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This study proposed a line of research on entrepreneurship based on the analysis

of personality traits and geographical area. Its objective is to identify whether certain

personality traits or sociocultural variables typical of a particular geographical area

influence those who have already started an entrepreneurial activity to keep it up,

in other words, to maintain their entrepreneurial intention. The research results reach

a sample of 479 entrepreneurs from two Iberian Peninsula geographical areas. The

analyse of the psychometric properties on the Entrepreneurial Orientation Questionnaire

(EOQ) identified five dimensions of the enterprising personality. They also evidence

that geographical location is a factor that contributes to the development of the

entrepreneurial intentions that determine the business profile. The results show that

entrepreneurs in the northern area tend to maintain their business than those in the

central zone.

Keywords: maintaining entrepreneurial intention, entrepreneur’s personality, geographical area, regional

development, entrepreneurship

INTRODUCTION

In recent years there has been growing social interest in everything that has to do with the
world of entrepreneurs and the role that they can play in socio-economic life as activating agents.
It has also become necessary to increase employability indices to improve the quality of life
of the population, and a valid mechanism for achieving this is self-employment. The latter, in
permanent transformation, stands as the great challenge that drives economic growth, which is why
entrepreneurial initiative plays a significant role in the present societies (European Commission,
2012; Moriano et al., 2012; Wu et al., 2013).

Entrepreneurial behaviour, in what it implies to creating and implementing an idea or business,
can be defined as planned behaviour. If the simple intention to execute conduct does not guarantee
its execution, and that the intention is one of the best predictors of certain types of behaviour,
we can justify the model of intentions in the field of entrepreneurship (Krueger et al., 2000;
Coulibaly et al., 2018; Echeverri et al., 2018; Dencker et al., 2019; Hou et al., 2019; Tornikoski
and Maalaoui, 2019). Entrepreneurship-based research highlights the contribution of intent as
an individual predictor of planned behaviour. They are a coherent and robust framework that
helps to understand entrepreneurial processes (Sánchez, 2005; Sánchez García, 2010; Sánchez and
Yurrebaso, 2012; Coulibaly et al., 2018; Echeverri et al., 2018; Dencker et al., 2019; Hou et al., 2019;
Tornikoski and Maalaoui, 2019).

Even Krueger et al. (2000) turned to the Theory of Planned Behaviour by
Ajzen (1991) and Shapiro’s Business Event Model (Shapiro, 1982), after confirming
in their research that situational (loss of employment) and individual variables
(personality traits) offer partial and inconsistent empirical results in predicting
entrepreneurial behaviour. They concluded that intentions are the essential

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#editorial-board
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.671931
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.3389/fpsyg.2021.671931&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-07-23
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:amaiay@usal.es
mailto:evapicado@usal.es
mailto:tpaiva@ipg.pt
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.671931
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.671931/full


Yurrebaso et al. Entrepreneurship and Regional Development

elements of entrepreneurial behaviour, over and above the
situational and individual variables that indirectly influence
the entrepreneur. Intention plays a mediating role between
entrepreneurial action and potential external influences. The
intention is the cognitive state immediately before the execution
of behaviour. Attitudes influence behaviour, because of their
impact on intentions, in the same way that intentions and
attitudes depend on the situation. In the intention model, in
addition to the variables referred to, other factors of individuals
are also influential, such as their level of education, marital status,
and vicarious experience (Krueger et al., 2000).

Scholten et al. (2004) also apply the Theory of Planned
Behaviour to entrepreneurial behaviour. In their definition of
the antecedents of intention, an “attitude for entrepreneurship”
refers to the beliefs about the possible results obtained
from creating a business and how these results would be
evaluated. The subjective norm, which includes beliefs about the
expectations of others regarding entrepreneurial behaviour and
themotivations tomeet these expectations, would be the image of
entrepreneurship. Finally, the perceived control of this behaviour,
which includes beliefs about the presence of factors that can
facilitate or impede the creation of the venture, and the perceived
power to control these factors, are known as control beliefs.
Scholten et al. (2004) conclude that maintaining the intention
to embark on an undertaking will be more likely the more
favourable the attitude and the subjective norms, and the greater
the control perceived by the subject (Scholten et al., 2004).

