argue as follows: 

 Hypothesis 4c: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively related to entrepreneurial   

resilience.  

Entrepreneurial Resilience and Growth Intentions  

 Intentions to grow one‘s venture are tied to the belief and expectations of positive 

outcomes when one puts in the required efforts and resources.  Growth intentions can be 

predicted by a person‘s perception of their ability to control events and activities relating 

to growth.  When entrepreneurs feel that they can access the necessary resources to 

actualize and manage the growth, they are likely to indicate growth intentions.  

Entrepreneurial resilience captures the ability of an entrepreneur to successfully manage 

high-impact challenges encountered in the process of starting or managing their business.  

Consequently, entrepreneurial resilience serves as a form of buffer when they encounter 

stressful challenges that they would not face in their day to day lives.  Following the 

theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Kautonen et al., 2015), entrepreneurs who 

believe that they have what it takes to overcome the challenges in the entrepreneurial 
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environment and recover from them will be more likely to indicate growth intentions. 

Additionally, those who perceive that they can control their behaviors relating to growing 

the venture will also be unlikely to consider growth as a threat.  Given that research has 

shown that in spite of the benefits of new venture growth most ventures do not grow, I 

argue that this may be due to a lack of entrepreneurial resilience.  

The definition of entrepreneurial resilience derives from the process of adapting to 

the high-impact challenges in entrepreneurship which are synonymous to the traumatic 

events that define the general construct of resilience.  While general resilience is recovery 

and adaptation to traumatic events that people face (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Lee & 

Cranford, 2008; Luthar et al., 2000; Masten et al., 1990; Sinclair & Wallston, 2004) such as 

the death of a loved one, a major car accident, the occurrence of a natural disaster or other 

life-altering negative events, entrepreneurial resilience would entail recovery and adaptation 

to the high-impact challenges that have the capacity to result in the failure of their firm in 

the form of liquidation, bankruptcy, or closure of the business. These high-impact 

challenges include factors that have been shown to cause firm failure such as deficiencies in 

managerial and marketing knowledge, environmental change, undercapitalization (Thornhill 

& Amit, 2003); novelty to the market, novelty in production (Shepherd, Douglas, & 

Shanley, 2000); financial health of the new venture and the entrepreneur‘s personal financial 

position (Khelil, 2016). 
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The value of entrepreneurial resilience can be seen in several ways.  First, while 

there are firms that do need to close due to the poorly recognized or exploited opportunities, 

there may be instances where pending failure of a firm centers on entrepreneurial resilience 

rather than opportunity recognition issues.  In other words, a firm‘s survival is largely 

dependent upon the willingness of the entrepreneur to take the steps necessary to recover 

and positively adapt to the negative situations, given that the entrepreneur is the most 

important resource in entrepreneurship (Brush, Greene, & Hart, 2001). Additionally, 

according to Dun and Bradstreet (1981) as cited in Bruno and Leidecker (1988), circa 90% 

of firm failures are due to incompetent management. More than three decades later, findings 

are still pointing to the policies made by entrepreneurs as the most significant cause of 

failure (Arasti et al., 2014; Lukason & Hoffman, 2015). Hence, failure is both a function of 

the entrepreneur and the context within which they operate.  Some entrepreneurs such as 

Steve Jobs and Martha Stewart have defied the odds to still succeed by being 

entrepreneurially resilient.  I suggest in this study that entrepreneurial resilience should 

impact growth intentions based on the adaptive and components for a number of reasons.  

First, when confronted with the challenges that characterize the entrepreneurial 

environment, entrepreneurs will need to have sufficient ability to positively adapt to and 

recover from these challenges in order not to give up.  In other words, they would need to 

broaden and build a resource base that can help them advance and grow the venture.  

Research has shown that resilience is positively related to continuous improvement in tough 
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times (Chadwick & Raver, 2013); health of entrepreneurs and their firms (Virginie & 

Olivier, 2012); and firm success (Fisher, Maritz, & Lobo, 2016). Hence entrepreneurial 

resilience would be more important for entrepreneurs who wish to keep their firms ‗alive 

and well.‘ Second, entrepreneurial resilience also enables entrepreneurs to learn from their 

mistakes and failures.  This becomes important when one considers the high level of 

uncertainty and unpredictability that mark the entrepreneurial journey. 

 There is a body of literature which suggests that there are positive outcomes that 

result from being resilient in entrepreneurship.  Entrepreneurial resilience grants the 

entrepreneur the ability to untiringly accept reality, adapt to substantial change in 

extraordinary ways, and deeply believe that life is meaningful (Burns & Anstey, 2010; 

Manzano-García & Ayala Calvo, 2013) in the context of entrepreneurship.  Such an 

outlook suggests that they are likely to be more interested in growing the venture.  This 

view is supported by researchers in other fields.  For instance, Braddock, Royster, 

Winfield, and Hawkins (1991) conceptualized resilience as persistence, or the opposite of 

resignation. I therefore propose that entrepreneurial resilience would predict intentions to 

grow one‘s venture.  Thus, 

 Hypothesis 5: Entrepreneurial resilience is positively related to an entrepreneur‘s 

growth intentions. 
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The Mediating Effects of Entrepreneurial Resilience 

 The positive relationship between well-being and growth intentions may be 

mediated by entrepreneurial resilience based on the adaptive and recovery components of 

resilience.  A review of the literature has not revealed any studies to explain a 

relationship between the three dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s well-being and growth 

intentions.  However, based on the broaden-and-build theory developed by Fredrickson 

(2001) to show that a person‘s positive emotions can result in the development of 

outcomes such as physical, intellectual, and social resources, I theorized earlier that well-

being improves one‘s entrepreneurial resilience.  Although entrepreneurship is 

challenging, I also argued that entrepreneurial resilience helps entrepreneurs in navigating 

the uncertain terrains they encounter along their entrepreneurial journey, resulting in 

intentions to grow the venture rather than play it safe and keep it as is.  In other words, 

entrepreneurial resilience serves as the mechanism through which an entrepreneur‘s well-

being impacts their growth intentions.  Having elucidated a positive relationship between 

well-being and entrepreneurial resilience, and a positive relationship between 

entrepreneurial resilience and growth intentions, I argue that it is the development of 

entrepreneurial resilience that explains how an entrepreneur‘s well-being improves their 

growth intentions.  

 Given the above theoretical developments regarding the probable relationship 

between well-being and entrepreneurial resilience, and entrepreneurial resilience and growth 
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intentions, I make the following hypotheses regarding the mediating role of entrepreneurial 

resilience: 

 Hypothesis 6a: The relationship between subjective well-being and growth 

intentions is mediated by entrepreneurial resilience  

 Hypothesis 6b: The relationship between psychological well-being and growth 

intentions is mediated by entrepreneurial resilience.  

 Hypothesis 6c: The relationship between entrepreneurial well-being and growth 

intentions is mediated by entrepreneurial resilience. 

Well-being and Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy 

 Existing research has documented the role of self-efficacy in the development of 

well-being.  High self-efficacy has been conceptualized to be related to the regulation of 

the stress process, higher self-esteem, and improved well-being (Bandura, 1997; 

Karademas, 2006). Siddiqui (2015) also found that self-efficacy predicts psychological 

well-being among undergraduate students.  Low levels of self-efficacy have also been 

linked to low levels of subjective well-being (Barlow, Wright, & Cullen, 2002). Bai, 

Kohli, and Malik (2017) also found a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy 

and mental health. 

 While it might appear that self-efficacy is always an antecedent of well-being, I 

posit that it could also be an outcome of well-being.  According to Bandura‘s theory of 

self-efficacy, a person‘s belief in their ability to successfully perform certain tasks can be 



 

75 

 

influenced in any of four ways—performance accomplishments, which are tied to a 

person‘s mastery experiences; vicarious experiences which result from watching others 

perform threatening activities without negative outcomes; verbal persuasion which 

involves a persuader providing encouragement; and physiological states which are based 

on people‘s evaluation of the initiating conditions. 

 Of particular interest in the argument being made here is the fourth – evaluation 

of physiological and affective states that can occur in an accompanying activity.  This is 

more important in domains that include physical achievement, health, and coping with 

stress (Krecar & Coric, 2013). Entrepreneurship as a field that involves a lot of stressful 

conditions would require coping.  Given that a person‘s interpretation of the situation 

impacts their self-efficacy, it is possible that those who consider their lives in general and 

as entrepreneurs to be satisfactory would be more likely to have higher levels of self-

efficacy.  I therefore argue as follows: 

 Hypothesis 7a: Subjective well-being is positively related to entrepreneurial self-

efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 7b: Psychological well-being is positively related to entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy. 

 Hypothesis 7c: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively related to entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy. 
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Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy and Growth Intentions 

As noted by Zhao et al. (2005), a person‘s self-efficacy influences not only their level 

of effort and persistence on a specific task but also their very choice of activities and 

behavioral settings.  Accordingly, high entrepreneurial self-efficacy expectations 

regarding growth of their ventures will lead entrepreneurs to desire and aim for venture 

growth, while low entrepreneurial self-efficacy expectations will lead them to avoid 

venture growth.  Following established research suggesting that entrepreneurial self-

efficacy impacts entrepreneurial intentions (Chen et al., 1998; Zhao et al., 2005), I 

included a hypothesis relating entrepreneurial self-efficacy and growth intentions. While 

this hypothesis is replicating existing research, it is worth noting that most prior research 

did not explicitly relate entrepreneurial self-efficacy to growth intention but rather to 

entrepreneurial intentions.  Consistent with existing research, I formally hypothesize: 

 Hypothesis 8: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is positively related to an 

entrepreneur‘s growth intentions. 

Entrepreneurial Resilience and Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy 

 By definition, entrepreneurial resilience relates to prior experience in 

entrepreneurship.  Its two major components of adaptation and recovery from high-

impact challenges suggest that one must have had certain experiences that they need to 

recover from.  As earlier discussed, Bandura‘s self-efficacy theory suggests that self-

efficacy can be changed in four ways.  These are performance accomplishments, which 
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are tied to a person‘s mastery experiences; vicarious experiences which result from 

watching others perform threatening activities without negative outcomes; verbal 

persuasion which involves a persuader providing encouragement; and physiological 

states which are based on people‘s evaluation of the initiating conditions.  I therefore 

posit that the experiences of recovering from potential or actual failure could shape a 

person‘s belief in their ability to successfully carry out entrepreneurial tasks and 

assignments in the future. 

 According to Lee and Wang (2017), self-efficacy is related to entrepreneurial 

resilience. Given that entrepreneurial resilience serves to motivate the entrepreneur to 

keep going against great odds, it is conceivable that those who possess such resilience 

will also tend to believe in their own ability to perform required tasks and see desired 

outcomes.  Specifically, people who have been successful at adapting to and recovering 

from certain negative conditions would be more likely to evaluate themselves as being 

capable of effectively carrying out tasks in that area.  I therefore propose a direct link 

between a person‘s level of entrepreneurial resilience and their entrepreneurial self-

efficacy as follows: 

 Hypothesis 9: Entrepreneurial resilience is positively related to entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy. 
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The Mediating Role of Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy 

As pointed out by Bandura (1977), people fear and tend to avoid threatening 

conditions they believe exceed their ability to cope, while they get involved in activities 

and confidently act when they judge themselves capable of handling situations that would 

otherwise be intimidating. Accordingly, entrepreneurs‘ sense of satisfaction with their 

lives and entrepreneurial experiences will likely impact whether or not they consider 

themselves capable of dealing with the rapid changes and uncertainty in the 

entrepreneurial environment, and consequently develop intentions to grow their ventures.  

Based on research showing that entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the 

relationship between individual-level antecedent factors and entrepreneurial intentions 

(Zhao et al., 2005),  entrepreneurial self-efficacy is hypothesized to impact the process 

through which a person‘s well-being improves their growth intentions. Having argued 

earlier that entrepreneur‘s well-being improves their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy increases growth intentions, I now argue that entrepreneur‘s 

belief in their ability to successfully complete entrepreneurial tasks will mediate the 

positive relationship between their well-being and their growth intentions.  Specifically, 

well-being is expected to improve entrepreneurial self-efficacy which in turn increases 

growth intentions.  In other words, the improved entrepreneurial self-efficacy resulting 

from the three dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s well-being is expected to motivate 

entrepreneurs to form intentions to grow their ventures.  Thus: 
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 Hypothesis 10a: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship between 

subjective well-being and growth intentions.  

