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More than money: Developing an integrative multtéaial measure of entrepreneurial
success.

Abstract

This article conceptualises and operationalizeljé&iive entrepreneurial success’ in a
manner which reflects the criteria employed byemieneurs, rather than those imposed by
researchers. Using two studies, a first qualitadinguiry investigated success definitions
using interviews with 185 German entrepreneur factors emerged from their reports:
firm performance, workplace relationships, persofudfiiment, community impact, and
personal financial rewardsThe second study developed a questionnaire,ubp&8ive
Entrepreneurial Success—Importance Scale (SESel8)easure these five factors using a
sample of 184 entrepreneurs. We provide evidencthévalidity of the SES-IS, including
establishing systematic relationships of SES-1$ wiijective indicators of firm success,
annual income and entrepreneur satisfaction wighaind financial situation. We also
provide evidence for the cross-cultural invarianESES-IS using a sample of Polish
entrepreneurs. The quintessence of our studieg i subjective entrepreneurial success
is a multi-factorial construct, i.e. entreprenewabie various indicators of success with

money as only one possible option.
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Introduction

Regarding definitions of entrepreneurial succetgalture grounded in rational economic
theory suggests that in the first instance, finalngain is paramount (Parker, 2009). Hence,
entrepreneurs evaluate success predominantlyandial terms; however, a focus solely on
monetary rewards and related economic indicatofsrofperformance does not fully capture
notions of success. So for instance, evidenceesigghat entrepreneurs, on average, can
expect to earn less than if in formal employmerdar(\Praag and Versloot, 2007). In
addition, entrepreneurs may persist with underperiag firms for as long as individual non-
monetary goals are considered satisfactory (DeEge8hepherd and De Castro, 2008). Yet
paradoxically, in some circumstances profitablen§rmay be disbanded it they do not fulfil
personal goals (Green, Welsh and Dehler, 200&)elentrepreneur’s subjective evaluation
of success includes issues additional to, or dtieer, objective economic success indicators
(Gimeno, Folta, Cooper and Woo, 1997; Reijonenkamthppula, 2007), then success cannot
be simply equated with firm performance or withaficial reward (Sarasvathy, Menon and
Kuechle, 2013). Therefore, we need to develop asbbnderstanding of subjective
indicators of entrepreneurial success.

Research on subjective entrepreneurial succestats/ely scarce; it has not
converged upon a common definition (Baron and He2®{ 1; Fisher, Maritz and Lobo,
2014; Gorgievski, Ascalon and Stephan, 2011). Adiogity, we define subjective
entrepreneurial success as the individual undeatstgrand assessment of the achievement of
criteria that are personally important to the gmteeeur. The nature of such criteria remains
underexplored with definitions of success generatetliimposed by researchers. Economic
indicators, such as firm size, revenue growth,ssafel market expansion, continue to
dominate the literature; subjective entreprenewstigcess is seen as the evaluation of these

indicators by the entrepreneur (Rauch and Fres¥;Richard, Devinney, Yip and Johnson,



2009). By contrast, we recognise other aspectaafess beyond monetary returns or
narrowly defined firm performance. It is acknowledghat entrepreneurs will also use other
indicators such as personal learning and fulfilmestk life balance or contribution to the
community (Jayawarna, Rouse and Kitching, 201indisators of success. This resonates
with recent economic research acknowledging thaepreneurs seek different types of
utility, including independence and satisfactioariér, 2009; Van Praag and Versloot,
2007).

Thus, there is recognition that entrepreneur eviang of success go beyond
economic returns. Yet, attempts at differentiaimgjtiple success criteria - beyond the
achievement of financial outcomes - are scarce, ith@ude, for example, Gorgievski et al.
(2011), who asked entrepreneurs to rank succdssiarierived from the literature whilst
Fisher et al. (2014) combined four items measudiffgrent aspects of success into one
overall index. Orser and Dyke (2009) applied atirdimensional approach to extract four
aspects which they suggest capture relevant sucdéssa for entrepreneurs. These studies
are an important departure point drawing attentiote fact that entrepreneurs use varied
criteria of differing importance to evaluate susces

Furthermore, related research on different typemntiepreneurs (for example,
female, minority, social; as well as micro-, famaiyhigh-growth firms) collectively suggest
considerable heterogeneity in the motivations dfegmmeneurs, ranging from self-realization,
family security and employee relations to societadtribution (Gartner, Shaver and
Gatewood, 2003; Edelman, Brush, Manolova and Gr&910; Jayawarna et al., 2011;
Jennings and Brush, 2013; Lukes and Stephan, 20alker and Brown, 2004). As noted
below, entrepreneurial motivations are linked tocgss given that the fulfilling motivating
factors indicate positive attainment and so, sig;désis, entrepreneurial motivation research

implies a more nuanced view of success factors.



Literature on entrepreneurial success is emerging underdeveloped (Fisher et al.,
2014). Research on entrepreneurial motivation hewesuggests a plethora of potential
success criteria but is scattered over many st8tephan, Hart and Drews, 2015)], focusing
on specific samples and motivating factors. Addngsthis issue, this article contributes to
debate by providing a more integrative, holistictypie of subjective entrepreneurial success
factors when exploring entrepreneurial interpretaiof success from a qualitative
perspective. Using the evidence from this studypveeide novel evidence for the validity of
these subjective success factors drawing upon stiqueaire operationalizing these criteria
through a survey instrument. To our knowledge,g¢hemno standardized measure enabling
researchers to systematically assess subjectii@iods of success in an integrative manner,
thus, this article provides an important step talsdilling this gap.

To address these issues, the article is strucagédllows, first we outline a

theoretical framework for the article; second,

Theoretical background

In spite of growing recognition that understandsodpjective measures of success is crucial
for the development of entrepreneurship researdhpaactice (Dyke and Murphy, 2006;
Fisher et al., 2014; Gorgievski et al., 2011), taacept is neither well defined nor
extensively investigated. Existing research (Raamth Frese, 2007) typically defines
subjective success indicators narrowly; they aegved as another measure of objective firm
performance via entrepreneur estimates of sucleanalis (for example, sales or growth,
Richard et al., 2009), or as their global ratingiwh performance (for example, relative to
competing firms, Lumpkin and Dess, 2001). In additisubjective success is frequently
assessed via self-report measures of satisfacitbrfimn performance, growth and status
(Powell and Eddleston, 2008). These approachesditiyptreat subjective self-reported

success as an indicator of one underlying commaetéss construct’ (Miller, Washburn



and Glick, 2013), rather than allowing for the pb#isy of a more complex
conceptualization of subjective success consigifrgultiple separate constructs.

Whilst studies on subjective entrepreneurial sSuEees scarce, a large body of literature on
goals and motivations of entrepreneurs exists (gdelet al., 2011; Jayawarna et al., 2011,
Stephan et al., 2015). A search for ‘subjectiveegmreneurial success’ in Google scholar
resulted in only four hits, while a search for r@mtreneurial goals’ resulted in 2.280 and
‘entrepreneurial motivation’ in 4.170 hitsOur definition of entrepreneurial success and its
emphasis on subjectively important criteria linkigtie psychological concept of motivation
and the closely related concepts of values andsgdakse constructs reflect what is
individually important to entrepreneurs and so, imatées action(Frese, 2009; Schwartz,
2006). If entrepreneurial success is understodteaachievement of subjectively relevant
criteria, research on entrepreneurial motivatiamioform us about the nature of criteria that
are valued by entrepreneurs and which constitligestive success. Hence, we will briefly
review research on entrepreneurial motivation torm our understanding of potential
success criteria.