Another decisive element in the maintenance of
entrepreneurial intention is found in the social aspects that
directly or indirectly influence the desire, capability, and
feasibility of implementing a business idea (Hurtado et al.,
2007; Zahra and Nambisan, 2011; Obschonka and Stuetzer,
2017; Obschonka et al., 2019; Van de Vliert and Van Lange,
2019; GEM Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2020; Gieure
et al., 2020). Knowledge, abilities, distinctive personality traits,
and the socially perceived and transmitted image of the figure
of the entrepreneur, can condition entrepreneurship and the
maintenance of a company. Having patterns of reference on
entrepreneurship in the immediate environment can determine
one’s perception of the possibilities of entrepreneurship (GEM
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2020) because our perception
is based on the belief about it and the concrete value that we
as individuals confer on it (Ajzen, 1991; Hung, 2006; Rauch
and Frese, 2007; Suárez and Pedrosa, 2016; Baluku et al., 2019;
Tornikoski and Maalaoui, 2019).

The social aspects that directly or indirectly influence the
desire, capability, and feasibility of implementing a business idea
can be decisive in maintaining the business. This is because
cultural content reinforces our characteristics and certain types of
behaviour while penalising others. The cultural substratum—the
system underlying normative values and themodels of perceiving
entrepreneurial activity—plays a critical role in determining our
entrepreneurial behaviour (Throsby, 2001; Zahra and Nambisan,
2011; Baluku et al., 2018, 2019).

The model differentiates between two dimensions of analysis:
the intention (before the behaviour, in this case, the intention
to open a business or undertaking) and the final behaviour to

which the intention (start the business) is supposed to lead. This
study will focus on the second dimension, given the few studies
that have analysed it so far (most focus on the intention and
not the realisation). To do so, it employs as a sample a group of
entrepreneurs who have already opened their companies.

We understand that the entrepreneur has different personality
traits, some innate and others socially learned, values, social
patterns, and cultural factors that contribute to the configuration
of that personality. In addition to the personality traits, we
examine the potential effects of the geographical location of the
company on maintaining entrepreneurial intention. Given the
exposure, this paper aimed to study the role of geographical area
and the possession of certain personality traits in maintaining
entrepreneurial intention.

Although the Iberian Peninsula indeed shows levels of
entrepreneurial activity similar to those of other countries with
the same degree of economic development, the existence of
solid regional inequalities in its evolution, both in the level
of entrepreneurship and in the type of activity undertaken, is
evident. According to the GEM report on Spain (2020), the
central area of a country shows a lower rate of entrepreneurial
activity. The northern region has a higher rate of entrepreneurial
activity, and the average size of its companies is bigger.

The novelty of our study lies in the confirmation that the
differential characteristics of a geographical area contribute to the
choice of location and maintenance of a business activity, which
could contribute to profiling different contents in institutional
policies focused on the promotion of entrepreneurship.

This paper begins by analysing the theoretical framework of
geographical area, assuming that each region has its cultural
factors, to go on to that of the entrepreneurial personality. This
will lead to the hypotheses formulation that supports the model
proposed. After analysing the methodological characteristics
of our study, we present the results obtained and the main
conclusions and implications deriving from them.

GEOGRAPHICAL AREA AND
PERSONALITY TRAITS: A THEORETICAL
REVIEW

Certain complementary sociodemographic factors can contribute
to developing personality traits, jointly affecting the formation
and maintenance of entrepreneurial intention through its effects
on the antecedents of intention (Fishbein Ajzen, 2010).