 Hypothesis 10b: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship between 

psychological well-being and growth intentions.  

 Hypothesis 10c: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship between 

entrepreneurial well-being and growth intentions.  

Research Model 

Figure 1 below shows the conceptual model incorporating all of the hypothesized 

relationships developed earlier in this chapter.  Entrepreneurs‘ well-being is shown to 

have a direct positive relationship with growth intentions.  The two mediating variables – 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial resilience, are also shown to impact the 

process through which well-being is related to growth intentions. 
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Figure 3.1.  Conceptual Model 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

Chapter Overview 

 This chapter covers the methodology used in the dissertation and describes how I 

tested the hypotheses.  The dissertation was conducted in two separate phases.  The 

purpose of the initial phase was to clarify the definition of entrepreneurial resilience, 

identify high-impact challenges in entrepreneurship, as well as develop and validate an 

entrepreneurial resilience scale.  Specifically, the goal of this phase was to adapt and 

validate a general scale of resilience—the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC).  

The 10-item CD-RISC scale was developed by Campbell-Sills and Stein (2007) based on 

the 25-item scale originally developed by Connor and Davidson (2003). The 10-item CD-

RISC scale has been used extensively to measure resilience.  

 The second phase aimed to examine the effects of well-being on entrepreneurial 

intentions.  Three dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s well-being – subjective, psychological, 

and entrepreneurial were examined for their impact on the intentions of an entrepreneur to 

grow their business.  Given the role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy in venture growth as 

highlighted in literature, the mediating effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on the 

proposed relationship between an entrepreneur‘s well-being and their growth intention was 

also examined.  Additionally, the mediating effect of entrepreneurial resilience was 

examined.  
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 Since this research involved human subjects, it was subject to IRB review.  IRB 

approval was given for all procedures used in this research on January 22, 2018.  

Below are the details of each phase and their results.  

Phase 1 Procedure 

 The first phase aimed to identify high-impact challenges in entrepreneurship which 

formed the basis of the definition of entrepreneurial resilience.  This phase also aimed to 

develop and validate the Entrepreneurial Resilience Scale for measuring the ability of 

entrepreneurs to adapt to and recover from high-impact challenges in the context of 

entrepreneurship.   

 Identifying high-impact challenges in entrepreneurship.  Researchers have 

pointed out various factors that affect entrepreneurs and their ventures.  In order to 

identify specific high-impact challenges, I obtained my sample using the criterion 

sampling method recommended by Shepherd, Williams, and Patzelt (2015). To do this, I 

searched through Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) peer reviewed journals published 

from 1996 through 2017.  The choice of 1996 as a starting point was based on the fact 

that this was when Lussier (1996) published his article on reasons why small businesses 

fail. Considering that Lussier‘s work was published over two decades ago, and no 

extensive work has been done to replicate his findings, it was important to see if his 

findings are still representative of the causes of failure among new businesses today.  



 

82 

 

Following Javadian, Gupta, and Knights (2016), the databases searched for 

articles with specific keywords were Business Source Complete and PsycInfo (EBSCO), 

and ABI/INFORM (ProQuest). Some of the keywords used for the search were 

entrepreneur, founder, venture, and fail (failure).  The initial sample comprised of over 

28,000 articles.  To refine these results, journals not ranked as A or A* in the 2016 

ABCD journal quality list were eliminated, resulting in around 3,000 articles.  I further 

refined these results by focusing on journals in the domain of entrepreneurship.  

Specifically, journals not listed in Katz‘ (2016) list for entrepreneurship scholars were 

further eliminated.  The final sample consisted of four articles.  In addition to these four 

articles, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor provided a report that features the causes of 

failure among business owners in several countries.  The causes identified by GEM were 

added to those found in the journals.  The causes of failure identified from these sources 

are presented in Table 4.1.  

While not an exhaustive list, the above provides an insight into some of the 

challenge‘s entrepreneurs face particularly as they operate their businesses.  The causes 

identified can be categorized as business (financial, strategy, or opportunity recognition 

related); personal (knowledge, health, family related), or environmental (factors external 

to the entrepreneur and/or the venture).  The most commonly cited cause of failure found 

was undercapitalization.  However, as this dissertation is only interested in identifying the 

causes of failure for the purpose of defining the high-impact challenges that entrepreneurs 
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encounter, it is beyond the scope of this study to delve into further in-depth analysis of 

the factors identified.  

Table 4.1.  Overview of Research on High-Impact Challenges in Entrepreneurship 

Causes Source 

Deficiencies in managerial knowledge (Thornhill & Amit, 2003) 

Deficiencies in financial knowledge (Thornhill & Amit, 2003) 

Environmental change (Thornhill & Amit, 2003) 

Undercapitalization (Thornhill & Amit, 2003) 

Capital structure problems (Thornhill & Amit, 2003) 

Product pricing strategy (Thornhill & Amit, 2003) 

Novelty to the market (Shepherd et al., 2000) 

Novelty to management (Shepherd et al., 2000) 

Novelty in production (Shepherd et al., 2000) 

Problems with finance GEM Report 

Bureaucracy GEM Report 

Personal reasons GEM Report 

Unprofitability GEM Report 

Financial health of the new venture (Khelil, 2016) 

Entrepreneur‘s personal financial situation (Khelil, 2016) 

Economic profitability of the entrepreneurial project (Khelil, 2016) 

Dissatisfaction with economic performance (Khelil, 2016) 

Dissatisfaction with entrepreneur‘s personal situation (Khelil, 2016) 

 

Developing and validating the entrepreneurial resilience scale.  The process of 

scale construction and validation was driven by theory and done in several stages.  First, 

entrepreneurial resilience was defined earlier in chapter 1.  Next, the 10-item CD-RISC 

scales were used to construct the items for the Entrepreneurial Resilience Scale developed in 

this dissertation.  This procedure ensures validity of the instrument and is common practice 

in social sciences and other fields.  As noted by Shir (2015), it also ensures parsimony and 

efficiency for data collection purposes, and guarantees that the properties of the scale are 
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determined by items that show relevant content domain information, clarity, unambiguity, 

unremarkable length, and intelligibility (DeVellis, 2012).  Using an existing general scale as 

the foundation for constructing a more specific scale is common practice in literature and is 

even recommended for researchers who are new to scale development (DeVellis, 2012; Shir, 

2015). Scales for constructs such as entrepreneurial well-being and entrepreneurial self-

efficacy were developed using this approach, derived from the general to the specific.  

Accordingly, I generated the items for the entrepreneurial resilience scale from a 

general resilience scale.  To ensure maximum face and content validity of the scale, I 

presented the items to a group of subject matter experts knowledgeable in the field of 

entrepreneurship to review the items and approve their construction.  Table 4.2 show the 

items for the general resilience scale that were adapted to create the entrepreneurial 

resilience scale. 

The next step involved testing the instruments on existing entrepreneurs to obtain 

preliminary evidence of the validity of my approach and the reliability and validity of the 

scale.  To do this, I initially administered the survey instrument to a group of five 

entrepreneurs to complete.  More specifically, I was interested in knowing if they had any 

difficulty understanding the wording or meaning of any item.  All five entrepreneurs stated 

that the wording was clear, and they understood the meaning of each item.  The survey was 

subsequently administered to another group of entrepreneurs randomly selected from the 

Small Business Administration‘s list of entrepreneurs in the Maryland-DC area.  Each 
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entrepreneur was sent a link via email to complete the survey.  The survey also included 

measures of entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and entrepreneurial passion in the development 

domain, as these were considered a-priori [emphasis added] to be related to but distinct 

from entrepreneurial resilience (Bandura, 1993; Cardon et al., 2009). 

Table 4.2.  The entrepreneurial resilience scale adapted from the 10-item Connor- 

Davidson Resilience Scale 

10-item Connor- Davidson Resilience Scale 

(CD-RISC 10) 

Entrepreneurial Resilience Scale (based on 

CD-RISC 10) 

Able to adapt to change I can adapt to change affecting my business 

 

Can deal with whatever comes I can deal with whatever happens in my 

business 

Tries to see humorous side of problems I see the humorous side of things that happen 

in my business 

Coping with stress can strengthen me Stress in business makes me a stronger 

entrepreneur 

Tend to bounce back after illness or 

hardship 

I can bounce back after hardship or loss in 

my business 

Can achieve goals despite obstacles I believe I can achieve business goals despite 

obstacles 

Can stay focused under pressure Under pressure I stay focused in my business 

Not easily discouraged by failure I am not easily discouraged by failure in my 

business 

Thinks of self as strong person I think of myself as a strong entrepreneur 

when facing challenges in my business 

Can handle unpleasant feelings I am able to handle unpleasant feelings about 

my business 

 

Pilot study. An initial pilot study was conducted using the full survey.  Emails were 

sent to 262 entrepreneurs out of which 26 responses were returned.  This resulted in a 

response rate of 9.9%.  Of the 26 responses, only 18 were usable as some respondents failed 
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to answer the attention question correctly and were automatically taken to the end of the 

survey.  The purpose of the pilot study was to enable me to address any potential issues with 

the final survey.  Descriptive statistics and reliability scores for the pilot study are shown in 

Table 4.3.  

 In Table 4.4, it was observed that the reliability score for psychological well-

being was too low.  Further examination revealed that the reverse-coded items were 

responsible for the low reliability score.  According to Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and 

Podsakoff (2012), reversed items may be confusing for some respondents and there is 

empirical evidence suggesting that reverse-coding does not always completely control for 

common method biases and should therefore be used in conjunction with certain 

statistical methods. Consequently, following the recommendation of researchers such as 

Józsa and Morgan (2017) and Barnette (2000), the reverse-coded items were deleted, 

resulting in a new Cronbach‘s alpha score of 0.798 and a Cronbach‘s alpha based on 

standardized items of 0.822. Based on this, the reverse-coded items were excluded from 

the final survey.   

 

 

 

Table 4.3.  Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelation of Variables Related to 

Entrepreneurs’ Well-being. 

Variables Mean SD Age Education Income GI SWB PWB EWB ESE 
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Age 44.61 13.55         

Education 5.61 0.85 0.36        

Income 8.17 3.15 0.35 0.07       

GI 3.62 0.93 -0.39 0.23 0.02      

ER 
4.22 0.45 0.609** 0.42 0.21 -

0.26 

    

SWB 
4.82 1.44 0.761** 0.37 0.27 -

0.31 

0.611**    

PWB 4.55 0.35 -0.41 -0.37 -0.18 0.16 -0.16 -0.06   

EWB 
4.29 1.59 0.653** 0.23 0.30 -

0.13 

0.569** 0.879** -0.03  

ESE 5.85 0.90 0.32 0.22 0.14 0.13 0.482* 0.26 -0.04 0.41 

Note.  GI - Growth intention; ER - Entrepreneurial resilience; SWB - Subjective well-being; PWB - 

Psychological well-being; EWB - Entrepreneurial well-being; ESE - Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy.  * 

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

Table 4.4.  Results of Reliability Analysis for Pilot Study. 

Variable Cronbach Alpha Cronbach Alpha (Standardized) 

Growth Intentions 0.946 0.947 

Entrepreneurial 

Resilience 
0.783 0.821 

Entrepreneurial Well-

being 
0.956 0.959 

Psychological Well-being 0.285 0.355 

Subjective Well-being 0.924 0.936 

Entrepreneurial Passion 0.780 0.785 

Entrepreneurial Self-

efficacy 
0.775 0.820 

General Resilience 0.902 0.907 
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Validation of the entrepreneurial resilience scale (ERS). Part of the goals of 

this dissertation was to validate an entrepreneurial resilience scale (ERS).  Underlying the 

ERS is a process of cognitive response of adaptation and recovery from business-related 

challenges that can potentially lead to venture failure.  Although people‘s evaluation of 

their ability to adapt to and recover from high-impact challenges in entrepreneurship will 

differ from person to person, it is likely that their assessments would still share some 

similar features which can be useful in entrepreneurship research.  Similar to the 

entrepreneurial satisfaction scale developed by Shir (2015), the ERS captures an essential 

psychological and cognitive outcome in the process of entrepreneurship.  