Entrepreneurial motivation research often considexcessity versus opportunity
conceptualizations of motivation, suggesting trexigde are either pushed into
entrepreneurship when their environment does et aftractive work alternatives, or are
pulled into business by perceived opportunitie®¢B] Kohn, Miller and Ullrich, 2015).

Such duality in entrepreneurial motivation mighté@onsequences for success criteria held
by entrepreneurs; whilst some may strive for emmlent and financial security, others may
value independence, personal development and ingpliéng ideas.

Other research on entrepreneurial motivation reeegrthat motivations can be
more complex and multi-dimensional. Such reseaffehfirst, varying numbers of

dimensions of entrepreneurial motives such asrsalfzation, financial success, roles,



recognition and independence (Birley and Westh&@d 1Carter et al., 2003;Stephan et al.,
2015; second, contrasts two dimensions of succasgsebn different types of entrepreneurs
(such as social versus commercial, male versusléeriamily versus non-family
entrepreneurs, (Chell and Baines, 1998; Lukes &mpohd&n, 2012; Olson, Zuiker, Danes,
Stafford, Heck and Duncan, 2003) or third, diffdr@tes various clusters (typologies or
profiles) of entrepreneurs based on configuratafrmaotives such as ‘tax avoiders’,
‘reluctant’, ‘prestige’, ‘subsistence’, or ‘hedotics entrepreneurs (Birley and Westhead,
1994; Jaouen and Lasch, 2015; Jayawarna et all).201

The most commonly identified dimensions of motiwatmay be summarized as
follows: autonomy and independence (Birley and s, 1994; Jayawarna et al., 2011;
Reynolds and Curtin, 2008): self-realization artspnal development (Benzing and Chu,
2009; Carter et al., 2003; Jayawarna et al., 26EBking achievement, challenge and
demonstrating performance (Edelman et al., 201¥n8&lds and Curtin, 2008): monetary
incentives as well as status and social recogn{B@mzing and Chu, 2009; Carter et al.,
2003): personal and family security (Chen and Blsg®13; Robichaud, MacGraw and
Roger, 2001): relationships with employees andettaklers (Jayawarna et al., 2011;
Gorgievski et al., 2011) and finally, creatingisb@alue and helping others (Gorgievski et
al., 2011; Lukes and Stephan, 2012). Stephan,dR@all5) arrive at a similar summary in
their systematic evidence review.

Based on such multi-dimensional approaches to gmtneurial motivation, we
expect that success criteria may also be multi-dsiomal. Indeed, subjective assessments of
entrepreneurial success suggest multiple critettia wderlying structures. For instance,
Orser and Dyke (2009) propose that subjective preéresurial success is a multi-
dimensional construct drawing upon market accepgtéo@mmercial success criteria),

professional autonomy (self-fulfilment), work-lil@lance, and financial outcomes. Further



empirical support for the multidimensionality ofceess was outlined by Gorgievski et al.
(2011) who found that person-oriented and busioegsted dimensions underlie the rank-
order of 10 success criteria. By contrast, a studisher and colleagues (2014) reveal a
one-dimensional structure of entrepreneurial siecbased on four items differentiating
individual and business indicators.

Although these studies inform us about possibleesg criteria held by
entrepreneurs, theypically do not (Gorgievski et al., 2011) or omtya very limited way
(Fisher et al., 2014) analyse how entrepreneursrsitehd success and thereby, may
introduce researcher bias by not accounting fqvaredent perspectives. They also suffer
from measurement challenges by using potentialigliable single items to represent
success criteria (Fisher et al., 2014; Gorgievski.e2011) and omitting relevant steps in
the validation process (Orser and Dyke, 2009).

In summary, the literatures on entrepreneurial vation and subjective
entrepreneurial success offer diverse views om#tere and number of possible dimensions
of subjective entrepreneurial success. Theretis Agreement upon the specific dimensions
and criteria of entrepreneurial success; so, mgldipon these literatures, we expect that
indicators of subjective entrepreneurial succesdilely to encompass multiple criteria to
which entrepreneurs attach different values. Tisé $tage of our research, Study One,
focusses on exploring these multiple criteria fritv@ entrepreneur perspective. Building
upon this analysis, the second phase of the rdgeanedy Two, introduces a novel
measurement instrument capturing multi-dimensiarditators of entrepreneurial success
providing evidence for its validity when drawingarpmore general theorizing regarding

how motives and values guide behaviour.

Study One: How do entrepreneurs define entrepreneual success



In our first study, we explore how entrepreneunrc@i®e and define success. Research on
entrepreneurial success criteria already exisghéfiet al., 2014; Gorgievski et al., 2011;
Orser and Dyke, 2009)]; it could, thus, be temptimgmploy a deductive approach to
conceptualize subjective entrepreneurial successdoapon existing criteria. However,
asking respondents to rate a selected set of supulisators would impose preconceived
researcher informed biases upon entrepreneuriaésacWe avoid this by inductively
capturing how entrepreneurs conceptualise suctedhe best of our knowledge, no other
research has yet provided a comprehensive condegatian of entrepreneurial success
indicators based upon an in-depth, inductive evalnaf entrepreneur views and valuations
of success. This leads to the following researastion:

Research Question How do entrepreneurs define success?

Research method
Sampling and participants

Participants were 185 German entrepreneurs whalemjrowned, and managed their
firms on a daily basfFrese, 2009). The participants were sampled fraginess
directories, therellow Pagesand private networks. Snowball sampling was ued;is an
efficacious technique for studying rare or elitgpplations such as entrepreneurs (Emory and
Cooper, 1991); participation rate was 40 percerd.i¢luded two qualitatively different
industries to maximize differing, non-sector spieatbnceptualizations of success. Fifty two
percent of the entrepreneurs operated in the irdbom technology (IT) sector, focusing on
software development and consulting. The remaidBhgercent operated in the service
industry; namely, restaurants. The respondent ragarwas 44 yearSP=8.67, ranging from
26 to 65Mdn=43), 83 percent were men; they had been self-@eglfor about 13 years

(SD=6.68, ranging from 4 to 3Mdn=11 years), employed on average 17 employees



(SD=21.09, ranging from 1 to 21Mdn=10) and 48 percent held a university degree. Firm
age was on average 11 yed8€6.16, ranging from 3 to 44 yeaMdn=10 years).
Measures

We conducted face-to-face interviews between 20@728908. The interviews were
conducted and transcribed in German, using starmardnanuals into which any
irregularities during the interviews were noted giag, 2003). All interviewers had
undergone intensive interview training. We chosdepth, face-to-face interviews to
encourage participants to give detailed and eldba@iaswers to the question: ‘What is your
personal definition of entrepreneurial success?gM#success for you?)'he interviewers
noted all answers verbatim and recorded socio-despbg variables including age, gender,
education, years of self-employment, and firm ctigrastics (firm age, industry sector,
number of employees).
Statistical analyses

Thematic content analysis was performed on thestramed verbatim success
definitions. We employed a bottom-up strategy aifamyfor the development of novel theory
directly from the responses and minimizing theadtrction of bias by researchers (Mayring,
2003). The answers were analysed inductively bgrgpthrough them iteratively, creating
categories or themes that closely reflected thaitent. Categories had to be precise and
non-overlapping, relevant to the concept of engrpurial success and on a comparable
abstraction level. Researchers trained in usinggeticeiteria worked through the data
systematically. To establish the reliability of theveloped category system, an independent
rater, who was blind to the data, coded 20 rand@®lgcted interviews. Inter-rater reliability
computed with coefficien¥, (Wirtz and Caspar, 2002) at the level of the 14-catiegories

was highly satisfactorywg = 72.85 percent).