Geographical Area and Regional Culture
Many scholars assume that cultural factors are crucial for the
development of economic activity in general (Beugelsdijk, 2007;
Rentfrow et al., 2013) and the fostering of entrepreneurship
in particular (Davidsson, 1995; Davidsson and Wiklund, 1997;
Audretsch, 2007; Nunn, 2009; Kibler et al., 2014; Obschonka
et al., 2015; Obschonka, 2017). Given the growing interest of
different disciplines in this area, psychological research, based on
Big Data, is attempting, although still with certain limitations, to
use personality studies to assess the origins and possible effects of
an enterprising culture, in the assumption that entrepreneurship
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could be motivated by local culture (Fritsch and Wyrwich, 2013;
Hayton and Cacciotti, 2013; Obschonka, 2017).

A group approach assumes that the inhabitants of a town,
region, or area would share and be influenced by specific cultural
patterns that favour entrepreneurship. Such as entrepreneurship
perception, experiences, and training in business activity, role
models, attitudes, and beliefs, ways of doing things. Some
scholars even claim that entrepreneurship should be understood
as something social and regional (Feldman, 2001) since the
processes generated in business systems motivate and regulate
the entrepreneurial intention (Ute Stephan and Patgak, 2016) and
even the business activity of an area (Bandura, 1997; Stam, 2015).

In a recent study, Stuetzer et al. (2017) conclude that some US
regions with higher scores in business culture experience more
significant economic growth and even higher employment rates.

The so-called geography of personality traits reveals the
existence of differences in personality profiles at the regional
level in relation to entrepreneurship, analysing those cultural
factors that influence individual behaviour and how these, in
turn, generate local culture (Rentfrow et al., 2013, 2015; Oishi,
2014; Jokela et al., 2015; Obschonka et al., 2015, 2019).

Given the difficulty of identifying the boundaries of each
area or region and the essential components of such a cultural
framework, assigning to each region its cultural characteristics
could help us explain the reason for their differences regarding
entrepreneurship. We are saying that some regions may be
immersed in a local culture that predisposes its inhabitants to
act and start up new businesses (Andersson and Koster, 2011;
Rentfrow et al., 2013).

Obschonka et al. (2015) assume that personality is the basic
component of entrepreneurial culture, focus their attention on
relatively small spatial areas, and attempt to predict regional
entrepreneurial activity by focusing on the interaction between
the knowledge the population has about entrepreneurship and
the culture in which it is immersed. Obschonka et al. (2015)
conceive of culture as the collective programming of the mind
that makes it possible to differentiate the members of one group
from another and evaluate the cultural characteristics mainly by
analysing the values (McClelland, 1961; Hofstede, 2001) and the
personality characteristics (Schwartz and Sagiv, 1995; McCrae
and Terracciano, 2005) that prevail in the area. Personality
characteristics are expressed through the corresponding values
and norms in the region (Hofstede and McCrae, 2004; Rentfrow
et al., 2008), to the point of empirically making traits at
the cultural level operative as the measure of traits at the
individual level.

Obschonka et al. (2015) consider knowledge as the basis for
detecting opportunities when starting new business activities.
In this way, those regions with high resources in knowledge
can potentially have more significant business activity. This
knowledge can even be a condition for the detection of business
opportunities. Culture would be a mental model or set of
internal representations, variable in time because of experience
and training, created by the same cognitive systems that can
interpret the environment and thus have a decisive impact on
decision-making. These individual mental models are formed in
interactions with others in the environment, thus creating the

business culture of an area when it is shared by the majority of
members of that region. In this way, the regions that develop
knowledge and solid business culture will be more innovative,
translating into greater business activity (Obschonka et al., 2015).

In short, these studies that analyse cultural evolution based
on personality traits are critical in understanding the origin and
effects of regional business culture. They highlight the usefulness
of approaching personality in studying economic environments
(Fredin and Jogmark, 2017).

For all of the above, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H1. The geographical location of an enterprise contributes
to maintaining entrepreneurial intention. Specifically, the
entrepreneurial intention will be carried to a greater extent in the
northern area than in the central area of the Iberian Peninsula.