 To validate the ERS, it was necessary to show that the scale has both content 

validity and reliability, it was also necessary to show that although entrepreneurial 

resilience is related to the general construct of resilience, it is distinct from it.  

Additionally, it was important to show that entrepreneurial resilience was different from 

other related constructs in entrepreneurship such as passion and self-efficacy.  

Content validity.  According to Shir (2015), content validity relates to ―the extent 

to which a specific set of items reflects a relevant content domain and is intimately 

connected to the definition of the construct being examined‖ (p. 282). To achieve this, I 

defined entrepreneurial resilience based on the general concept of resilience and further 

asked a group of subject-matter experts to review my definition and the items of the 

scale.  This served to support my claim for content validity for the ERS.  
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Reliability.  A reliability analysis was conducted in SPSS for the 10 items 

measuring entrepreneurial resilience.  The Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient obtained was 

0.870, indicating that the scale is highly reliable, and the items are all measuring 

entrepreneurial resilience.  According to Shir (2015), a reliable measure contributes less 

error to the statistical analysis just like a large sample size. A major reason for adopting 

the ERS from an existing general resilience scale was to increase the reliability of the 

scale as suggested by DeVellis (2012). 

Construct validation: convergent-discriminant validity.  In addition to showing 

that the ERS has content and predictive validity, and a good reliability score, it was also 

important to show its convergent-discriminant validity with entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

which has been shown to be a factor affecting entrepreneurial resilience (Lee & Wang, 

2017). Having assessed the extent to which the ERS is empirically similar to, and distinct 

from entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial self-efficacy, I did a factor rotation to 

show that ERS forms a distinct factor when analyzed simultaneously with the 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy scale.  To do this, I used the promax rotation method in 

SPSS.  By suppressing values less than 0.5, results showed that all 10-items of the ERS 

loaded on factor 1 and all 4 items of the entrepreneurial self-efficacy loaded on factor 2.  

Although 2 of the ERS items also loaded onto factor 2, their loadings were higher on 

factor 1 than factor 2.  Thus, I can safely conclude that the two constructs form distinct 

factors when used in the same analysis. 
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Predictive validity.   To determine the predictive validity of the ERS, it was 

necessary to examine its relation to other measures in entrepreneurship considered to be 

relevant.  Entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial passion are two constructs that 

can affect the entrepreneurial resilience of an entrepreneur and were thus included in the 

predictive validity assessment.  Following Shir (2015), I adopted the traditional  

correlation coefficient as an index for the predictive validity of the ERS. The results 

obtained show that as expected, ERS is empirically related with both entrepreneurial 

passion (r= 0.567) and entrepreneurial self-efficacy (r = 0.504).  Both constructs are also 

positively associated with entrepreneurial resilience.  The results are shown in Table 4.5 

below. 

Table 4.5.  Correlations among Entrepreneurial Resilience and Related Constructs. 

Variables ER EP ESE 

ER    

EP .567
**

   

ESE .504** . 635
**

  

Note.  ER = Entrepreneurial Resilience; EP = Entrepreneurial Passion; ESE = 

Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy.  **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Discriminant validity for general resilience and entrepreneurial resilience.  

Discriminant validity was sought for general resilience and entrepreneurial resilience to 

show that they are related but distinct.  In Amos SPSS, I created a model in which the 

two constructs were correlated and performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  The 

chi-square obtained was 563.078, degree of freedom was 169, and the probability level 
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was .000.  A second model in which the two constructs were combined/correlated was 

created and the CFA obtained was 639.922, degree of freedom was 170, and probability 

level was .000.  The resulting chi-square difference from the two models was 76.844 and 

the difference in the degrees of freedom was 1.  Following the method recommended by 

Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino (2012) and Zaiţ and Bertea (2011), the difference test result 

was significant at the p 0.01 level which means that the two constructs present 

discriminant validity. 

Phase 2 

 In phase 2, empirical evidence was sought for the hypothesized relationships 

between an entrepreneur‘s well-being and his/her entrepreneurial intentions.  

Specifically, this phase focused on the process through which well-being impacts the 

intention to grow their business.  To do this, data was collected from a sample of 

entrepreneurs who founded and currently manage businesses started within the last seven 

years, considered to be new businesses (Deligianni, Voudouris, & Lioukas, 2017). This 

sample was randomly drawn from a larger sample of new business owners and managers 

in the United States across different industries.  

 In the following sections, the survey questionnaire, the chosen sample, all the 

variables used in the analyses, and the statistical methods utilized for both studies will be 

described.  
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Survey questionnaire.  Data for this study was collected through email that 

linked to an online survey.  A link was sent in the email for respondents to click on and 

complete the questions electronically via Qualtrics, a data collection and hosting service 

company.  The questionnaire had been pre-tested on a convenience sample of about 18 

entrepreneurs who started and currently manage businesses that are seven years old or 

younger (see Appendix A).  

 The instrument contains questions on entrepreneurs‘ well-being (Shir, 2015) to 

measure their subjective, entrepreneurial, and psychological well-being, growth 

intentions (Gundry & Welsch, 2001), entrepreneurial self-efficacy, and an adapted 

entrepreneurial resilience scale based on the 10-item Connor-Davidson Resilience scale 

(Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007). Other questions about the demographic characteristics of 

the entrepreneur and their businesses are also included.  

 The questions on entrepreneurial resilience are of particular interest in this 

research, as prior studies have used general measures of resilience to assess the resilience 

of the entrepreneur.  By adapting a general resilience scale for use in the specific context 

of entrepreneurship, this dissertation provides a measure that can be used to possibly 

enhance our understanding of failure and survival of ventures.  Although an attempt has 

been made to develop an entrepreneurial resilience scale by Buang (2012), the scale has 

not been used in any study so far, probably because it has as many as 65 items. 
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 While most of the items in the questions were replicated from prior studies 

without modification, a number of items were worded slightly differently.  Question 1 

was taken from the scale developed by Campbell-Sills and Stein (2007) and slightly 

reworded to make it more relevant to entrepreneurial resilience. Question 5 was adapted 

from Arregle et al. (2015) and modified to include some relevant categories of 

relationships based on the work of Javadian, Opie & Praise (2018). Question 9 reflects 

the developing domain of the entrepreneurial passion scale developed by Cardon, 

Gregoire, Stevens, & Patel (2013). Only the developing domain was considered in this 

dissertation as the other domains (inventing and founding) are more relevant for 

intending and nascent entrepreneurs rather than existing entrepreneurs.  Questions 4 and 

11 were included only to ensure that the respondents are paying attention.  They do not 

count towards the data analysis. 

 To control for other variables, certain personal demographic questions such as the 

entrepreneur‘s age, gender, race, immigration status, prior entrepreneurial experience, 

level of education, marital status, number of children, and household income were 

included in the questionnaire.  Other questions about the entrepreneurs‘ current business 

such as the number of founders, age of business, and company‘s annual income were also 

included. 

 To control for common method bias, some procedural remedies proposed by 

Podsakoff et al. (2003) were adopted.  It was impossible to obtain measures of the 
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dependent and independent variables from different sources in the context of the present 

research as it would have further required considerably more time and effort to get the 

number of responses needed.  However, respondent anonymity was protected by sending 

an anonymous link, and the respondents were also encouraged to answer to the best of 

their ability to reduce evaluation apprehension.  

Survey sample.   This dissertation focuses on new ventures, defined as ventures 

that were established by individual entrepreneurs and have been operating for seven years 

or less (Deligianni et al., 2017). Accordingly, the sample of entrepreneurs chosen for this 

dissertation comprised those who had founded a firm in the United States within the last 

seven years and are still the owners and managers of the firm.  This population was 

targeted for two reasons. 

 New ventures and the process through which they are created have been of 

great interest to evolutionary theorists and entrepreneurship researchers 

(Delmar & Shane, 2004).  

They create value, jobs and drive innovation (Van Praag & Versloot, 2008) and 

contribute to the business dynamism of a nation (Hathaway & Litan, 2014; Singh & 

Ogbolu, 2015). 

 The intention to grow a business is more likely to be a concern for new firms 

who have to deal with the liability of newness (Djupdal & Westhead, 2015; 
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Freeman et al., 1983) than for older firms who may have learned to 

circumvent the challenges associated with this liability. 

 Considering that most of the questions in the survey instrument were 

retrospective, it was also important to limit the age of the firm to no more than seven 

years to minimize errors associated with loss of memory.  Data was also collected at two 

different times.  Study 1 details the procedure for the first dataset while study 2 details 

the procedure for the second dataset. 

Study 1 

Sample and procedure.  The sample for this study was drawn from a population 

of entrepreneurs in the Maryland-DC area listed on the website of Small Business 

Administration (hereafter referred to as SBA).  Two criteria were used to filter the SBA 

list to obtain the final population.  First, their businesses had to be no more than 7 years 

old.  An additional criterion for firm revenue of $100,000 was also set.  This population 

provides an opportunity to examine the proposed relationships in this dissertation.  

The survey was hosted online on Qualtrics‘ website.  By using an online system 

that allows the use of a ‗force response‘ tool on all questions, the risk of having 

incomplete data is eliminated.  Qualtrics also allows users to log into their personal 

Qualtrics accounts to design the survey and download the data once respondents have 

completed the survey, eliminating the need to manually enter data. Again, as required for 
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all studies involving human subjects, the protocols for this study were approved by the 

Institutional Review Board at Morgan State University. 

Email was sent to 4047 entrepreneurs listed on SBA‘s website.  The entrepreneurs 

were asked to answer questions relating to venture growth intentions, as well as well-

being and other related questions of interest.  A total of 288 entrepreneurs responded to 

the survey (7.1% response rate).  Of this number, 214 respondents fully completed the 

survey.  However, 49 respondents failed to pay attention to the attention question asking 

them to choose the opposite of the word ‗good‘ and were automatically taken to the end 

of the survey.  Another 31 respondents failed to pay attention to the second attention 

question requiring them to choose the synonym for the word beautiful and were also 

automatically taken to the end of the survey.  The data was further cleaned and tested for 

the assumptions of regression and two more responses were deleted resulting in a final 

usable sample size of 132 responses.  58.3% of the respondents were men and the 

average age of the business was 4.27 years.  Most respondents had at least a bachelor‘s 

degree, and most were in the service or management industry.  68.2% indicated their 

firms had only one founder, 87.9% had some experience in the area of the business prior 

to starting the business, and 51.5% had started another business prior to their current 

business.  Only 29.5% indicated their businesses had only one employee, with the 

majority having 2 or more employees.  66.7% indicated they were married, half of the 

respondents were Black or African Americans, and 75% were non-immigrants.  The 
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average age of the entrepreneurs was 49 years, and 78% had an average household 

income of over $100,000.  

Measures. The following is a list of all variables that were included in the 

statistical analysis.  

Growth intention. Following Pistrui (1999), growth intentions was measured by 

asking entrepreneurs the likelihood of their firm engaging in 17 activities within the next 

two years. An additional activity (applying for a loan) was added by Gundry and Welsch 

(2001). This scale has also been used in other studies (Venugopal, 2016). Sample items 

include ―Adding a new product or service,‖ and ―Redesigning operating methods.‖ 

Respondents were asked to rate on a 5-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree, 5= 

strongly agree) the extent to which they were likely to engage in 18 growth-related 

activities.  This was measured from Question 1 on the questionnaire.  An overall average 

score was computed by averaging out across the items.  The range of values for this 

measure was 19 to 95.  The Cronbach‘s alpha for growth intentions in this study was 

0.929, indicating good reliability.  

Subjective well-being. Five items adopted from the Satisfaction with Life Scale 

developed by Diener et al. (1985) were used to capture an entrepreneur‘s subjective well-

being. This scale has been used in other entrepreneurship literature (Shir, 2015). Sample 

items include “In most ways my life is close to my ideal‖ and ―The conditions of my life 

are excellent.‖ Respondents were asked to think about their lives in general and indicate 
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on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) their 

level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements.  This was measured 

directly from Question 3.  An overall average score was computed by averaging out 

across the items.  The range of values for this measure was 5 to 35.  The Cronbach‘s 

alpha for subjective well-being was 0.894.   