Results
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Entrepreneur definitions of success

The inductively developed category system consikig! success criteria that cluster
into five main factors representing the followiragéts of entrepreneurial success, rank—
ordered by the frequency with which respondentstimeed them (Table 1)firm
performanceworkplace relationshipgpersonal fulfilmentcommunity impac¢tandpersonal
financial rewards.

[insert Table 1.]

Firm performanceThis factor includes success criteria relatedrnma #conomic
performance. First iany kind of growthcomprising: increases in sales, revenues, profits
and employee growth. Examples are: “Success is@meland revenue growth”; “Success
is firm monetary growth”. The secorfdim stability, refers to theontinuous positive
development of the firm (e.g. “Success means lengristability”). The thirdposition in the
market,refers to the acceptance of products and servioes@ customers and the market
position of the firm compared to rivals. Fourfingn survival captures “the long-term
safeguarding of the firm’s continued existence”e€, firm performancentegrates
different facets of performance as well as criteaiaging from minimal (survival) to
maximal success (growth).

Workplace relationshipsLhis factor captures success definitions related to
relationships with stakeholders within and outghtefirm. The firstemployees and co-
owner satisfactionrepresents strong relationships with employeescaralvners, and a
positive working climate in the firm. Examples &8iccess means for me a smoothly
working team”; “Harmonious cooperation of employeesharacteristic for success”. The
secondemployment securityeflects entrepreneurial responsibility towards kEyges and
their careers and providing stable employment. Eptasiare “Success is when you can

retain your employees in your firm”; “Success mearwiding good prospects for your
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employees”. The third criteriogustomer satisfaction and loyalincludes positive
relationships with clients as well as their loydthyand satisfaction with the products and
services a firm provides. Examples are: “A sucedd$sin is one that can foresee client
wishes and meet those wishes”; “Positive feedbeak fyour customers concerning
products and services accounts for success”.

Personal fulfilmentThis factor encompasses personal aspects of suétestggoals
and challengesclude achieving self-determined goals and stgvior personal freedom
and autonomy. Examples are: “Success is when hdependent in how | define my goals
for the future” and “When | reach my goals, | vatnsider myself successful”. Second,
personal satisfactionefers to fulfilling intrinsic entrepreneurial gealt also includes the
degree of happiness associated with the job ank amgagemenExamples are “For me,
success is to have fun at work” and “Success Ietoompletely absorbed in my job, to feel
energized”. Thirdgreativity and innovatioronsists of the opportunity to develop new
ideas, to implement one’s concepts, and to be iativ®;, e.g. “You are successful if you can
implement your own good ideas”. Fourtlee time and healtls made umf aspects such as
work-life balance, flexible working hours, and wbking. Examples are “Success means
having leisure time outside of work”; “Entrepreni@lisuccess is balance between work and
family”. Overall personal fulfilmentefers to job resources that typically relate pesiy to
intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction.

Community impaciThis factor includeéirm reputationandfirm continuity.Thefirst
aspectefers to a positive image of the firm in the maked approval by customers.
Examples are: “For me, success is recognitionerctty” and “Positive firm image means
success’Firm continuityrefers to the desire to pass the firm on to the gereration. For
instance, “For me, success means the firm williooltinto the next generation”. It also

reflects the wish of entrepreneurs that the firmtcwes to operate.
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Personal financial rewardshis factor captures the desire for high inconee, i.
extrinsic rewards. Examples are: “You are succésgstoe firm provides high financial
profits and you can be rich” and “Your income mett®r success”.

IT entrepreneurs and those operating restauraatsdad comparable definitions of
success. Thus, we did not develop separate catsgstgms for each industry sector. The
relative frequencies of success definitions wemalar with the exception that IT
entrepreneurs mentionedstomer satisfaction and loyaliignificantly less aneémployment
securitysignificantly more frequently than restaurant epteneurs (compare right hand
columns in Table 1).

Overall, entrepreneurs defined success by refesimgltaneously to various criteria,
pointing to a multi-factorial underlying structusésuccess. At the same time, success
criteria were mentioned with varying frequenciegygesting that entrepreneurs may value

success criteria differently.

Study Two: The development and preliminary validaton of a multi-

factorial Subjective Entrepreneurial Success- Impaiance Scale (SES-IS)

The main objectives of this study were to developnatrument to measure subjective
entrepreneurial success, to provide insight ingéouhderlying structure (dimensionality) of
subjective entrepreneurial success, as well astabksh first evidence for the validity of the
instrument. We call this instrument the Subjecivdrepreneurial Success-Importance Scale
(SES-IS), as it measures the extent to which ergneurs value different success criteria.
We designed SES-IS to capture a range of critddatified in Study One and expect the
success criteria to cluster into similar factors.

We followed the conventional steps in scale dewadiofeVellis, 2011). First, based on the

success definitions given by the entrepreneurseanrtitial study, we developed a large pool
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of items to represent all five success factors wahbh item demonstrating a clear link with
only one factor. Second, all items with overlap dondble-barrelling were deleted. Third,
after preliminary scale revision and modificatidems were tested for face validity; i.e. ten
experts (five academics and five entrepreneur®sassl the measure. Based on their
feedback, we added two new items that had not besgrttioned by entrepreneurs in Study
One (‘environmentally friendly firm’ and ‘firm soal contribution’), and deleted the item
‘personal satisfaction’, because it constituteathar unspecific meta-criterion that has the
character of an outcome variable resulting froraiaithg important success criteria. This step
helped us to ensure that success criteria were redrapsively captured in the scale,
including those that may only be relevant for aanity of entrepreneurs. The SES-IS we
administered included 36 items. The Appendix pristre items and the development steps.

Hypothesis 1: Subjective entrepreneurial successpeises of five underlying factors: firm
performance, workplace relationships, personalilfuént, community impact

and personal financial rewards.

Research into cross-cultural entrepreneurship ategcdifferences in motives and
values of entrepreneurs (see Hayton, George anZa002). Consequently, the concept of
subjective entrepreneurial success and its unaerstructure may also differ. Accordingly,
we endeavoured to replicate the structure of SEiB-#9 independent sample of Polish
entrepreneurs, to offer novel evidence for crodsial equivalence. To demonstrate cross-
cultural equivalence, it is critical to focus upaations with cultural differences thus, the
selection of countries is arguably less important.