Entrepreneurial Personality
The study of entrepreneurs based on personality traits claims
that these individuals possess a series of personal attributes
that arouse in them the intention to undertake an enterprise,
differentiating them from the rest of the population (Cromie and
Johns, 1983; Cromie, 2000; Montoya Cardona, 2015; Suárez and
Pedrosa, 2016). Other authors (Krueger et al., 2000; Loveland
et al., 2005; Vargas, 2007; Chan et al., 2015; Yurrebaso et al.,
2020) add that the personality traits that individuals possess are
determinants for entrepreneurial behaviour to emerge.

The literature firmly accepts that cultural, situational, and
social function factors are also integral components of the
entrepreneurial process (Herron and Sapienza, 1992; Van de
Ven, 1993; Baluku et al., 2018, 2019; Bockorny and Youssef-
Morgan, 2019). But it is also suggested that, under similar
circumstances, not all people become entrepreneurs, which leads
one to believe that individual characteristics can be decisive
(Cromie and Johns, 1983; Hmieleski and Carr, 2008; Contreras
et al., 2017). Therefore, the attributes or characteristics of the
individual must be an integral part of the research as a significant
element in the understanding of the process of entrepreneurship
(Carland et al., 1984; Johnson and Loveman, 1995; Stewart and
Roth, 2001; Collins et al., 2004; Sánchez et al., 2005; Zhao et al.,
2005; Chan et al., 2015).

This leads us to form our second hypothesis: H2. Personality
variables are involved in maintaining entrepreneurial intention.

Given the difficulty involved in analysing an individual
personality and the fact that many of these traits, in turn, may
be influenced by environmental or sociocultural factors, we
identify the ones that most authors (e.g., Cromie and Johns, 1983;
Koh, 1996; Covin and Slevin, 1997; Cromie, 2000; Filion, 2003;
Vecchio, 2003; Collins et al., 2004; Solesvik et al., 2014; Tarapuez
et al., 2018; Tovar et al., 2018; Yurrebaso et al., 2020) establish as
determinants of an entrepreneurial personality: self-efficacy, risk,
proactivity, locus of control, and personal initiative.

Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy is understood as the conviction that one can organise
and execute actions to produce desirable results that affect
situations that affect their lives (Bandura, 1997), taking on
significant explanatory weight in entrepreneurship. It is an
attribution of personal competence and control in a particular
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situation. It shows the perception that an individual has about
their ability to carry out a specific action. Self-efficacy is
thought to affect the choice of action and the amount of
effort that the individual has to make, this being the basic
predictor that the subject has in the choice of entrepreneurship
(Bandura, 1997). We associate high levels of self-efficacy with
persistence, innovative behaviours, and the recognition of
entrepreneurial opportunities.

Some individuals avoid entrepreneurial action because they do
not think they have the necessary skills (e.g., Chen et al., 1998;
De Noble et al., 1999; Shane et al., 2003; Vecchio, 2003; Lent and
Brown, 2006;McGee et al., 2009; Ruiz Arroyo et al., 2014; Luthans
and Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Pease et al., 2018).

For all of the above, we propose that: H2a. People
with greater self-efficacy will be more likely to maintain
entrepreneurial intentions.

Risk-Taking Propensity and Ambiguity Tolerance
Risk-taking propensity, together with proactivity, is one of
the three dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (Covin
and Slevin, 1997). It refers to the disposition of a subject
to commit to sources of opportunities even when failure is
a possibility and involves the willingness of an individual to
take risks. This trait is understood by Cromie and Johns
(1983) as the ability of enterprising individuals to seek and
undertake productive opportunities and move comfortably in an
uncertain environment.

Recent studies have found that tolerance and positive attitudes
toward risk predict the formation of entrepreneurial intentions
(Yurrebaso et al., 2020). It has likewise been found that a risk-
taking propensity is positively associated with intentions of self-
employment through its influence on certain predictors of these
intentions, such as self-efficacy (Stewart and Roth, 2001; Zhao
et al., 2005; Baron et al., 2016; Contreras et al., 2017; Pease et al.,
2018).