Psychological well-being.   Psychological well-being was measured using the 21 

item Basic Psychological Needs Scale developed by Deci and Ryan (2000).  However, 

based on findings from the pilot study earlier described, the reverse-coded items were 

deleted to improve the reliability of the scale, resulting in 12 items being used.  On a 

scale of 1(not true at all) to 7 (very true), respondents were asked to read each of 

statements carefully, thinking about how it relates to their life, and then indicate how true 

it is for you.  This was measured directly from Question 8.  Sample items include ―I 

generally feel free to express my ideas and opinions,‖ and ―Most days I feel a sense of 

accomplishment from what I do.‖ The range of values for this measure was 12 to 84.  An 

overall average score was computed by averaging out across the items.  Cronbach‘s alpha 

was 0.809 for the 12 items. 

  Entrepreneurial well-being.  This was measured using the entrepreneurial 

satisfaction scale developed by Shir (2015). Sample items include ―In most ways my life 

as an entrepreneur is close to my ideal‖ and ―The conditions of my entrepreneurial career 

are excellent.‖ Respondents were asked to think about their lives as entrepreneurs and 



 

99 

 

indicate on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) 

their level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements.  An overall average 

score was computed by averaging out across the items.  The range of values for this 

measure was 5 to 35.  The Cronbach‘s alpha was 0.892.  

Entrepreneurial resilience.  Following the outcome of phase 1, the items for the 

entrepreneurial resilience scale were adopted from the modified the 10-item Connor-

Davidson Resilience Scale developed by Campbell-Sills and Stein (2007). Sample items 

include ―I can adapt to change affecting my business‖ and ―I can bounce back after 

hardship or loss in my business.‖ Respondents were asked to indicate on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) their level of agreement or 

disagreement with each of the statements.  This was measured from Question 2.  An 

overall average score was computed by averaging out across the items.  The range of 

values for this measure was 10 to 50.  The Cronbach‘s alpha was 0.870. 

Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy. This was measured using the 4-item 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy scale developed by Zhao et al. (2005). This was measured 

from Question 9.  Respondents were asked to indicate on a Likert scale ranging from 1 

(no confidence) to 5 (complete confidence) how confident they were in executing certain 

entrepreneurial activities.  Sample items include ―successfully identifying new business 

opportunities‖ and ―creating new products.‖  The range of values for this measure was 4 

to 20.  The Cronbach‘s alpha was 0.767. 
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Entrepreneurial Passion. To measure entrepreneurial passion, the 4 items 

capturing the developing domain in the entrepreneurial passion scale developed by 

Cardon et al. (2013). The other two domains—inventing and founding were not 

considered in this dissertation as they are more relevant for intending and nascent 

entrepreneurs rather than existing entrepreneurs.  Respondents were asked to indicate the 

extent to which they agree or disagree with each statement on a scale of 1(strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  This was measured from Question 7.  Sample items 

include ‗it is exciting to figure out new ways to solve unmet market needs that can be 

commercialized‘ and ‗searching for new ideas for products/services to offer is enjoyable 

to me.‘ The range of values for this measure was 4 to 20.  The Cronbach‘s alpha for the 4 

items was 0.780. 

General Resilience. This was measured by the 10-item CD-RISC developed by 

Campbell-Sills and Stein (2007). This was measured from Question 14.  Respondents 

were asked to indicate on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (5) their level of agreement or disagreement with each of the statements.  

Sample items include ‗adapt to change‘ and ‗deal with whatever comes my way.‘ The 

range of values for this measure was 10 to 50.  The reliability score for this scale was 

0.859.  

 

 



 

101 

 

Entrepreneur’s Demographic Variables 

 Age – This variable was the entrepreneur‘s age in years.  This was taken directly 

from Question 15. 

 Gender – Gender was coded as either male (1) or female (0).  This variable was 

taken directly from Question 13. 

 Education – The entrepreneur‘s highest level of education completed was based 

on an interval scale level of education ranging from 1(Some high school 

education but no diploma) to 6 (Graduate Degree).  This was taken from Question 

17. 

 Ethnicity – The respondents‘ ethnicity was captured from Question 25.  Options 

include White, Black/African American, Asian, and Other.  Each was dummy 

coded as 1 while the other 3 categories were coded as 2. 

 Household Income – This variable was the total annual household income of the 

entrepreneur.  The values were based on an interval scale of annual income 

earnings, from 1=less than $10,000 to 10=more than $150,000.  This was taken 

from Question 27. 

 Immigration Status – This variable was dummy coded based on the respondent‘s 

country of birth.  Those born in the United States were coded as 1 while those 

born abroad were coded as 2.  This was taken from Question 24.  
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 Prior Experience – This variable was also dummy coded based as 1 or 2 based on 

whether the entrepreneur had any experience in the area of the business prior to 

starting the business.  This was taken from Question 20. 

 Marital Status – Respondents were asked to indicate their marital status.  Options 

include single, married, divorced, and separated.  This was taken from Question 

26. 

Venture Demographic Variables 

 Firm Age – This variable measured the number of years the firm had been in 

operation.  It ranges from less than 1 to 7 years and was calculated by deducting 

the year of founding from 2017.  This was taken from Question 16. 

 Firm Revenue – This variable was the average annual revenue of the firm since it 

was founded.  The values were based on an interval scale of annual income 

earnings, from 1=less than $100,000 to 5=more than $1,000,000.  This was taken 

from Question 23. 

 Industry – Respondents were asked to indicate which industry their firm belonged 

to.  Options ranged from 1=Management/Professional to 7= Other.  This was 

taken from Question 18. 

 Number of Founders – The number of founders was captured in Question19.  

Respondents were asked to indicate if their venture was founded by 1, 2, 3, or 

more founders. 
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 Number of Employees – This variable was the number of people employed by the 

firm besides the entrepreneur.  It ranged from 1=none to 7=more than 500.  This 

was taken from Question 21. 

Study 2 

To confirm the model, email was sent to 3960 entrepreneurs whose businesses 

were registered in Pennsylvania and Virginia listed on SBA‘s website.  The same criteria 

used in the first dataset were used in the second dataset.  As with study 1, two criteria 

were used to filter the SBA list to obtain the final population.  First, their businesses had 

to be no more than 7 years old.  The criterion for firm revenue of $100,000 was also set.  

Data Analysis 

 The hypotheses were tested with linear regression in IBM‘s Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  SPSS is a software package extensively used in social 

sciences research.  Some control variables were used in the analysis, based on findings 

from previous research and their importance to the proposed relationships in this 

dissertation.  The control variables included in this study were the age of the 

entrepreneur, their household income, and their educational attainment.  These have all 

been shown in prior research to impact entrepreneurial intentions such as growth 

intentions (Capelleras, Contin-Pilart, Larraza-Kintana, & Martin-Sanchez, 2019; 

Edelman et al., 2010; Manolova, Brush, Edelman, & Shaver, 2012).  
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The hypotheses were tested using the first dataset, and the second dataset was 

subsequently used to test them to replicate the findings.  The results of the analyses for 

both studies are presented in chapter 5.  
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS OF ANALYSES 

Chapter Overview 

This chapter presents the findings of the statistical analysis of this dissertation.  As 

previously mentioned, the model was tested using two different datasets.  An initial 

dataset with a final sample size of 131 was used, and a similar but smaller dataset 

(N=109) was also used to test it.  

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations 

Table 5.1 shows the correlations between the variables and the significant correlations 

flagged.  Table 5.2 shows the output of the reliability analysis for the variables in study 1. 

 Using G-power to estimate sample size for a medium effect size of 0.15 for the 

three independent variables and the two mediating variables resulted in a sample size of 

92.  My final sample size of 131 was therefore considered adequate to run the analysis.  

To test for the assumptions of regression, tests for outliers, normality, linearity, 

homoscedasticity, and independence of errors were performed.  To test for outliers, 

Mahalanobis distance was assessed using the method proposed by Meyers et al. (2012). 

Consequently, case 94 was deleted for being an outlier.  For normality assumptions, 

univariate normality examination coupled with a bivariate scatterplot examination of the 

key pairs of variables did not show violation of the normality assumption.  The 

scatterplot matrix also indicated that the linearity assumption was met.  
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Table 5.1.  Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelation of Variables Related to 

Entrepreneurs’ Well-being in Study 1 

 
Mean SD Age EDU Income GI SWB PWB EWB ER 

Age 49.89 12.03                 

EDU 5.24 1.10 0.11        

Income 10.22 3.04 0.05 0.13       

GI 3.58 0.83 -.275
**

 -.245
**

 -0.11      

SWB 5.28 1.23 0.04 0.10 .297
**

 0.08     

PWB 5.92 0.57 -0.01 -0.05 0.09 .192
*
 .527

**
    

EWB 4.67 1.24 0.10 -0.05 .207
*
 .192

*
 .644

**
 .421

**
   

ER 4.14 0.52 -0.08 -0.10 0.11 .387
**

 .353
**

 .503
**

 .462
**

  

ESE 5.76 0.84 -0.09 -0.14 -0.08 .460
**

 0.13 .377
**

 .313
**

 .500
**

 

Note.  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  **Correlation is significant at the 

0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 5.2.  Output of Reliability Analysis for Study 1. 

Variable Cronbach Alpha 

Growth Intentions 0.929 

Entrepreneurial Resilience 0.870 

Entrepreneurial Well-being 0.892 

Psychological Well-being 0.809 

Subjective Well-being 0.894 

Entrepreneurial Passion 0.780 

Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy 0.767 

General Resilience 0.859 

 

Results of Analysis for Study 1 

 To test the model, an analysis was conducted for mediation using model 4 in 

Hayes (2013) process macro in SPSS.  For hypotheses 1 through 6, growth intention was 

entered as the dependent variable, entrepreneurial resilience as the mediator, and each 
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dimension of well-being entered as the independent variable.  Two control variables that 

have been found to impact growth intentions – education and age of entrepreneur were 

included as covariates and found to be significant.  Using the bootstrapping method 

suggested by Preacher and Hayes (2004) and Haws, Winterich, and Naylor (2014), 95% 

confidence interval was  obtained with 5,000 bootstrap iterations for the indirect effect of 

subjective, psychological, and entrepreneurial well-being on growth intentions.  

 For the direct effect of subjective well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a significant total effect 

from subjective well-being to growth intentions (β= -.0149; p=0.7933; CI = - .1268 to 

0.0971) hence hypothesis 1 is not supported.  However, the direct effect of subjective 

well-being on entrepreneurial resilience is supported as the 95% confidence interval 

returned a significant effect of subjective well-being on entrepreneurial resilience 

(β=0.1581; p=0.000; CI = 0.0885 to 0.2276).  Therefore, hypothesis 4a is supported.  For 

the direct effect of entrepreneurial resilience on growth intentions, the confidence 

intervals also returned a significant effect (β=0.5662; p=0.000; CI = 0.3036 to 0.8289) 

hence hypothesis 5 is supported.  Additionally, when the conditional indirect effect of 

subjective well-being is examined, the 95% confidence interval also returned a significant 

effect (CI= 0.0379 to 0.1550).  Accordingly, hypothesis 6a is also supported.  These 

findings show that entrepreneurial resilience mediates the relationship between subjective 

well-being and growth intentions.  The two control variables were also significant.  Age 
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of the entrepreneur (p =0.004) and education (p =0.024) were both significant at the 

p 0.05 level. 

 For the direct effect of psychological well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a significant total effect 

of psychological well-being on growth intention (β=0.0066; p=0.9598; CI = -0.2510 to 

0.2641) showing that hypothesis 2 is not supported.  However, the direct effect of 

psychological well-being on entrepreneurial resilience is supported as the 95% 

confidence interval returned a significant effect (β=0.4582; p=0.000; CI = 0.3195 to 

0.5969).  Therefore, hypothesis 4b is supported.  For the direct effect of entrepreneurial 

resilience on growth intentions, the confidence intervals also returned a significant effect 

(β=0.5497; p=0.000; CI = 0.2676 to 0.8318).  Additionally, when the conditional indirect 

effect of psychological well-being is examined, the 95% confidence interval also returned 

a significant effect (CI= 0.1140 to 0.4251), suggesting that entrepreneurial resilience 

mediates the relationship between psychological well-being and growth intentions.  