Although Germany and Poland are geographicallyocatkd, they belong to separate
cultural clusters (Germanic Europe vs. Eastern gi@luster; House, Hanges, Javidan,
Dorfman and Gupta, 2004), exhibiting significarffefiences in national values. Gender

egalitarianism and humane orientation are morelyigdlued in Germany compared to
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Poland (4.9 vs. 4.5; 5.5 vs. 5.3 respectively) levimstitutional and in-group collectivism,
power distance, uncertainty avoidance and futuentation are more highly valued in
Poland as compared to Germany (5.5 vs. 4.0; 5.3.2s3.1 vs. 2.5; 4.7 vs. 3.3; 5.2 vs. 4.9
respectively, House et al., 2004Jhese differences may have implications for htrargly
entrepreneurs value success criteria however,dbeyot imply that subjective
entrepreneurial success is differently structuredi @anderstood in the two countries. For
instance, large international value studies sudh@se conducted by the GLOBE project
(House et al., 2004) or by Schwartz (2012) dematessimilar underlying dimensionality of
value importance ratings across cultures. Thergfoeeexpect that the underlying structure
of success criteria in the SES-IS will be compagabhat is, we expect to support the cross-
cultural robustness of the SES-IS in the Polishpdam
Hypothesis 2: The structure of the subjective entrepreneuriaksesgs scale (SES-IS) can be
replicated in a Polish sample.
To provide further support for the validity of tB&S-IS, we also investigated the
relationships between subjective entrepreneurizdess (i.e. scores on SES-IS subscales)
and theoretically related constructs (cf. Cronbaott Meehl, 1955) in the German sample.
We expect that the importance entrepreneurs attaspecific success criteria will relate to
the actual attainment of matching success indisaidris is because people put effort into
obtaining outcomes that are important to them agsépeatedly been shown in more general
research on goals and values as drivers of adti@s€, 2009; Locke and Latham, 2002;
Roccas and Sagiv, 2010; Schwartz, 2006). In otleedsy success criteria that are important to
the entrepreneur (e.g. growth), will direct theteation and effort toward activities that
increase the likelihood of achieving outcomes coagt with these criteria (e.g. developing
a growth plan, securing additional finance;Fre§©9).

Based on this logic, we propose that valuing performanceelates positively to

15



achieving objective firm-level success indicatams. firm turnover). In addition, we expect
valuingpersonal fulfilmenandworkplace relationshipso relate positively to life
satisfaction. For instance, research demonstriagdifie satisfaction results from making
progress toward attaining personal goals (Gregamd<Diefendorff, 2010; Verbruggen and
Sels, 2010) and experiencing autonomy (Rau, 2@l6)ilarly, research demonstrates that
supportive work environments and especially, sufpyrco-workers, increase life
satisfaction (Bowling, Eschleman and Wang, 2010gr&fore:

Hypothesis 3a: The importance attached to firm quentince, personal fulfilment and
workplace relationships (as measured through SESilScales) relates positively to

outcomes matching these factors (objective firncsss;, life satisfaction).

For the factopersonal financial rewardsve expect different correlation patterns
with related criteria. We hypothesize that the imgace ofpersonal financial rewardsill
relate negatively to matching individual-level emreneurial success indicators, i.e. annual
income and satisfaction with their financial sitaat Research on values emphasizes the
specific impact that economic threat has on valumagerial well-being and money in
particular (the so-called relative deprivation efje This suggests that the importance of
material and monetary values is upgraded in tinfiee@nomic hardship (Bruner and
Goodman, 1947; Schwartz, 2006). So, entreprenelioseviinancial rewards are threatened,
by poor firm performance for example, are moreljike emphasize the importance of
personal financial rewards:

Hypothesis 3b: The importance attached to persdiancial rewards (as measured
through the SES-IS subscale) relates negativelgutcomes matching this factor

(entrepreneur annual income, satisfaction with ficial situation).

The age of the entrepreneur may be another impgartarelate of subjective success.

It has been found that career prospects and hagima are especially valued by younger

16



people who have not yet acquired material goods@iated status (Warr, 2008). Conversely,
increasing age is associated with a value shiftydwean extrinsic, towards intrinsic and
generous motives, so helping other people andibatitrg to society (Kooij, De Lange,
Jansen, Kanfer and Dikkers, 2011; Lang and Camster2002),. This shift seems to be
triggered by an age-related prioritization of sbg@als and transmission to others in face of
limited future time perspective (Kooij et al., 2Q1Gorgievski et al., (2011) found that older
entrepreneurs attach lower importance to profitsfarancial rewards. Collectively, the
evidence on shifting value priorities with age sesjg that the importance of success criteria
may change:

Hypothesis 4: Entrepreneurs’ age relates posijiveb the importance attributed to

community impact and negatively to personal finah@wards.

Research method
Sampling and participants

Data was collected in 2008 in Germany and in 2@0Rdland. Entrepreneurs were
invited by telephone and email. In Germany we wsedmbined sampling strategy; we
recruited entrepreneurs from social networks amohe platforms, i.e. Xing, LinkedIn, or
AIESEC, entrepreneurs’ associations, chambersmhuoerce (response rate at 10.34
percent) and also, théellow Pagessandomly selecting every twentieth name in eadnef
16 German states (cf. Dillman, 2000) (responsel2ié7 percent). In Poland we contacted
all potential participants by telephone (respomge 20 percent). We used hard copy and
online questionnaires in both countries findingsignificant differences in the study
variables due to the method of data collectionseiresults are available upon request.

A total of 184 German entrepreneurs completedsanrey with less than three
percent missing dataEntrepreneurs were on average 45 yearsSit9.90, ranging from
22 to 72 Mdn=45 years), married (87 percent), 57 percent hami\aersity degree. Men

17



made up 75 percent of the sample, 63 percent weralérs of the firms that they currently
owned and managed. Firms were on average 23 yieb{S[=30.52, ranging from less than
one year to 182 yearsldn=14 years)and had 22 employeeS[=43.36, ranging from zero
to 100,Mdn=10). They operated in the following sectors: candton (41 percent),
innovative technologies and electronics indust8/gércent), services (27 percent), and
retail (14 percent).

A total of 101 Polish entrepreneurs completedstieey. Entrepreneurs were on
average 38 years ol&D=10.68, ranging from 22 to 7R]dn=35 years), married (63
percent), 67 percent had a university degree. Matenup 53.5 percent of the sample. All
respondents were founders of the firms that theseatly owned and managed. They
employed on average nine employees, but 16 pehaehhone $D=20.28, ranging from
zero to 180Mdn=3.5employees). Firms operated in construction (4 pe)ycennovative
technologies and electronics industry (22 percaetyices (67 percent), retail (4 percent),

and transportation (4 percent).

Measures

In addition to the demographic variables, suchesler age, educatiomndindustry
sector,the following study variables were included. Subjersuccess was measured with
the Subjective Entrepreneurial Success Scale (SESeti)posed of five main subjective
success factors drawing upon the structure of sscambtained in Study Ondirm
performanceworkplace relationshipgpersonal fulfilmentcommunity impacandpersonal
financial rewards The SES-IS instruction was: ‘Please indicate o $cale below how
important the following aspects are for you?’ Eptemeurs rated success criteria on a 5-
point Likert scale from 1 ‘not important at all’ &‘absolutely important’.

With regard to criterion measureshjective firm succeswas assessed as turnover
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over the previous 12 months. We log-transformed thariable to obtain a normal
distribution (firm revenue ranged from -20 percent 200 percent).

Entrepreneutife satisfactionwas measureavith five items based on the German
General Health survey asking about satisfactioi wee time, health, family, relationships
with friends and relatives as well as general di¢isfaction (Cronbach’s Alpha=.83). The
response format was a 7-point Kunin-Faces scalai(Kid955) ranging from 1 ‘very sad,
unsatisfied’ to 7 ‘very happy’.

Entrepreneurs were asked abanohual incomeavhich ranged from 1000 to 350.000
Euros. We deleted extreme values above 200.000sE@oyear based on an outlier analysis
and we log-transformed annual income to obtainranabdistribution. Entrepreneur
satisfaction with financial situatiomwas measured with two items from the German General
Health Survey asking about satisfaction with incand their overall financial situation
(Bellach, Knopf and Thefeld, 1998). A sample itemsviHow satisfied are you with your

income?’ (Cronbach’s Alpha=.93).