Cromie and Johns (1983) understand ambiguity tolerance
as the ability of entrepreneurs to make decisions even when
lacking certain necessary information for doing so, that is, in a
situation of uncertainty. They even contend that this attribute
is definitive for distinguishing between entrepreneurs and non-
entrepreneurs. In short, we propose that H2b. People with a
greater risk-taking propensity will be more likely to maintain
entrepreneurial intentions.

Proactivity
The scholarly literature identifies proactivity as an important
driver of entrepreneurial intention. We can define it as the
ability to identify different opportunities and act on them.
It involves initiative, direct actions, and perseverance until a
significant change is achieved. Proactivity puts the accent on
anticipation, preventing problems before they occur and having
a clear orientation to action (Shapero, 1982; Stewart and Roth,
2001; Sánchez et al., 2005; Neneh, 2019).

Taken up by Covin and Slevin (1997) as a basic dimension
in the so-called entrepreneurial orientation, it involves
perseverance, adaptability, and a high willingness to take
responsibility for failure in entrepreneurship. Proactive

individuals continuously seek business opportunities, as do
organisations in markets (Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990; Lumpkin
and Dess, 1996; Stewart and Roth, 2001; Mustafa et al., 2016;
Arco-Tirado et al., 2019; Neneh, 2019). We, therefore, posit
that: H2c. People with greater proactivity will be more likely to
maintain entrepreneurial intentions.

Locus of Control
The term “locus of control” refers to the degree to which
individuals believe they control their life and the events that
influence them (Rotter, 1966). It has to do with the attributions
that people make about the result of their actions and can refer
to factors that are outside of themselves (external factors, such
as chance or others) or to factors that the individual can control
(internal factors, such as skills, or personal work).

Internal locus of control has been one of the most
frequently mentioned psychological traits as a predictor of
entrepreneurship. Hansemark (2003) concluded that the
founders of new businesses have a higher level of internal locus
of control than non-founders and defends the idea that the
internal locus of control can be learned and developed over time.
Experiences of success will help generate a sense of control over
the situation, and failures will be attributed to external factors
outside of one’s control (Hansemark, 2003; Korunka et al., 2003).

Consequently, our hypothesis at this point is H2d. People with
a greater internal locus of control will be more likely to maintain
entrepreneurial intentions. Specifically, the opposite will be true
for people who have a high external locus of control.

Personal Initiative
Frese and Fay (2001) suggest that this concept mainly reflects
the need of organisations today to have an active conception of
performance. The primary characteristic of personal initiative
is that it is a work behaviour that is defined as self-initiated;
someone doesn’t need to say what should be done, and it does
not form part of the job obligations or requirements. Instead
of established objectives, in this case, we are talking about self-
imposed objectives. Even though the ideas and objectives in
question may have already been described previously, they have
never been practised in that context. Furthermore, in cases in
which it is very difficult for the behaviour to be self-initiated,
that is, when it does not form part of the tasks that a person
usually carries out, it can perhaps be employed with sub-tasks or
certain aspects of the job, which are not clearly described as part
of one’s tasks.

The second characteristic that defines personal initiative is
proactivity, which is behaviour oriented in the long term and
not only in response to demand. Thus, the person with the
initiative is prepared to deal immediately with both opportunities
and threats/problems.

The third characteristic is persistence or the ability to
overcome barriers to achieve a set goal since it is likely that
when making the necessary changes to reach a new goal, things
may not go well from the beginning. The last characteristic that
defines personal initiative is that it must be pro-organisational
behaviour. That is, it must positively affect the short-term results
of the organisation.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 4 July 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 671931

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


Yurrebaso et al. Entrepreneurship and Regional Development

In the specific case of entrepreneurship, we would say that
initiative is a social and dynamic process in which individuals,
alone or in collaboration, identify opportunities to innovate and
act by transforming ideas into practical activities within a social,
cultural, or economic context.