Accordingly, hypothesis 6b is supported.  The two control variables were also significant.  

Age of the entrepreneur (p =0.004) and education (p =0.021) were both not significant at 

the p 0.05 level. 

 For the direct effect of entrepreneurial well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a significant total effect 

(β=0.0388; p=0.5106; CI = -0.0777 to 0.1553) hence hypothesis 3 is also not supported.  
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However, the direct effect of entrepreneurial well-being on entrepreneurial resilience is 

supported as the 95% confidence interval returned a significant effect (β=0.1986; 

p=0.000; CI = 0.1333 to 0.2640).  Therefore, hypothesis 4c is also supported.  For the 

direct effect of entrepreneurial resilience on growth intentions, the confidence intervals 

also returned a significant effect (β=0.5100; p=0.000; CI = 0.2339 to 0.7861).  

Additionally, when the conditional indirect effect of subjective well-being is examined, 

the 95% confidence interval also returned a significant effect (CI= 0.0347 to 0.1878).  

Again, these findings demonstrate that entrepreneurial resilience fully mediates the 

relationship between entrepreneurial well-being and growth intentions and lend support 

for hypothesis 6c.  The two control variables were also significant.  Age of the 

entrepreneur (p =0.003) and education (p =0.021) were both significant at the p 0.05 

level. 

 The same approach was followed to test for hypotheses 7a-c, 8, and 10a-c.  Growth 

intention was entered as the dependent variable, entrepreneurial self-efficacy as the 

mediator, and each dimension of well-being entered as the independent variable.  

Education and age of the entrepreneur were also entered as control variables and were 

both significant in the model.  For the direct effect of subjective well-being on growth 

intentions, the 95% confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a 

significant effect (β= -.0330; p=0.5214; CI = - .0686 to 0.1347), confirming non-support 

for hypothesis 1.  Also, the direct effect of subjective well-being on entrepreneurial self-
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efficacy is not supported as the 95% confidence interval did not return a significant effect 

(β=0.1034; p=0.0862; CI = -0.0149 to 0.2217).  Therefore, hypothesis 7a is not 

supported.  For the direct effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on growth intentions, the 

confidence intervals also returned a significant effect (β=0.4025; p=0.000; CI = 0.2535 to 

0.5516), lending support to hypothesis 8.  Additionally, when the conditional indirect 

effect of subjective well-being is examined, the 95% confidence interval did not return a 

significant effect (CI= -0.0002 to 0.0996) hence hypothesis 10a is also not supported.  

These findings show that entrepreneurial self-efficacy does not mediate the relationship 

between subjective well-being and growth intentions.  The two control variables were 

also significant.  Age of the entrepreneur (p =0.004) and education (p =0.030) were both 

significant at p  0.05. 

 To test for the effect of psychological well-being on growth intentions, education 

and age of the entrepreneur were also entered as control variables but neither was 

significant in the model.  For the direct effect of psychological well-being on growth 

intentions, the 95% confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a 

significant effect (β=0.0399; p=0.7345; CI = -0.1924 to 0.2722) implying again that 

hypothesis 2 is not supported.  However, the direct effect of psychological well-being on 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy is supported as the 95% confidence interval returned a 

significant effect (β=0.5469; p=0.000; CI = 0.3092 to 0.7846).  Therefore, hypothesis 7b 

is supported.  For the direct effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on growth intentions, 
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the confidence intervals also returned a significant effect (β=0.3997; p=0.000; CI = 

0.2405 to 0.5588).  Additionally, when the conditional indirect effect of psychological 

well-being is examined, the 95% confidence interval returned a significant effect (CI= 

0.1081 to 0.3648), showing that entrepreneurial-self efficacy mediates the relationship 

between psychological well-being and growth intentions.  Therefore, hypothesis 10b is 

supported.  The two control variables were also significant.  Age of the entrepreneur (p 

=0.004) and education (p =0.035) were both significant at p 0.05. 

 For the direct effect of entrepreneurial well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not also return a significant effect 

(β=0.0572; p=0.2817; CI = -0.0475 to 0.1619), confirming that hypothesis 3 is not 

supported.  However, the direct effect of entrepreneurial well-being on entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy is supported as the 95% confidence interval returned a significant effect 

(β=0.2168; p=0.000; CI = 0.1046 to 0.3290).  Therefore, hypothesis 7c is also supported.  

For the direct effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on growth intentions, the confidence 

intervals also excluded zero (β=0.3827; p=0.000; CI = 0.2275 to 0.5378).  Additionally, 

when the conditional indirect effect of entrepreneurial well-being is examined, the 95% 

confidence interval returned a significant effect (CI= 0.0343 to 0.1510).  Again, these 

findings demonstrate that entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship between 

entrepreneurial well-being and growth intentions.  Therefore, hypothesis 10c is 

supported. 
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Hypothesis 9 was tested using linear regression.  Entrepreneurial resilience was used to 

predict entrepreneurial-self-efficacy.  A statistically significant degree of prediction was 

obtained, F (1,127) = 14.839, p<.001, R
2
=0.260, Adjusted R

2
=0.242.  The standardized 

regression coefficient was 0.784, the raw regression coefficient was 0.487 (SE= 0.124).  

Based on these results, I failed to reject the null hypothesis.  Accordingly, hypothesis 9 

was supported at the p .001 level with a p-value of .000.  The two control variables were 

also significant.  Age of the entrepreneur (p =0.003) and education (p =0.035) were both 

significant at the p 0.05 level. 

 The summary of the hypotheses and findings for study 1 are shown in Table 5.3 

and 5.4.   
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Table 5.3.  Summary of Hypotheses and Results for Study 1 with p-values. 

Hypotheses 
Results 

(p-value) 
Conclusion 

Hypothesis 1: Subjective well-being is positively related 

to growth intentions 
0.793 Not supported 

Hypothesis 2: Psychological well-being is positively 

related to growth intentions 
0.960 Not supported 

Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively 

related to growth intentions 
0.511 Not supported 

Hypothesis 4a: Subjective well-being is positively related 

to entrepreneurial resilience. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 4b: Psychological well-being is positively 

related to entrepreneurial resilience. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 4c: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively 

related to entrepreneurial resilience. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 5: Entrepreneurial resilience is positively 

related to an entrepreneur‘s growth intentions. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 7a: Subjective well-being is positively related 

to entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
0.086 Not supported 

Hypothesis 7b: Psychological well-being is positively 

related to entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 7c: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively 

related to entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 8: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is positively 

related to an entrepreneur‘s growth intentions. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 9: Entrepreneurial resilience is positively 

related to entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
0.000 Supported 
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Table 5.4.  Summary of Hypotheses and Results for Study 1 with confidence intervals. 

Hypotheses 

 

 

Results  

(confidence 

intervals) 

Conclusion 

Hypothesis 6a: The relationship between 

subjective well-being and growth intentions is 

mediated by entrepreneurial resilience 

0.0379 – 0.1550 Supported 

Hypothesis 6b: The relationship between 

psychological well-being and growth intentions is 

mediated by entrepreneurial resilience 

0.1140 – 0.4251 Supported 

Hypothesis 6c: The relationship between 

entrepreneurial well-being and growth intentions 

is mediated by entrepreneurial resilience. 

0.1347 – 0.1878 Supported 

Hypothesis 10a: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

mediates the relationship between subjective 

well-being and growth intentions.   

-0.0002 to 0.0996 
Not 

supported 

Hypothesis 10b: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

mediates the relationship between psychological 

well-being and growth intentions.   

0.1081 to 0.3648 Supported 

Hypothesis 10c: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

mediates the relationship between entrepreneurial 

well-being and growth intentions. 

0.0343 to 0.1510 Supported 

 

Analysis and Results for Study 2 

To confirm the model, email was sent to 3960 entrepreneurs whose businesses 

were registered in Pennsylvania and Virginia listed on SBA‘s website.  The same criteria 

used in the first dataset were used in the second dataset.  The entrepreneurs were asked to 

answer questions relating to venture growth intentions, as well as well-being and other 

related questions of interest.  A total of 218 entrepreneurs responded to the survey (5.5% 

response rate).  Of this number, 123 respondents completed the survey.  However, 12 

respondents failed to pay attention to the attention questions and were automatically 
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taken to the end of the survey.  The data was further cleaned and tested for the 

assumptions of regression and two more responses were deleted resulting in a final usable 

sample size of 109 responses.  60.6% of the respondents were men and the average age of 

the business was 6.56 years.  Most respondents had a master‘s degree (65%), and most 

were in the service or management industry.  68.8% indicated their firms had only one 

founder, 86.2% had some experience in the area of the business prior to starting the 

business, and 60.6% had started another business prior to their current business.  Only 

22.9% indicated their businesses had only one employee, with the majority having 2 or 

more employees.  71.6% indicated they were married, 51.4% of the respondents were 

white while 36.7% were Black or African Americans, and 78% were non-immigrants.  

The average age of the entrepreneurs was 50 years, and 75% had an average household 

income of over 100,000 USD.  The descriptive statistics and intercorrelations of the  

variables are shown in Table 5.5. 

 While it may appear that the intercorrelations among the three dimensions of 

well-being are high, upon examination of the variance inflation factors (VIF) it was 

observed that they were all less than 2.5. Considering that a VIF of less than 10 is 

considered an acceptable limit for rejecting multicollinearity issues (O‘Brien, 2007), the 

present study is considered to have no issue with multicollinearity.  The reliability 

analysis output for study 2 is shown in Table 5.6. 
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 To test the hypotheses of model, the same approach followed using Data 1 was 

adopted.  The hypotheses were tested with simple linear regression using Hayes‘ process 

plugin (Hayes, 2013) in SPSS. An analysis was conducted for mediation using model 4 in 

Hayes (2013) process macro.  For hypotheses 1 through 6, growth intention was entered 

as the dependent variable, entrepreneurial resilience as the mediator, and each dimension 

of well-being entered as the independent variable.  Two control variables that have been 

found to impact growth intentions – education and age of entrepreneur were also included 

as covariates but only age was found to be significant.  Using the bootstrapping method 

suggested by Preacher and Hayes (2004) and Haws et al. (2014), 95% confidence interval 

was  obtained with 5,000 bootstrap iterations for the indirect effect of subjective, 

psychological, and entrepreneurial well-being on growth intentions.  

 For the direct effect of subjective well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction returned a significant effect (β= -

0.1597; p=0.0269; CI = -0.3008 to -0.0186) suggesting that subjective well-being is 

significantly related to growth intentions.  Hence hypothesis 1 is supported.  The direct 

effect of subjective well-being on entrepreneurial resilience is also supported as the 95% 

confidence interval returned a significant effect (β=0.1798; p=0.000; CI = 0.1175 to 

0.2422).  Therefore, hypothesis 4a is supported.  For the direct effect of entrepreneurial 

resilience on growth intentions, the confidence intervals also returned a significant effect 

(β=0.5904; p=0.0028; CI = 0.2079 to 0.9728).  Accordingly, hypotheses 5 is also 
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supported.  Additionally, when the conditional indirect effect of subjective well-being is 

examined, the 95% confidence interval returned a significant effect (CI= 0.0316 to 

0.2106).  These findings show that entrepreneurial resilience mediates the relationship 

between subjective well-being and growth intentions finding support for hypothesis 6a. 

Subjective well-being is therefore both directly and indirectly related to growth intentions 

in this study.  Of the two control variables, only age was significant at the p 0.05 level 

with a p-value of 0.039. 

 For the direct effect of psychological well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a significant effect (β=-

0.1703; p=0.2465; CI = -0.4602 to 0.1195), hence hypothesis 2 is not supported.  

However, the direct effect of psychological well-being on entrepreneurial resilience is 

supported as the 95% confidence interval returned a significant effect (β=0.3921; 

p=0.000; CI = 0.2770 to 0.5072).  Therefore, hypothesis 4b is supported.  For the direct 

effect of entrepreneurial resilience on growth intentions, the confidence intervals also 

returned a significant effect (β=0.5110; p=0.0143; CI = 0.1041 to 0.9179).  Additionally, 

when the conditional indirect effect of subjective well-being is examined, the 95% 

confidence interval returned a significant effect (CI= 0.0278 to 0.4071), hence hypothesis 

6b is also supported.  Of the two control variables, only education was significant at the 

p 0.05 level with a p-value of 0.047. 
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 For the direct effect of entrepreneurial well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a significant effect (β=-

0.1163; p=0.0644; CI = -0.2397 to 0.0071), implying that hypothesis 3 is not supported.  