Results

| tem statistical analyses and exploratory factor analyses

We conducted item-level analyses within the Gersample and deleted ten items
based on low item-total correlations, high kurt@sisl high item difficulties (see Appendix for
details on the items removed at this step). Theangimg 26 items were used in an exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) with principal axis factori(lgAF) and promax rotation, as
recommended by Hair et al (2013) to develop nevstrants. This model explained 46 percent
of the variance. The EFA revealed the hypothesizedfactor structure: ‘firm performance’,

‘workplace relationships’, ‘personal fulfilmentcémmunity impact’ and ‘personal financial
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rewards’. Based on the EFA, we deleted three itemeause of substantial cross-loadi(sgse
the Appendix ).
Confirmatory factor analyses

In the next step, we conducted confirmatory faatwalysis (maximum likelihood
estimation) using AMOS (Arbuckle, 2005) to examihe factorial validity of the
hypothesized five-factor structure with 23 itemeeTmodel fit was poor &FI .845,RMSEA
.072,Chi’(222 a=433.535p<.001. Based on modification indices, six more iemere deleted.
Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the hypsthed model consisting of five
interrelated first order factors (Figure 1) fitté data well in the German sampl#i® (109
dn=158.60,p<.001,CFI=.94 andRMSEA-.05. To determine whether the five-factor
conceptualization is indeed the most appropriatdehave tested alternative models including
a model in which five first-order factors loadedasecond-order factsubjective
entrepreneurial successd a model in which all items loaded directly be first-order factor
subjective entrepreneurial succeBsirther we tested three and four-factor models coimdp
items that empirically showed relatively strongretations and that could theoretically be seen
as forming one factor. All alternative models shdweorer fit to the data (Table 2).

[insert Figure 1 and Table 2.]

We examined the internal consistency reliabilityvedl as the convergent and
discriminant validity of the SES-IS (Table 3). Waentputed Cronbach’s Alpha), composite
reliability (CR), the average variance extracte¥E), the maximum shared variance (MSV)
and the average shared squared variance (ASV)b@&cbis Alpha ranged between .65 and
.75, while (CR) exceed the recommended threshol@®{Bagozzi and Yi, 1988, p. 82),
supporting high internal consistency for all fiaefors. All item factor loadings were well
above the recommended .40 threshold and CR wasrttighn AVE, supporting the

convergent validity of SES-IS subscales (Hair et28113). The AVE was slightly below the
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recommended .50 threshold (Fornell and Larcker1),981t both MSV and ASV were lower
than AVE for all five factors, thus, we concludéat there is evidence for the discriminant
validity of SES-IS (Hair, Black, Babin and Anders@010).

[insert Table 3.]

To summarize, Hypothesis 1 is supported. The hitisigf model corresponds to the

assumed five-factor structure of subjective entrepurial success (Figure 1).

Replication of the SES-ISfactorial structurein a Polish sample

To investigate the cross-cultural equivalencehef$SES-IS, we tested whether we
could replicate the structure of the SES-IS obthinghe German sample in the Polish
sample. Specifically, we tested whether the fastaurcture (configural invariance), the factor
loadings (metric invariance) and the item intersdptalar invariance) might differ
significantly, which would indicate lack of equieaice. We followed the procedures outlined
by Byrne (2013). Table 4 presents fit indices @& theasurement equivalence tests for the
five success factors across the German and thehPsaimple using a multi-group CFA.

[insert Table 4.]

The results provide evidence for full configuratamiance, meaning that the
underlying five-factor structure is the same intbotltures (see Table ¥1). When testing
for metric invariance by constraining the factoadings of all items to be equal across both
samples, the model fit deteriorated significanilglfle 4,M2). Only the subscaldsm
performanceandpersonalfulfilmentshowed full metric invariance (TableM2.1and
M2.3), while the subscalesommunity impacandpersonal financial rewards/ere partially
metric invariant (Table 4M12.4.1andM2.5.1). Forcommunity impacthe item ‘firm social
contribution’ loaded substantially higher in thdiBtothan in the German sample (Figure 1).

For the subscalpersonal financial rewardthe item ‘ability to afford a lot’ had a higher
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loading in the Polish sample (Figure 1). The sulesearkplace relationshipshowedno
metric invariance, i.e. the model fit for this soéle deteriorated significantly independently
of which item was constrained across sampz.2in Table 4).

Next, we tested the scalar invariance of the suéstiem performancepersonal
fulfilmentandpersonal financial rewardsT his tested whether cross-national differences in
the item means reflect differences in the meanbkeftinderlying latent constructs rather than
item bias. The subscabersonal financial rewardéVi3.5in the Table 4) showed full scalar
invariance. However, the subscales performanceandpersonal fulfilmenshowed only
partial scalar invariance. Form performanceopnly the intercept of the item ‘turnover/sales’
and for the subscafgersonal fulfilmenthe intercepts of the items ‘own decision-making’
and ‘personal development’ reflected the latentoiameans in a similar way across samples.

Taken together the invariance tests suggest paupgport for Hypothesis, 2ccording
to which the structure of SES-IS can be replicatesl Polish sample. The factor loadings and
item intercepts are partially equivalent, with theeption ofvorkplace relationshipswvhich
show neither metric nor scalar invariance. Althotegting mean differences between the
Polish and German samples was not the focus oftadl, we observed that the mean values
for three of five factors composing SES-IS diffeemioss samples (Table 3).

Preliminary criterion-related validity of the SES-1S

Using the German sample, we assessed first, evedenthe criterion-related
validity of the SES-IS by examining (Pearson) datrens of the five subjective
entrepreneurial success factors with outcomes nmgt¢hese factors (Hypothesis 3a, 3b, 4).
In line with Hypothesis 3dirm performancewnas significantly positively related to turnover
(r=.16,p<.05,N=178y-an objective indicator of firm succe$zersonal fulfimentvas
significantly positively related to life satisfaoti (=.19,p <.001,N=184), as was the

success factarorkplace relationshipg=.15,p <.05,N=184). In line with Hypothesis 3b,
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personal financial rewardwas negatively related to annual incomre (17,p<.05,N =152f
and to satisfaction with their financial situati@ge-.18,p<.05,N=184). This means that
entrepreneurs who valued financial rewards higbported a lower annual income and were
less satisfied with their financial situation.

As expected in Hypothesis the age of the entrepreneur was positively reladdte
importance attributed toommunity impactr=.16,p<.05,N=184) and negatively to the
importance attributed tpersonal financial rewardg=-.19,p<.001,N=184). Thus, as
hypothesized younger entrepreneurs valuegonal financial rewardmore whilst older
entrepreneurs appreciated giving back to the contgntana greater extent (see Gorgievski
et al., 2011).

Additional explorative analyses showed few assamatbetween the importance
attached to the five SES-IS factors and demogragriables. Similar to Gorgievski et al.
(2011), we found no significant relations with gendnd education. There was only one
significant correlation with industry sector in tBerman sample. Entrepreneurs in the IT
sector attached lower importancectimmunity impactThese results are available upon

request.