The European Commission (2012) defines entrepreneurial
initiative as the propensity to induce changes in oneself, the
ability to accept and support innovation caused by external
factors, to welcome change, to take responsibility for one’s own
actions (whether positive or negative), to finish what is started,
to know in which direction it is going, to establish objectives and
fulfil them, and to have the necessary motivation for success.

It is in this theoretical framework that we formulate the
following hypothesis: H2f. People with greater personal initiative
will be more likely to maintain entrepreneurial intentions.

Now that the main theoretical concepts of this work have been
defined, and in response to the interest of delimiting the influence
of certain individual and cultural variables in maintaining
innovative entrepreneurial intention, our starting hypotheses
can be summarised thus: (a) the personality variables described
are associated with the intention to continue entrepreneurship;
(b) the geographical area of an entrepreneur is associated with
the intention to continue with entrepreneurship. With these
premises in mind, we intend to build a parsimonious model that
will allow us to predict, with the least possible error, the degree to
which this entrepreneurial intention is maintained.

METHOD

Participants
For this study, we carried out an incidental rather than
probabilistic sampling. Through this procedure, a sample of 479
enterprising subjects was obtained, 262 of which were males
(55%), 210, females (44%) and 7 did not answer (1%). Regarding
the work experience of the respondents, 148 had an experience
of between 1 and 10 years (31%), 183 had more than 10 years of
experience (38%), and 148 did not answer (31%).

To put together the sample, the lists of companies registered in
each geographical area were taken as a reference. These lists were
facilitated by the different Chambers of Commerce and Industry
of each province. Once obtained, a request for collaboration
with the study was sent. Those who wanted to collaborate were
counted for the sample and those who were founders of a
company and continued to maintain links with it.

The ages of these subjects range between 19 and 76 years, with
an average of 38.68 years. As for the origin of the 479 subjects
in the sample, 225 came from the northern part of the Iberian
Peninsula, and 254 from the central peninsular area (hereinafter
referred to as “North” and “Centre”).

Instrument
The instrument used to carry out this research was the
Entrepreneurial Intent Questionnaire-COE (Cuestionario de
Intención Emprendedora in the original Spanish) (Sánchez
García, 2010), chosen for its optimal adaptation to our
study purposes since it measures traits that in the literature
are considered important in entrepreneurial behaviour. The

structure of the questionnaire is divided into two blocks:
the first section of control variables (personal data such
as age, sex, type of education, employment situation, the
profession of parents ...) that could have an effect on their
entrepreneurial intention, and a second block with variables
related to the personal profile of an entrepreneur (internal
and external locus of control, entrepreneurial self-efficacy,
proactivity, risk, and initiative) measured on a Likert scale (from
0 to 5).

For this study, we also used the variables of work intention
to maintain one’s own company, the perception of the feasibility
of the idea, the attractiveness of the idea, and the support of the
environment toward the idea. With the weighting of the data
collected in all of these variables, a new variable was calculated:
maintenance of entrepreneurial intention.

Data Analysis
To assess the influence of the geographical area variable on
the maintenance of entrepreneurial intention, a t-test of the
difference in means was performed. Also, to deepen the analysis,
a Chi-square test was run, dividing the variable “maintenance
of entrepreneurial intention” into three categories (low-
medium-high). To analyse whether there were differences in the
personality variables (ILC, ELC, Self-efficacy, Proactivity,
Risk, and Personal Initiative), a one-way ANOVA was
performed in which subjects who had maintained a high
entrepreneurial intention were compared to those with a
low entrepreneurial intention. Finally, a logistic regression
analysis was carried out to construct a model in which the
geographical area variable, as well as personality variables, come
into play.

Psychometric evaluation of scales is set out in Table 1.
Regarding reliability, taking as reference the Crombach Alpha,
none of the values is <0.7. As for the one-dimensionality of
the scales, LCE, that of LCI, Self-Efficacy, and Proactivity,
seems more than an acceptable hypothesis, even though
they all have at least two self-values above one. This one-
dimensionality would not be so clear for the last scales.
The difference between the variance that explains the
first factor and the one that explains the second is not
so great.