However, the direct effect of entrepreneurial well-being on entrepreneurial resilience is 

supported as the 95% confidence interval returned a significant effect (β=0.1527; 

p=0.000; CI = 0.0976 to 0.2079).  Therefore, hypothesis 4c is also supported.  For the 

direct effect of entrepreneurial resilience on growth intentions, the confidence intervals 

also returned a significant effect (β=0.5492; p=0.005; CI = 0.1677 to 0.9308).  

Additionally, when the conditional indirect effect of subjective well-being is examined, 

the 95% confidence interval returned a significant effect (CI= 0.0224 to 0.1683).  Again, 

these findings demonstrate that entrepreneurial resilience mediates the relationship 

between entrepreneurial well-being and growth intentions.  Accordingly, hypothesis 6c is 

supported.  Both control variables were not significantly related to growth intentions at 

the p 0.05 level. 

 The same approach was followed to test for hypotheses 7 through 10 (with the 

exception of hypothesis 9).  Growth intention was entered as the dependent variable, 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy as the mediator, and each dimension of well-being entered as 

the independent variable.  Education and age of the entrepreneur were also entered as 

control variables but were not significant in the model.  For the direct effect of subjective 

well-being on growth intentions, the 95% confidence interval for the higher order 
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interaction did not return a significant effect (β= -.0799; p=0.1694; CI = -0 .1944 to 

0.0346) thus confirming that subjective well-being is not directly related to growth 

intention.  Also, the direct effect of subjective well-being on entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

is not supported as the 95% confidence interval did not return a significant effect 

(β=0.0576; p=0.3776; CI = -0.0713 to 0.1866).  Therefore, hypothesis 7a is not 

supported.  For the direct effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on growth intentions, the 

confidence intervals also returned a significant effect (β=0.4582; p=0.000; CI = 0.2870 to 

0.6294), lending support to hypothesis 8.  Additionally, when the conditional indirect 

effect of subjective well-being is examined, the 95% confidence interval did not return a 

significant effect (CI= -0.0357 to 0.1079).  These findings show that entrepreneurial self-

efficacy does not mediate the relationship between subjective well-being and growth 

intentions hence hypothesis 10a is not supported.  Of the two control variables, only age 

was significant at the p 0.05 level with a p-value of 0.010. 

 To test for the effect of psychological well-being on growth intentions, education 

and age of the entrepreneur were also entered as control variables but neither was 

significant in the model.  For the direct effect of psychological well-being on growth 

intentions, the 95% confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a 

significant effect (β=-0.0580; p=0.6096; CI = -0.2826 to 0.1666) confirming earlier 

findings that psychological well-being is not directly related to growth intention.  The 

direct effect of psychological well-being on entrepreneurial self-efficacy is also not 
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supported as the 95% confidence interval did not return a significant effect (β=0.1936; 

p=0.1233; CI = -0.0535 to 0.4407).  Therefore, hypothesis 7b is not supported.  For the 

direct effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy on growth intentions, the confidence 

intervals also returned a significant effect (β=0.4547; p=0.000; CI = 0.2808 to 0.6285).  

Additionally, when the conditional indirect effect of psychological well-being is 

examined, the 95% confidence interval did not return a significant effect (CI= -0.0371 to 

0.2546), showing that entrepreneurial-self efficacy does not mediate the relationship 

between psychological well-being and growth intentions.  Accordingly, hypothesis 10b is 

not supported.  The age of the entrepreneur (but not their education) was significantly 

related to growth intention at the p 0.05 level.  

 For the direct effect of entrepreneurial well-being on growth intentions, the 95% 

confidence interval for the higher order interaction did not return a significant effect (β=-

0.0703; p=0.1706; CI = -0.1713 to 0.0307).  The direct effect of entrepreneurial well-

being on entrepreneurial self-efficacy is also not supported as the 95% confidence 

interval did not return a significant effect (β=0.0815; p=0.1533; CI = -0.0309 to 0.1939).  

Therefore, hypothesis 7c is also not supported.  For the direct effect of entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy on growth intentions, the confidence intervals also returned a significant 

effect (β=0.4646; p=0.000; CI = 0.2923 to 0.6368).  Additionally, when the conditional 

indirect effect of entrepreneurial well-being is examined, the 95% confidence interval did 

not return a significant effect (CI= -0.0182 to 0.1182).  Again, these findings demonstrate 
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that entrepreneurial self-efficacy does not mediate the relationship between 

entrepreneurial well-being and growth intentions.  Hypothesis 10c is therefore not 

supported. 

 Hypothesis 9 was tested using linear regression.  Entrepreneurial resilience was 

used to predict entrepreneurial-self-efficacy.  A statistically significant degree of 

prediction was obtained, F (1,105) = 8.800, p<.001, R
2
=0.201, Adjusted R

2
=0.178.  The 

standardized regression coefficient was 0.452, the raw regression coefficient was 0.799 

(SE= 0.159), and the intercept was also 0.799. Based on these results, I failed to reject the 

null hypothesis.  Accordingly, hypothesis 9 was supported at the p .001 level with a p-

value of .000. 

 Comparing the findings for the analysis using data 1 and data 2 shows that the 

results are similar, except for the non-mediating role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

when data 2 was used.  The summary of the hypotheses and findings for study 2 are 

shown in Table 5.7 and 5.8.  

Table 5.5.  Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of Variables in Model 2. 

Variables Mean SD Age EDU SWB PWB EWB ER ESE 

Age 50.826 15.457        

EDU 5.321 1.026 .201*       

SWB 5.292 1.256 0.077 0.187      

PWB 5.937 0.647 -0.088 0.114 .703**     

EWB 4.910 1.434 0.166 0.136 .783** .694**    

ER 4.202 0.468 -0.059 .216* .501** .564** .464**   

ESE 5.789 0.828 -0.004 0.089 0.100 0.160 0.145 .447**  

Note.  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

(2-tailed). 

 



 

122 

 

 

Table 5.6.  Output of Reliability Analysis for Study 2. 

Variable Cronbach Alpha 

Growth Intentions 0.923 

Entrepreneurial Resilience 0.818 

Entrepreneurial Well-being 0.921 

Psychological Well-being 0.845 

Subjective Well-being 0.889 

Entrepreneurial Passion 0.819 

Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy 0.766 

General Resilience 0.867 

Note.  n=109 

  

Table 5.7.  Summary of Hypotheses and Results for Study 2 with p-values. 

Hypotheses 
Results  

(p-value) 
Conclusion 

Hypothesis 1: Subjective well-being is positively related to 

growth intentions 
0.027 Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Psychological well-being is positively related to 

growth intentions 
0.247 Not supported 

Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively related 

to growth intentions 
0.064 Not supported 

Hypothesis 4a: Subjective well-being is positively related to 

entrepreneurial resilience. 

0.000 

 
Supported 

Hypothesis 4b: Psychological well-being is positively related 

to entrepreneurial resilience. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 4c: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively related 

to entrepreneurial resilience. 
0.000 Supported 

Hypothesis 5: Entrepreneurial resilience is positively related 

to an entrepreneur‘s growth intentions. 
0.003 Supported 

Hypothesis 7a: Subjective well-being is positively related to 

entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
0.378 Not supported 

Hypothesis 7b: Psychological well-being is positively related 

to entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 

0.123 

 
Not supported 

Hypothesis 7c: Entrepreneurial well-being is positively related 

to entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 

0.153 

 
Not supported 

Hypothesis 8: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is positively 

related to an entrepreneur‘s growth intentions. 

0.000 

 
Supported 

Hypothesis 9: Entrepreneurial resilience is positively related 

to entrepreneurial self-efficacy. 
0.000 Supported 
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Table 5.8.  Summary of Hypotheses and Results for Study 2 with confidence intervals. 

Hypotheses 

Results 

(confidence 

intervals) 

Conclusion 

Hypothesis 6a: The relationship between subjective 

well-being and growth intentions is mediated by 

entrepreneurial resilience. 

0.032 to 0.211 Supported 

Hypothesis 6b: The relationship between 

psychological well-being and growth intentions is 

mediated by entrepreneurial resilience. 

0.028 to 0.407 Supported 

Hypothesis 6c: The relationship between 

entrepreneurial well-being and growth intentions is 

mediated by entrepreneurial resilience. 

0.022 to 0.168 Supported 

Hypothesis 10a: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

mediates the relationship between subjective well-

being and growth intentions.   

-0.036 to 0.108 Not supported 

Hypothesis 10b: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

mediates the relationship between psychological 

well-being and growth intentions. 

-0.037 to 0.255 Not supported 

Hypothesis 10c: Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 

mediates the relationship between entrepreneurial 

well-being and growth intentions. 

-0.018 to 0.118 Not supported 

 

Summary of Findings 

 This chapter has described the two phases covered in this dissertation.  In phase 1, 

the entrepreneurial resilience scale was developed from a general resilience scale and 

validated.  To ensure proper definition of the construct, I began by identifying high 

impact challenges in entrepreneurship that could result in the failure of a firm.  This 

influenced the definition of entrepreneurial resilience as it relates to high-impact 

challenges in entrepreneurship.  Following this, items for the entrepreneurial resilience 

scale were derived from a general resilience scale and a pilot study conducted to detect 
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potential issues with the items.  Subsequently, the items were tested for content validity, 

reliability, convergent-discriminant validity, and predictive validity.  The entrepreneurial 

resilience scale passed all four tests, with a high Cronbach alpha score of 0.870. When 

used in the same analysis as entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial self-efficacy, it 

formed distinct factors, demonstrating convergent-discriminant validity.  Additionally, 

the scale was positively correlated with entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial self-

efficacy, demonstrating predictive validity.  Accordingly, the 10-item entrepreneurial 

resilience scale was adopted for use in this dissertation. 

 In phase 2, several hypotheses relating to the relationship between an 

entrepreneur‘s well-being and their entrepreneurial intentions were tested.  The results 

indicated that there was no significant positive relationship between an entrepreneur‘s 

subjective, psychological, or entrepreneurial well-being and their intentions to grow their 

business as originally proposed.  However, the results of the model using the original 

dataset indicated that all three dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s well-being impacted 

growth intentions through the mediating influence of entrepreneurial resilience.  Also, 

entrepreneurial resilience and self-efficacy were each found to strongly influence growth 

intentions.  Additionally, entrepreneurial resilience was also found to influence an 

entrepreneur‘s self-efficacy.  All dimensions of well-being were also positively related to 

entrepreneurial resilience.  With respect to entrepreneurial self-efficacy, only 
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psychological and entrepreneurial well-being were positively related to entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy.  

 Additional data was then collected to test the model again.  Although the sample 

size was slightly smaller than the original sample size used for the first analysis for the 

model, the descriptive statistics indicated that the samples were very similar.  The 

findings were replicated with a few exceptions.  With the new dataset, psychological and 

entrepreneurial well-being did not significantly predict entrepreneurial self-efficacy.  

Additionally, the mediating effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy did not apply to 

psychological and entrepreneurial well-being as was found with the first dataset.  Despite 

these few differences, it is safe to conclude that the model applies.  The results of this 

study will be discussed in the next chapter, and future research recommendations will be 

made.  Limitations of the study and its practical implications will also be offered in the 

next chapter. 

  



 

126 

 

CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, PRACTICAL 

IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

Discussion 

A major objective of this dissertation was to delineate entrepreneurial resilience from the 

general construct of resilience, as well as develop and validate a scale for measuring it.  

This objective was successfully achieved in phase 1 of the dissertation.  Entrepreneurial 

resilience was defined, and a 10-item entrepreneurial resilience scale was developed by 

adapting the 10-item CD-RISC.  The 10-item entrepreneurial resilience scale had a high 

reliability score of 0.870 and demonstrated content, predictive, and discriminant validity. 