Discussion

Using a mixed-methods design, this research degdlap integrative conceptualization of
subjective entrepreneurial success. First, a @&t bottom-up approach allowed us to
capture a holistic conceptualization of subjecamérepreneurial success firmly grounded in
the views and understandings of success by entrepre themselves. Second, a systematic,
guantitative scale development study was performesailting in a multi-factorial instrument
measuring subjective entrepreneurial success,HE$eIS. We find that entrepreneurial

success is ‘more than money’. Entrepreneurs holidi-facetted views of success structured
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along five factorsfirm performanceworkplace relationshipgersonal fulfilment
community impacandpersonal financial rewards.

Our research advances the literature on entrepri@hsuccess in several ways. A key
contribution lies is providing a holistic perspe&etion subjective entrepreneurial success to
overcome dichotomiesich as those visible in past research (Block gR8l5; Jayawarna et
al., 2011; Lukes and Stephan, 2012)emphasizingg¥ample, social vs. commercial, and
male vs. female entrepreneurship. Thus, it enggreggter integration across the different
subfields of entrepreneurship (for example, miyofémale, social entrepreneurship).
Indeed, we did not find any evidence supportingdraffs amongst success factors implicitly
assumed in previous research emphasizing dichosoi@ne of the five entrepreneurial
success factors were negatively correlated in matys Our findings support emerging
research on complementarities rather than tradebeffiveen social and commercial
strategies for traditional entrepreneurs (Mickiexet al.,2014).

Our multi-dimensional conceptualization of entreyaarial success also aligns with
calls in recent general management research td adapcalled ‘separate constructs
approach’ for assessing organizational performékiiier et al., 2013). As Miller et al.
(2013) highlight, advances in theorizing about fperformance require greater specificity
and alignment between theory building (conceptaéibn of success and hypotheses) and
empirical analyses (operationalization of succesksatistical analyses). Such alignment
increases the accuracy of predictions and preverdsrestimation of relationships
(Wittmann, 1988). The multidimensional conceptuatian of entrepreneurial success in the
SES-IS enables future research to attain moregoecin theorizing and research on
entrepreneurial performance. An example based onesults would be that instead of
assuming that success becomes less important ggthnge theorized and found that the

importance of specific success factors changesagéh(fromfinancial rewardsto
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community impagt

Our multi-dimensional conceptualization of entreyaarial success also enables
greater contextualizatioof firm performance — and so, links to recent chdlsattention to
context in entrepreneurship research (Welter, 2Bahra and Wright, 2011; Zahra, Wright
and Abdelgawad, 2014). As Richard et al. (2009,2%) conclude in their review of the
organizational performance literature: 'Measurenwmerformance must take into account
heterogeneity of environments, strategies, and gemant practices ... we are making a
guantum leap of faith in assuming that our measulase to what the firm is seeking to
achieve.’ This article provides examples of theam@nce of such contextualization.
Specifically, we found evidence that the importaattached to specific success factors
varies with heterogeneity in industry sectors aatiomal environments (Germany vs.
Poland); even though the overall understandingiofasss was similar in both countries (i.e.
cross-cultural equivalence of the SES-IS).

Overall, we see our study as an important stepgimge enabling future research to
engage in more refined theorizing about entrepmalesuccess. We embedded our
conceptualization of subjective entrepreneuriatess in more general research on goals,
motivations and values as drivers of action (Fr2889; Locke and Latham, 2002; Schwartz,
2006). We encourage future research to continugydlos avenue; for instance, approaches
such as self-determination theory (Ryan and D@&€IQPor values theory (Schwartz, 2006) may
enable a deeper understanding of the nature df thesditatively different success factors.
These theoretical lenses can be useful to genaedections about the consequences of
pursuing different success factors. For instafiice,performanceandpersonal financial
rewardscould be seen to relate to extrinsic motivatiohdeypersonal fulfilmentworkplace
relationshipsandcommunity impaatay relate to intrinsic motivations (personal gitoand

meaningful relationships with others), and for bawitbtivations, different associations to
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performance and well-being have been documentpdsnresearch (Ryan and Deci, 2000). The
success factors captured in SES-IS call for muuki-leveltheoretical approaches

differentiating explicitly between the successhaf tirm and the entrepreneur (see Sarasvathy et
al., 2013).

Finally, our work adds to existing research sugggshe need to reconsider the
returns on being an entreprendRersonal financial rewards emphasized in original
economic theorizing on entrepreneurs — are, at lidsgecondary importance. In Study One,
this factor was among the least frequently repomddle entrepreneurs in Study Two
attributed more importance veorkplace relationshipandpersonal fulfilmenthan to
personal financial rewardsThese findings replicate results of past reseasaig different
methodologies and conducted in different natiooakexts (Gorgievski et al., 2011; Lukes
and Stephan, 2012; Ray and Trupin, 1989; WalkerBand/n, 2004) and emphasize that the
popular opinion of entrepreneurs as predominamgksg monetary rewards needs to be
revised. Moreover, our findingmint to the intriguing possibility that the stetgacal view
of entrepreneurs as primarily striving to attainnatary gain may partly be based on
observations of entrepreneurs who struggle to enegasitive economic returns from their
businesses (Van Praag and Versloot, 2007). Spaityfieve found those entrepreneurs with
lower annual income and those who were less sadisiith their financial situation to be the
ones who valuegersonal financial rewardthe mostThese relationships are in line with a
relative deprivation effect, i.e. the increasingortance of material values in times of
economic hardship (Bruner and Goodman, 1947; S¢hyn2006).

Based on these findings, we may expect that emnepirs will upgrade the
importance of financial returns in times of diffiteconomic conditions, such as recessions.
This has implications for the evaluations of entegggurial success in light of the sustained

downturn in the Eurozone triggered by the 2008rfaia crisis (note that we collected data
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in Germany immediately before the recession in 2008Ist Poland was largely unaffected
by the recession and showed no negative GDP grawtihg this period). Future research
could explore how long-lasting such adaptationsuzicess definitions to macroeconomic
conditions are, i.e. whether they result in temposhifts or in permanent changes to how
entrepreneurs define success. For instance, bhdéas shown that growth ambitions of
entrepreneurs in the UK changed from high growtirden the beginning of the 2008
recession to more realistic views during the cii€swling et al., 2014), but it is unknown

whether other, for example social success critaright have grown in importance.

Limitations and avenues for future research

Our work has several limitations the first of whiehates to our sample. Entrepreneurs in our
studies were somewhat younger, better educatethairdirms had more employees as
compared to nationally representative samples wépreneurs drawn from the European
Social Survey. Additionally, in Study One, womenrgvanderrepresented and sampling was
restricted to two, qualitatively different indussgctors. We also encountered a low response
rate which is a typical challenge in studies ofgmteneurs and senior managers (Cycyota
and Harrison, 2002). Although we have taken measiaravoid biases, such as including
feedback rounds with experts and entrepreneurs dtbwer industries, our descriptive results
on the average and relative importance of sucaéssi@ may not capture all relevant success
criteria.

A second limitation is that the reliability of sorB&S-IS subscales was moderate. We
aimed to develop a parsimonious instrument; yetetlns a trade-off between parsimony of a
measure and high reliability. New scales oftenesuffom this problem, especially when the
number of items is low (Cortina, 1993). To imprdke reliability of the SES-IS scales future

studies might consider including additional items.
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Third, this study provides novel evidence for thess-cultural equivalence of four of
five SES-IS subscales. The factaorkplace relationshipshowedno cross-cultural
equivalence, which may reflect country differenmepower distance and collectivism
(House et al., 2004). Future research could ingatifurther the cross-cultural validity of
the SES-IS in other countries.