As for The Confirmatory Factorial Analysis, all models have
a significant value of χ2. However, the contrast of hypotheses
about this value is very sensitive to certain characteristics of the
sample, such as its size. Hence it has been chosen to also refer to
the value of other goodness-of-fit indicators. Generally speaking,
all scales have an acceptable fit to the one-dimensional model
proposed for each of the scales. The value of the NFI, taking
as a reference 0.09, would notify us that there are adjustment
problems in the Scale of Risk Propensity and Personal Initiative.
On the other hand, the value of RMSA, taking as reference
0.08, would warn us of a possible problem of adjustment in
the Self-efficacy scale. These possible mismatches will be taken
into account when interpreting, with more or less caution, the
conclusions of this investigation.
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TABLE 1 | Psychometric evaluation of scales.

Number of

items on the

scale

Reliability

(Crombach

Alpha)

KMO/Bartlett’s

Sphericity Test

Scale One-

Dimensionality

(CP.)

χ
2 Confirmatory

model

adjustment

indicators

Covariance between

mistakes

LCI 11 0.84 0.89/χ2 = 1,601;

p < 0.00

2 self-values >1.

The first explains

41% variance and

the second 21%

169 (p < 0.00) Cmin/df = 4,

NFI = 0.9 and

RMSEA = 0.08

Between the error of item 6

and item 11 and between

the error of item 11 and the

error of item 15

LCE 8 0.81 0.83/χ2 = 1,525;

p < 0.00

2 self-values >1.

The first explains

44% variance and

the second 23%

35 (p < 0.00) Cmin/df = 2.5,

NFI = 0.98 and

RMSEA = 0.06

Between the error of item 3

and item 7, between the

error of item 3 and the error

of item 12, between the

error of item 3 and item 16,

between the error of item 7

and the error of item 12,

between the error of item 7

and the error of item 16 and

between the error of item 12

and the error of item 16

Self-efficacy 23 0.93 0.94/χ2 = 5,335;

p < 0.00

4 self-values

above 1. The first

self-value would

explain 40% of the

variance and the

second self-value

would explain 8%

1,090 (p < 0.00) Cmin/df = 4.8,

NFI = 0.9 and

RMSEA = 0.09

Between the error of item 6

and item 12, between the

error of item 7 and the item

error 2, between the error of

item 7 and item 13,

between the error of item 12

and the error of item 16, and

between the error of item 18

and the error of item 21

Proactivity 10 0.83 0.85/χ2 = 1,311;

p < 0.00

2 self-values

above 1. The first

would explain 40%

of the variance

and the second

self-value 11%

146 (p < 0.00) Cmin/df = 4.3,

NFI = 0.9 and

RMSEA = 0.08

Between the error of item 5

and item 9

Risk propensity 11 (¬v21) 0.69 0.75/χ2 = 974;

p < 0.00

3 self-values

above 1. The first

would explain 26%

of the variance

and the second

self-value by 17%

144 (p < 0.00) Cmin/df = 4.8,

NFI = 0.84 and

RMSEA = 0.08

Between item 11 and item

19, between item 12 and

item 21, between 12 and

16, between 14 and 16, and

between 16 and 17

Personal initiative 13 0.74 0.8/χ2 = 1,047;

p < 0.00

3 self-values

above 1. The first

would explain 26%

of the variance

and the second

self-value by 11%

257 (p < 0.00) Cmin/df = 4.01,

NFI = 0.8 and

RMSEA = 0.08

Between the error of item

25 and item 35

RESULTS

Geographical Area and Entrepreneurial
Intention
First, the relationship between the geographical area variable
(North, Centre) and the maintenance of entrepreneurial
intention was analysed. The average entrepreneurial intention for
the North was 5.57 (5.38–5.75), and that of the Centre was 4.62
(4.14–4.38) (Figure 1).