 The second major objective of the dissertation was to test hypotheses relating to 

the well-being and entrepreneurial intentions of entrepreneurs.  Until recently, 

entrepreneurship research had surprisingly ignored the well-being of the entrepreneurs 

(Shir, 2015) even though it is well documented that entrepreneurship presents stressful 

conditions.  This dissertation attempted to show how well-being impacts the intentions 

and decisions of entrepreneurs, taking into perspective the unique challenges they face in 

the entrepreneurial environment.  This was done using the broaden-and-build theory of 

positive psychology.  

 Findings from phase 2 of this dissertation revealed that the two control variables – 

age and education of the entrepreneur – were significantly related to their growth 
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intentions in most cases.  Also, I found that the three dimensions of an entrepreneur‘s 

well-being – subjective, psychological, and entrepreneurial – did not directly impact 

growth intentions.  Instead, entrepreneurial resilience was found to mediate the 

relationship in each case, suggesting the important role that entrepreneurial resilience 

plays in the development of entrepreneurial intentions such as growth intentions.  

 More clearly stated, subjective well-being did not necessarily predict 

entrepreneurs‘ intention to grow their ventures.  A possible explanation for this non-

significant finding is that satisfaction with one‘s current life may imply that one does not 

aspire for growth in business.  According to Manderson (2005), ―well-being includes 

more than physical and mental health: it incorporates a sense of satisfaction, contentment, 

personal fulfillment and existential calm‖ (p. 48).  Gilbert (2009) also identified well-

being and contentment as being synonymous.  He suggests that contentment is associated 

with a sense of well-being.  The aforementioned authors suggest that the experience of 

well-being may be synonymous with being content with one‘s present state such that an 

entrepreneur‘s experience of well-being does not lead them to feel any inclination 

towards growing their venture.  

 However, entrepreneurs who experienced subjective well-being also experienced 

increased entrepreneurial resilience as a result of their subjective well-being, and this 

resulting entrepreneurial resilience caused them to form intentions to grow their ventures.  

Entrepreneurial resilience therefore mediated the relationship between their subjective 
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well-being and their intentions to grow the venture.  The same findings applied to 

psychological and entrepreneurial well-being—entrepreneurs‘ psychological and 

entrepreneurial well-being triggered growth intentions through the improved 

entrepreneurial resilience that resulted from each dimension of well-being.  According to 

self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000b), psychological well-being occurs when a 

person‘s needs for autonomy, relatedness, and capability are met. Hence, one would 

expect a direct relationship between psychological well-being and growth intentions for 

entrepreneurs.  When the entrepreneurs in this study considered their lives and 

entrepreneurial experiences to be meaningful, they did not directly indicate growth 

intentions.  However, through the increased entrepreneurial resilience caused by 

psychological well-being, their growth intentions were triggered. 

 Additionally, entrepreneurs who were satisfied with their entrepreneurial lives 

also did not automatically indicate intentions to grow the business as a result of that 

entrepreneurial well-being.  Entrepreneurial well-being has been defined as a positive, 

mental state that reflects the satisfaction of entrepreneurs with their entrepreneurial 

experiences and life (Shir, 2015).  However, entrepreneurial well-being did not directly 

impact growth intentions in this study.  Given that well-being has been conceived as a 

potential measure of success in entrepreneurship (Zbierowski, 2015), a possible 

explanation for this non-significant finding is that those who already consider themselves 

happy and successful in their entrepreneurial pursuit may not necessarily pursue 
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additional growth. As with subjective and psychological well-being, growth intentions 

were triggered through the improved entrepreneurial resilience that resulted from 

experiencing entrepreneurial well-being.  Entrepreneurial resilience mediated the 

entrepreneurial well-being-growth intentions relationship such that the increased 

entrepreneurial resilience caused by entrepreneurial well-being ultimately resulted in 

increased growth intentions.  The average level of entrepreneurial resilience in the 

samples was above 4 on a scale of 1 through 5, suggesting that the entrepreneurs sampled 

were high in entrepreneurial resilience.  

 Clearly, the role of entrepreneurial resilience is important in entrepreneurship.  As 

more entrepreneurs pursue well-being, they also need to develop the ability to adapt to 

the high-impact challenges they face in their career and recover from them.  The findings 

of this dissertation support earlier findings by Bullough, Renko, and Myatt (2014) that 

resilience results in entrepreneurial intentions even under adverse conditions such as war. 

I also found that entrepreneurial self-efficacy directly impacted an entrepreneur‘s growth 

intentions, again supporting the findings of Bullough et al., 2014 regarding self-efficacy 

and entrepreneurial intentions. An additional finding of my study is that entrepreneurial 

resilience also strongly impacts entrepreneurial self-efficacy, suggesting that 

entrepreneurs who have the ability to adapt and cope with high-impact challenges and 

disruptions in the entrepreneurial context will also tend to believe in their abilities to 

grow.  
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 Taken together, the findings of this dissertation suggest that having well-being by 

itself may not result in growth intentions.  But through the effect of well-being on 

entrepreneurial resilience, entrepreneurs are more likely to be interested in growing their 

ventures.  Additionally, entrepreneurial self-efficacy can be developed as entrepreneurs 

learn to positively adapt to and recover from the unique entrepreneurial challenges they 

encounter.   

 As earlier stated, the findings in study 1 were replicated in study 2 with a few 

exceptions.  In study 2, psychological and entrepreneurial well-being did not significantly 

predict entrepreneurial self-efficacy as was found in study 1.  Additionally, the mediating 

effect of entrepreneurial self-efficacy did not apply to psychological and entrepreneurial 

well-being as was found in study 1.  A possible reason for these non-significant findings 

is the smaller sample size used in study 2.  Having a larger sample size would be 

necessary to confirm if this actually impacted the results.  Additionally, it is also possible 

that the non-significant findings are due to the differences between the two samples.  The 

average age of the firms in study 1 was 4.27 years, while the average age of the firms in 

study 2 was 6.56 years.  Also, the firms in study 2 had more revenue than those in study 

1, perhaps due to being older firms.  The average entrepreneur in study 2 also had a 

master‘s degree, relative to the average entrepreneur in study 1 who had a bachelor‘s 

degree.  Lastly, more entrepreneurs in study 2 had some prior experience in the area of 

the business before establishing their ventures (60% in study 2 versus 51% in study 1), 
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suggesting that these entrepreneurs may have different interpretations of the challenges 

they encounter along the course of running their businesses.  These differences possibly 

accounted for the non-replicated findings in study 2. 

 Following the recommendation of Hayes & Rockwood (2017) and Hayes (2018) 

that complete and partial mediation concepts be abandoned as they have little value in 

modern mediation analysis and are based on the size and significance of the total and 

direct effects, I have not indicated whether the mediation effects in my analyses are 

partial or complete.  The central finding of this dissertation is that the direct relationship 

between an entrepreneur‘s well-being and their growth intentions does not exist.  

Nevertheless, that relationship is mediated by entrepreneurial resilience, suggesting that 

entrepreneurs who experience well-being do not automatically feel a need to increase the 

size of their ventures.  

Limitation and Recommendations for Future Research 

 While the findings of this dissertation demonstrate the important role of 

entrepreneurial resilience in the development of entrepreneurial intentions, certain 

limitations must be pointed out.  First, the dependent variable of interest was growth 

intentions rather than actual growth.  Although growth intentions are good predictors of 

actual growth according to the theory of planned behavior, it would be helpful for future 

research to examine the impact of well-being on actual growth behaviors of 

entrepreneurs.  It is possible that each dimension of well-being would impact actual 
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growth differently than examined in this study.  Another limitation of this dissertation 

relates to the discussion on entrepreneurial resilience.  While the definition is believed to 

adequately capture the underlying elements of adaptation and coping, I did not fully 

develop or incorporate the element of coping in the theory and hypotheses development.  

Entrepreneurial resilience is likely to enable entrepreneurs cope with high-impact 

challenges; however, cognitive appraisal theory suggests that people evaluate if and how 

a particular encounter with their environment is relevant to their well-being (Folkman et 

al., 1986) to determine their ability to cope with such encounters. People and groups 

differ in their sensitivity and vulnerability to certain types of events, as well as in their 

interpretations and reactions (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  Consequently, different 

outcomes can also be expected when people react differently to the same stressor given 

their individual evaluations of the situation.  The mere presence of a stressful encounter 

does not automatically result in stress.  Rather, what matters is the person‘s evaluation of 

the impact the stressor will have on them and their own ability to deal with the situation.  

Future research can therefore evaluate the role of coping mechanisms in the proposed 

relationships.  

 A further limitation of the study is the use of economic indicators to capture 

growth intentions.  As noted by Javadian (2014), recent research has criticized the use of 

economic indicators alone to capture intentions to grow a business, with calls for the 
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inclusion of social indicators. Consequently, it is recommended that future research 

incorporates social elements when measuring growth intentions. 

 Although the rationale for sampling businesses that are new and have a revenue of 

$100,000 was justified, the focus on such ventures could also be a limitation for this 

study.  The average age of businesses in both samples ranged from 4 to 7 years, 

suggesting a possibility of focusing on succeeding ventures only.  Such a sample is likely 

to have excluded failing firm, making it difficult to determine the effects of their well-

being on their growth intentions.  It is recommended that future research focus on both 

new and established firms to enable a comparison.  There is a possibility that owners of 

failing businesses will report different levels of well-being than owners of succeeding 

ventures.  

 I also did not examine differences in well-being or growth intentions based on 

gender.  Existing research suggests that men and women may differ in their 

entrepreneurial goals (Bulanova, Isaksen, & Kolvereid, 2016) and  growth (Morris, 

Miyasaki, Watters, & Coombes, 2006). Accordingly, these differences may imply that the 

findings of this dissertation would differ when men are compared to women.  Other 

demographic variables such as ethnicity may also be used to compare the groups. 

 The research findings suggest that entrepreneurial resilience contributes to 

growth intentions.  Future studies can examine these effects over time using longitudinal 

studies.  Resilience as a competency can be developed and improved, and it would be 
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important to see how the entrepreneurial environment affects the level of one‘s 

entrepreneurial resilience.  I also recommend future studies to examine the impact of 

factors such as passion and prior experience on one‘s entrepreneurial resilience.  

 Given the important role of well-being to the society, future studies may also 

examine how entrepreneurship can improve the well-being of people in a society.  

Through the creation of jobs and improvement of lives, it is possible that entrepreneurs 

are able to contribute to societal well-being, and future research needs to examine this 

possibility.  Future research could also explore the relationship between entrepreneurial 

resilience and entrepreneurial self-efficacy, which could be bi-directional. 

 From a methodology standpoint, future research can use more robust analytical 

methods such as structural equation modeling and path analysis to examine the 

relationships in this study.  Given the sample size used in this dissertation, it was 

impossible to use structural equation modeling (SEM).  I therefore recommend that future 

research use SEM to test the hypotheses.  Doing a longitudinal study as opposed to the 

cross-sectional one in this dissertation would also be beneficial for establishing the 

hypothesized relationships over a period of time.  

Practical Implications 

 This dissertation has several implications for research and practice.  First, it offers 

an understanding of the high-impact challenges that characterize the entrepreneurial 

environment and distinguish it from everyday life.  By understanding these specific 



 

135 

 

challenges that they could encounter in the entrepreneurial process, aspiring 

entrepreneurs are in a position to make more informed decisions and weigh their options 

carefully before launching their businesses, thereby reducing the potential for failure.  

Additionally, by highlighting the positive relationship between entrepreneurial resilience 

and growth intentions, there is a possibility that a focus on developing entrepreneurial 

resilience could also increase the chances that a business will be better positioned for 

success. 

 Shir (2015) has suggested that entrepreneurs may experience success and well-

being differently than regular employees due to the multitude of options available to them 

to make meaningful contributions to lives, hence it is important to point out that while 

entrepreneurship can be stressful, it offers several opportunities to do good.  