We hope future research can develop the theordétiuabations of the SES-IS. We
drew on general theorizing and evidence that casrggals, motivations and values to
behaviour. Building on more elaborate theorizingilddhelp establish stronger evidence for
the convergent, discriminant and predictive vajidit the SES-IS. It would also be
interesting to learn more about the consequencssiving for different success criteria
simultaneously — both for the entrepreneur in teofmsersonal satisfaction and well-being
and for the firm in terms of social and economid@@nance, innovation and management
practices. Tests could be conducted to establistheh striving for multiple criteria may be
mutually reinforcing or potentially conflicting. Vilkt we found no negative relationships
regarding the extent to which success factors wale=d, such negative associations may
emerge once entrepreneurs begin to act. Actiongdeawards achieving one success factor
might be at odds with achieving another (Schw&®06). Research on entrepreneurial
failure may use the multi-factorial concept of ®dbjve entrepreneurial success to gain more
insights into failure and its underlying mechanisms

Future research could also explore the determirargsccess criteria, so how
entrepreneurs come to value certain success ariigar others. Apart from values
(Gorgievski et al., 2011), role models, educatmersonality as well as broader economic and
social environments may play a role. It would bkt to employ longitudinal designs to
test whether the relative emphasis entrepreneacemn various aspects of entrepreneurial

success change over time and what might causechiaciges (e.g. firm life cycle, policy
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changes, economic crisis, change in family situmti®ur findings regarding age, financial
situation and concerns pertaining to recessionaggures provide glimpses of potential
changes in success criteria. Such research carlighedn the flexibility and resilience of
entrepreneurs to adapt to different situationsif®gih and Renko, 2013).

While the focus of our article was the individuathtrepreneurs do not make decisions
in a social vacuum; thus, there is a need to eggdtmivhat extent co-owners, financiers,
customers and boards may influence the successtaefs of lead entrepreneurs and with
what consequences. With regard to venture teamsuld seem that members should hold
compatible understandings of entrepreneurial ssdweprevent conflict and ensure efficient
striving for common goals.

Finally, future studies could use the SES-IS stalarofile various types of
entrepreneurs based on the success criteria thav#tue and strive to achieve. Such
research could move beyond the simple differewtnatihat men value financial success while
women value workplace relationships and shed fuliflet on the notion that women may
value multiple success criteria simultaneously @/hilen may be more focused on a smaller
number of criteria (Manolova, Brush, Edelman, ahd\&r, 2012; Sullivan and Meek, 2012;

Tlaiss, 2013).

Practical implications

Our findings highlight the heterogeneity of succgsBnitions amongst
entrepreneurs. This has implications for attracpagple into entrepreneurship so for
instance, educational and media programmes coakkpt entrepreneurship as a means to
achieve a range of success criteria. This allolm®ader range of individuals to see
entrepreneurship as a potential career path wioel dot just generate income but also, has

a positive impact upon communities. Such a varredgntation of entrepreneurship, adapted
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to different target groups (e.g. millennials, gextien Z, women, university graduates) might
also improve the societal legitimacy of entrepreskip and public attitudes towards
entrepreneurs, as it goes beyond the stereotygmalof entrepreneurs as rent-seeking
individuals who focus solely on maximizing persomainetary returns.

SES-IS can be applied to identify potential (susfidsentrepreneurs and to assess
and monitor success criteria that entrepreneursr(wepreneurial teams) view as important.
To avoid frustration and firm discontinuation, @mrreneurs could be informed about how to
effectively accomplish multiple success criteriaey could learn and share strategies
around balancing, for instandem growthwith personal fulfilmentin this regard, SES-IS
would be helpful as an assessment instrument fegldping targeted interventions. Such
interventions would aim to reduce the gaps betwkemultiple criteria entrepreneurs may
value, and their actual achievement. In regaradss:zcultural collaborations among
entrepreneurs, the awareness of possible diffesandde priorities given to certain success

criteria may help to prevent conflicts.

Conclusion

The current research extends and advances pra@search by providing a new definition

of ‘subjective entrepreneurial success’ broaden thany of those currently utilised in the
entrepreneurship and management literatures. Walajmd a novel measurement instrument
SES-IS, which systematically captures successiertvalued by different types of
entrepreneurs. This has practical value from awca&tthnal, coaching and media perspective.
Additionally, the SES-IS can be used to advancense, by facilitating contextualised
investigations of entrepreneurial success fromlstioperspective, such as the study of

complementarities versus trade-offs of strivingddferent success criteria simultaneously.
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Notes

1. Search on Google scholar was conducted in FebR0d 5.

2. Values, motivations and goals differ in theirdeof abstraction. Values refer to general lifalgaand are
most abstract. Goals are the most specific cortstardd motivations fall in between.

3. Compared to a population-representative sanfpeoman (Study 1, Study 2) and Polish entrepreneur
(European Social Survey, 2008/2009), our resposdente younger (44, 45 years old vs. 52 and 38 vs.
51), better educated (48, 57 percent with a unityedegree, 35 and 67 vs. 11 percent with no dggree

employed more employees (17, 22 vs. 4 and 9 veadlagee). The gender distribution was dissimilar fo

Study One (83 vs. 70 percent male in the ESS) amiths for Study Two (75 percent male vs. '@hiz(l

dh=1.51,p=.21 ns and 53.5 vs. 5@hi2(1 df=-01,p<.90 ns)

4. The scores range from 7-high to 1-low, we regeodres for dimensions where Poland and Germany
differed significant (House et al., 2004).

5. Five firms existed on the market for less th@mionths. Sixteen companies existed on the maoket f
more than 60 years.

6. Not all entrepreneurs disclosed information bjective success indicators=178 for turnovern=152

for entrepreneur annual income).
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Appendix

Development of SES-IS Scale (Study 2)

| tems

Firm performance
Firm profitability ( e.g high returns) @
Turnover/ sales?
Profit growth @
Employee growtf ©
Increased market share e.g firm expansion ®
Firm survival (e.g. solvency, continuané@)
Innovation (e.g. of new products, services, or paion methods)*
Outstripping direct rivals in the same industryteet®

Workplace relationships
Working with capable contact persons (e.g. expéfts)
Strong customer relationships (e.g. positive firmmage, positive attitude of your clients
towards your business}
Strong relationships with employeds
Employee satisfactiol®
Employee loyalty'
Supportive firm culture (e.g firm values and positive attitudes?
Positive work climaté®

Personal fulfilment
Work -life balance e.g free time)?
Maintenance of private contacts (e.g. friends aediverships in associatiofi$)
Personal work flexibility ®
Own decisior-making ®
Solving Complex Problems within the firm manageniént
Challenging work'
Personal satisfactidt
Persoral developmen®
New Job creatioft’
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Appendix continued

Preliminary Version of SES-IS based on Study 1  dlggyment of SES-IS

Community impact
Social responsibility for employee®
Firm social contribution °
Environmentally friendly firm e.g recycling®
Social recognition (e.g. good reputatiéh)
Job related reputatiét
Firm continuity (e.g. opportunity to pass on to fokowing generationj®

Personal financial rewards
Personal income growt!®
Personal financial security?
Financial security in own futufé
Ability to afford a lot @
Protection of one's self-employméfit
Family's financial securit§*
Possibility to retire early from active work lifd