Entrepreneurship education has a role to play in highlighting these two ends of the coin 

when teaching about success and failure.  This dissertation discusses the high-impact 

challenges in entrepreneurship, as well as the role of resilience in dealing with these 

challenges to aspire for growth.  From a policy-making perspective, this dissertation 

shows that it is not enough to empower entrepreneurs financially.  There are additional 

areas of their personal lives that impact their businesses, and any policy that undermines 

their personal well-being indirectly impacts their ventures as well.  Specifically, 

policymakers can focus on activities that promote their development of entrepreneurial 
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resilience so that they are not shattered when they encounter challenges in their 

businesses.   
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS 

 Until recently, research in entrepreneurship has largely neglected the role of well-

being in entrepreneurship (Shir, 2015; Wiklund et al., 2016). Additionally, the role of 

resilience in venture-related decisions and entrepreneurial process have also not been 

adequately addressed,  and the few publications which addressed the topics mostly 

focused on general resilience in entrepreneurial settings (Awotoye & Singh, 2017; Lee & 

Wang, 2017). Considering the several challenges that entrepreneurs face in their venture 

creation and management processes, this dissertation aimed to address these gaps by 

examining the impact of an entrepreneur‘s well-being on their intentions to grow their 

business through the implications of the broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions.  

Among other goals, this dissertation first sought to develop and validate an 

entrepreneurial resilience scale with far less number of items than the existing scale 

developed by Buang (2012). The result was a 10-item entrepreneurial resilience scale 

developed using the 10-item Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale.  This new scale was 

validated and met all the required assumptions of validity and reliability and was also 

used in this dissertation to capture resilience specific to entrepreneurship.  

The results indicated that entrepreneurial resilience plays a key role in the 

development of growth intentions.  Specifically, each of the three dimensions of an 

entrepreneur‘s well-being – subjective, psychological, and entrepreneurial – do not 

directly impact their intention to grow their businesses.  However, through the mediating 
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effect of entrepreneurial resilience, each dimension of well-being was positively related 

to growth intention.  Another variable commonly associated with entrepreneurial 

intentions, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, was also examined for its mediating role.  

However, findings for the mediating role of entrepreneurial self-efficacy paled in 

comparison with those of entrepreneurial resilience with respect to the proposed 

relationships.  While entrepreneurial self-efficacy was strongly related to intentions to 

grow one‘s business, the mediating effects were not as strong.  The findings of the study 

were also replicated with a similar but smaller dataset and most of the result stayed the 

same.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Survey sent to participants 

Dear Entrepreneur, 

As you know, entrepreneurs face specific challenges in the course of starting and running 

their businesses.  To help us better understand these challenges and how they impact 

entrepreneurs' lives, decisions, and businesses, you are invited to participate in a survey.  

The study is being conducted by Yemisi Awotoye as part of her Ph.D. dissertation at 

Morgan State University.  Thank you for taking time to participate in this research. 

Please note that all your responses will be kept completely confidential and your 

participation is voluntary.  All information will be treated as confidential and private.  

Your name and personal information will not be known by the researcher unless you 

choose to include the information.  To participate, please click ―Next‖ to indicate your 

consent (i.e., willingness to participate).  It will take you approximately 15 minutes to 

complete the entire survey.  

If you have any questions about this research project, please feel free to contact me 

(Yemisi Awotoye) via email at yeawo1@morgan.edu.  For additional information 

regarding your rights as a research subject, please feel free to contact the Morgan State 

University IRB Administrator, Dr. Edet Isuk at ...   
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Q1.  Please read the following statements and indicate the likelihood of your firm 

engaging in each of the activities within the next two years 

 Very 

unlikely 

Unlikely Neither Likely nor 

Unlikely 

Likely Very 

likely 

1. Adding a new product or 

service 

     

2. Selling to a new market      

3. Adding operating space      

4. Expanding distribution 

channels 

     

5. Expanding advertising and 

promotion 

     

6. Acquiring new equipment        

7. Computerizing current 

operations   

     

8. Upgrading computer 

systems   

     

9. Replacing current 

equipment   

     

10. Expanding current 

facilities   

     

11. Adding specialized 

employees   

     

12. Redesigning layout        

13. Offsite training of 

employees   

     

14. Redesigning operating 

methods 

     

15. Seeking additional 

financing   

     

16. Researching new markets      

17. Applying for a loan      

18. Seeking professional 

advice   

     

19. Expanding scope of 

operating activities 
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Q2.  Entrepreneurs face challenges in their businesses.  Please indicate your level of 

agreement or disagreement with the following statements: 

 Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1. I can adapt to change 

affecting my business   

     

2. I can deal with 

whatever happens in 

my business 

     

3. I see the humorous 

side of things that 

happen in my business 

     

4. Stress in business 

makes me a stronger 

entrepreneur 

     

5. I can bounce back 

after hardship or loss in 

my business   

     

6. I believe I can 

achieve business goals 

despite obstacles 

     

7. Under pressure I stay 

focused in my business   

     

8. I am not easily 

discouraged by failure 

in my business   

     

9. I think of myself as a 

strong entrepreneur 

when facing challenges 

in my business   

     

10. I am able to handle 

unpleasant feelings 

about my business   
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Q3.  Please think about your life in general and indicate your level of agreement or 

disagreement with each of the following:         

 Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1. In most 

ways my life 

is close to my 

ideal 

       

2.The 

conditions of 

my life are 

excellent 

       

3. I am 

satisfied with 

my life   

       

4. So far, I 

have gotten 

the important 

things I want 

in life 

       

5. If I could 

live my life 

over, I would 

change almost 

nothing 

       

 

Q4.  To make sure the respondents are paying attention to the content of this 

survey, we ask you to pick the opposite of the word "Good". 

1. Tree   

2. Bad   

3. Lovely  

4. Well    

Q5.  Please indicate by category of relationship the number of people you interact 

with regularly for resources for your business.  Please type your answer in the text 

box. 

 How many 

Close family (parent, spouse, child, sibling)  

Close friend    
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Other relative    

Business partner    

Acquaintance    

Banker  

Community Organization    

Co-worker  

Venture capitalist investor    

Other  

 

Q6.  Please think about your entrepreneurial experience and indicate your level of 

agreement or disagreement with each of the following: 

 Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1. In most ways 

my life as an 

entrepreneur is 

close to my ideal 

       

2. The conditions 

of my 

entrepreneurial 

career are 

excellent 

       

3. I am satisfied 

with my life as 

an entrepreneur 

       

4. So far, I have 

gotten the 

important things 

I want in my 

entrepreneurial 

career 

       

5. If I could live 

my 

entrepreneurial 

career over, I 

would change 

almost nothing 

       

Q7.  Entrepreneurship involves emotions.  Please indicate the degree of your 

agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 



 

186 

 

1. I really like 

finding the 

right people to 

market my 

product/service 

to 

       

2. Assembling 

the right people 

to work for my 

business is 

exciting 

       

3. Pushing my 

employees and 

myself to make 

our company 

better 

motivates me 

       

4. Nurturing 

and growing 

companies is an 

important part 

of who I am. 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q8.  Please read each of the following items carefully, thinking about how it relates 

to your life, and then indicate how true it is for you.    

 Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1. I feel like I am 

free to decide for 

myself how to live 
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my life 

2. I really like the 

people I interact 

with 

       

3. People I know 

tell me I am good 

at what I do 

       

4. I get along with 

people I come into 

contact with 

       

5. I generally feel 

free to express my 

ideas and opinions 

       

6. I consider the 

people I regularly 

interact with to be 

my friends 

       

7. I have been able 

to learn interesting 

new skills recently. 

       

8. People in my 

life care about me 

       

9. Most days I feel 

a sense of 

accomplishment 

from what I do 

       

10. People I 

interact with on a 

daily basis tend to 

take my feelings 

into consideration 

       

11. I feel like I can 

pretty much be 

myself in my daily 

situations 

       

12. People are 

generally pretty 

friendly towards 

me. 

       

 

 

Q9.  Entrepreneurship requires certain skills.  Please read each of the statements 

below and indicate how confident you feel in completing each task from (extremely 

unconfident) to (extremely confident). 

  Extremely 

unconfident 

Unconfident Neither 

confident 

nor 

unconfident 

Confident Extremely 

confident 
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1. Successfully 

identifying new 

business 

     

2. Creating new 

products 

     

3. Thinking 

creatively 

     

4. 

Commercializing 

an idea or new 

development 

     

 

Q10.  Entrepreneurs may decide to exit their businesses at some point.  Please 

indicate the level of your agreement or disagreement with the following question: 

  Very 

unlikely 

Likely Neither likely 

nor unlikely 

Unlikely Very likely 

How likely are you, 

taking everything into 

consideration, make a 

genuine effort to find a 

new job within the 

next year and stop 

operating your 

business? 

     

 

 

 

11. To make sure the respondents are paying attention to the content of the survey, 

we ask that you pick a word similar in meaning to "beautiful" 

1. Ugly    

2. Bad    

3. Pretty    

4. Tree   

Q12.  Entrepreneurship requires certain skills and attitudes.  Please read the 

following statements and indicate your level of agreement with each statement.  
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How often do you experience the following feelings and emotions as it relates to your 

entrepreneurial activities? 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Very often Almost 

Always 

1. Interested      

2. Distressed      

3. Excited      

4. Upset      

5. Strong      

6. Guilty      

7. Scared      

8. Hostile      

9. Enthusiastic      

10. Proud      

11. Irritable      

12. Alert      

13. Ashamed      

14. Inspired      

15. Nervous      

16. Determined      

17. Attentive      

18. Jittery      

19. Active      

20. Afraid      

 

 

 

Q13.  Please indicate your sex below: 

1. Male   

2. Female  

Q14.  People face challenges in their lives from time to time.  Please indicate your 

level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

1. I can adapt to      
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change  

2. I can deal with 

whatever comes my 

way 

     

3. I see the humorous 

side of things  

     

4. Stress makes me 

stronger 

     

5. I can bounce back 

after an injury or 

illness 

     

6. I believe I can 

achieve goals despite 

obstacles 

     

7. Under pressure I 

stay focused   

     

8. I am not easily 

discouraged by 

failure 

     

9. I think of myself as 

a strong person when 

facing challenges  

     

10. I am able to 

handle unpleasant 

feelings  

     

 

 

Q15.  In what year were you born?  ____________________________ 

Q16.  In what year was your firm founded?  ___________________________ 

Q17.  What is the highest level of education you completed? 

1. Some high school education, but no diploma   

2. High school graduate   

3. Some college education, but no bachelor‘s degree   
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4. Bachelor's degree   

5. Some graduate education, but no graduate degree    

6. Graduate degree   

Q18.  Please indicate your industry below 

1. Management, professional, and related  

2. Service  

3. Sales and office  

4. Farming, fishing, and forestry   

5. Construction, extraction, and maintenance  

6. Production, transportation, and material moving  

7. Other _______________________________ 

Q19.  How many founders does your business have? 

1. 1    

2. 2    

3. 3    

4. More than 3 ____________ 

 

 

Q20.  Did you have any experience in the area of your business prior to starting the 

business? 

1. Yes  

2. No    

Q21.  Not counting the entrepreneur, how many employees does your company 

have? 

1. None    
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2. 1 - 10    

3. 11 - 50  

4. 51 - 100    

5. 100 - 300    

6. 300 - 500    

7. More than 500   

Q22.  Is this your first business? 

1. Yes   

2. No    

Q23.  Please indicate your company's average annual income below: 

1. Less than $100,000   

2. $100,000 - $300,000   

3. $300,000 - $500,000   

4. $500,000 - $1,000,000   

5. More than $1,000,000   

 

 

Q24.  Were you born in the United States? 

1. Yes   

2. No    

Q25.  Please indicate your ethnicity below: 

1. White   

2. Black or African American   

3. Asian   

4. Other   _______________________ 
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Q26.  What is your marital status? 

1. Married  

2. Single    

3. Divorced    

4. Separated  

Q27.  Please indicate the answer that includes your entire household income in USD 

(previous year) before taxes. 

1. Less than 10,000    

2. 10,000 to 29,999    

3. 30,000 to 49,999   

4. 50,000 to 69,999   

5. 70,000 to 89,999   

6. 90,000 to 99,999   

7. 80,000 to 89,999 

8. 90,000 to 99,999   

9. 100,000 to 149,999   

10. 150,000 or more   

Q28.  Thank you for participating in the survey.  Please enter any comments you 

may have about the survey below.  Also, if you would like to receive an executive 

summary of this study, please enter your email address here. 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 