Note. N=184. Bold —items in final SES-IS versiofi,items derived from the Study 1items
added following recommendations by experfs.item removed following expert
recommendation? items removed after first statistical item anatygéem difficulty,
kurtosis, item-total correlationsfitems removed after EFAitems removed after CFA.
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TABLE 1
Subjective Entrepreneurial Success — Category Syste(Study 1)

Number of participantsN) Total (185) IT (96) Restaurants30)
Number of success definitionN)( (470) (233) (237)

_ Relative Rank- Relative Rank- Relative  Rank-
Five Factors Frequency  Frequency order ''eAYeNCY  Frequency order TCAYENCY  Frequency  order
Success Criteria (percent) c (percent) c (percent) c
Firm performance 170 91.89 91 79

Any kind of growth 82 44.32 1 45 46.88 1 37 41.57 2
Firm stability 54 29.19 3 25 26.04 3 29 32.58 3
Position in the market 19 10.27 8 13 13.54 6 6 6.74 9
Firm survival 15 8.11 11 8 8.33 9 7 7.86 8
Workplace relationships 141 76.22 63 78
Employees and co- 53 28.65 4 29 30.20 2 24 26.97 4
owner satisfaction
Employment security 15 8.11 11 13 13.54* 6 2 2.25%+d 11
Customer satisfaction 73 39.46 2 21 21.88%: 5 52 58.40%% 1
and loyalty
Personal fulfilment 111 60.00 60 51
Goals and challenges 44 23.78 5 21 21.88 5 23 2584 5
Personal satisfaction 40 21.62 6 23 23.95 4 17 019.1 6
Creativity and 18 9.73 9 12 12.50 7 6 6.24 9
innovation
Free time and health 9 4.86 12 4 4.17 11 5 5.62 10
Community impact 31 16.76 13 18
Firm reputation 27 14.59 7 10 10.41 8 17 19.10 6
Firm continuity 4 2.16 13 3 3.13 12 1 1.12 12
Personal financial 17 9.19 10 6 6.22 10 11 12.36 7
rewards

Note. N=185. *Entrepreneurs could give multiple success critefiaquencies relative to the total number of emrapurs in the groupRank order based on
relative frequency, rank 1 = most frequent succeigaria; “ significant differences between industry sectg?s13.67,df=1, p<.001.®significant
differences between industry sectgfs:33.58,df=1, p<.001, ** p<.001.
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Tests of Alternative Models

TABLE 2

for SES-IS (German Samip, Study 2)

Model Description X2

df AXY Adf CFI RMSEA

Final Model: 5-Factors 158.60** 109 .94 .050

Alternative models

5-Factors: secondary factor 234.46** 114 75.86** 5 .85 .076

‘subjective success’
1-Factor ‘subjective success’

4-Factors: merged firm 22
performance and personal
financial rewards

4-Factors: merged workplace 21
relationship and personal
fulfilment

3-Factors: merged workplace 27
relationships and personal
fulfilment, as well as firm
performance and personal
financial rewards

532.27** 119 373%6710 .49 138

6.12** 113 67.52** 4 .90 .074

2.61* 113 54.01** 4 .90 .069

3.78** 116 115.18** 7 .90 .086

Note. N=184, **p<.001, Comparative Fit IndexCFl), Root Mean Square Error of

Approximation RMSEA.
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TABLE 3

Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, Correlationsand Validity of SES-IS Subscales

Success Factor M SD « CR AVE MSV ASVitems 1 2 3 4
(SES-IS subscale) (N)

Germany

Firm performancé 380 .82 .75 0.74044 0.09 0.02 4 -

Workplace relationships 452 50 .65 0.60.42 0.00 0.00 3 .06 -

Personal fulfilment 434 53 .69 0.710.38 0.04 0.01 4 26%* 47 -
Community impact 349 84 66 0.670.41 0.00 0.00 3 A8* .38 .26** -
Personal financial rewards 3.64 .80 .71 0.730.48 0.09 0.04 3 AT .04 37** .03
Poland

Firm performance 420 .66 .64 0.79.46 0.26 0.15 4 -

Workplace relationships 442 .77 .65 0.68.40 0.53 0.20 3 35** -

Personal fulfilment 455 43 58 0.620.31 053 0.20 4 29%*  20* -
Community impact 337 1.15 .75 0.8D.60 0.26 0.18 3 ALxx B2¥* 26%* -

Personal financial rewards 4.24 69 .80 0.820.61 0.24 0.14 3 31> 25 35%* 21*

Note. ** p<.001,* p<.05. Germaly (n=184) Poland (=101) Composite ReliabilityCR). Average Variance Extracted
(AVE). Maximum Shared VarianceMS\). Average Shared Variancé$\). 2 country mean differences
significant afp<.001.
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TABLE 4

Measurement Equivalence of the Five-factor Structue of SES-IS

Model X2 df Ay Adf CFlI RMSEA

M1. Configural invariance 344.02218 90 .04

Metric invariance compared to configural invariance

M2. Full metric invariance 378.91230 34.89** 12 .89 .05
M2.1 firm performance 349.90221 5.88 (ns) 3 90 .04
M2.2 workplace relationships 357.4@20 13.38** 2 90 .05
M2.3 personal fulfilment 347.10221 3.08 (ns) 3 90 .04
M2.4 community impact 350.70220 6.68* 2 90 .05
M2.5 personal financial rewards 350.4P20 6.38** 2 90 .05

Partial metric invariance
M2.4.1 community impact 347.7@19 3.68 (ns) 1 90 .05
M2.5.1 personal financial rewards 347.7919 3.68 (ns) 1 90 .05

Scalar invariance compared to metric invariance

M3.1 firm performance 356.40222 6.5** 1 90 .05
M3.3 personal fulfilment 351.22222 4.12** 1 90 .04
M3.5 personal financial rewards 353.0P21 26(ns) 1 90 .05

Partial scalar invariance
M3.1.1 firm performance 459.2@®@20 -.07(ns) 1 90 .05
M3.3.1 personal fulfilment 349.10 220 2 (ns) 1 90 .04

Note.** p<.001, *p<.05. Germany 1(=184), Polandr=101).
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FIGURE 1

Factorial Structure of the SES-IS

A7 (71) Firm Profitability |
A7 (75) Turnover/ Sales |
Firm Performance -89 (84)
\h| Profit Growth |
43 (.23)
05 (31) Increased Market Share |
46 (.26) ¢
(26) w‘]l Strong Customer Relationships |
: : 74 (73)2
Workplace Relationships i i | Einployes Sescton |
70 (77)° —
Supportive Firm Culture |
52 (33) ‘ Waork-Life-Balance ‘
72 (68
(68) Parsonal Work Flexibility |
66 Personal Fulfilment 64 (67)
57 (46) Own Decision-Making |
33 (31) Personal Development |
.57 (.80)
Social Responsibility For Employees |
Community Impact 71 (84)°
 Imp Firm Social Contribution |
63 (.68)
.01 (.49) Environmentally Friendly Firm |
.84 (88
L86) Personal Income Growth |
80 (72)
Personal Financial Rewards Personal Financial Security |
60 (73)2 |

Ability To Afford a Lot

Figure caption: Standardized factor loadings and correlations em@ad/ed. Values in
brackets refer to the Polish sampie101); other values are for the German

sample (=184).

Note.?indicates significant differences in metric invaéa across samples (see Table 4 and
section cross-cultural validation of the SES-I&iRolish sample). Sample difference
test refer to the non-standardized loadings aslatdized values are not directly

comparable across samples.
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