A t-test for independent samples, assuming different
variances, suggests significant differences between entrepreneurs
in North and those in the Centre in terms of maintaining
entrepreneurial intention (t = 7.74, p < 0.05).

However, to reinforce the hypothesis that there
are differences in the maintenance of entrepreneurial
intention between the North and the Centre subjects, we
decided to categorise the maintenance of entrepreneurial
intention variable to perform a χ

2 analysis that would
shed more light on this result. The new variable
consisted of three categories: maintenance of low
(0–3.55), medium (3.60–5.90), and high (5.91–9.32)
entrepreneurial intention.

In the analysis, no expected frequency with a value lower
than 5 was found, and therefore the Chi-square test results
can be considered free of the problem that this circumstance
could imply.
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FIGURE 1 | Box plot of the variable maintenance of entrepreneurial intent in

the north and in the central area.

The χ
2 value obtained differs significantly from 0 (χ2 = 42.3,

p < 0.05), which means that the hypothesis of independence
is rejected for the usual levels of significance. Thus, it can
be affirmed that the test yields a positive result regarding
the association between the maintenance of entrepreneurial
intention and the geographical area of the entrepreneur. The
degree of association between the two variables, taking Cramer’s
V as the indicator (V = 0.3, p < 0), is significant. In addition,
the magnitude of Cramer’s V suggests a moderate relationship
between the maintenance of entrepreneurial intention variable
and the variable representing the geographical area in which the
entrepreneur set up their company. Furthermore, the Spearman
correlation takes a value of −0.28, with a p < 0.01. The negative
sign of the Spearman correlation tells us that subjects from the
North tend to belong to a higher category in the maintenance
of entrepreneurial intention variable, confirming what could
already be intuited in Figure 1.

Once the value of Lamda (L = 0.01; p = 0.04) was estimated,
taking the geographical area variable as dependent variable
(λ area = 0.16; p < 0), knowledge of the classification in
the maintenance of entrepreneurial intention variable makes
it possible to reduce the uncertainty in the prediction of the
geographical area variable in a significant way, specifically
by 16%. In contrast, knowledge of the group to which a
subject belongs in the geographical area variable does not
make it possible to reduce the error when predicting the
group to which the subject pertains in the maintenance of
entrepreneurial intention variable ( yarea = 0.05; p > 0.05). That
is, the moderate relationship found between the geographical
area variable and maintenance of entrepreneurial intention
variable would be better reflected if we take the maintenance
of entrepreneurial intention variable as an independent variable
and the geographical area variable as a dependent variable, since

placing the variables otherwise the difference with what would be
a random distribution would not be significant.

Personality Variables, and Maintenance of
Entrepreneurial Intention
To analyse the relationship between personality variables (ILC,
ELC, Self-efficacy, Proactivity, Risk Propensity, and Personal
Initiative) and the categorised maintenance of entrepreneurial
intention (low-medium-high) variable, one-way ANOVA
was performed.

To analyse the homogeneity of variances, the Levene test
was used for the ILC scale (2.2, p = 0.11), for the ELC scale
(5.5, p < 0), for the Self-efficacy scale (0.92, p = 0.92), for
the Proactivity scale (0.38, p = 0.38), for the Risk scale (0.43,
p = 0.65) and for the Personal Initiative scale (0.64, p = 0.52).
According to this test and a significance level of 0.05, the only
scale that shows a variance problem would be the ELC scale.

And within the test, for the ILC variable, it was found that
there were significant differences (F = 25.52, p < 0.00); for
the ELC variable, it was found that there were no significant
differences (F = 0.86, p = 0.43); for the Self-efficacy variable it
was found that there were differences (F =23.02, p < 0); for the
Proactivity variable, it was also found that there were differences
(F = 20.62, p < 0.00), and the same can be said of both the Risk
variable (F = 8.51; p < 0), and the personal initiative variable
(F = 16.35, p < 0).

Subsequently, two more tests were run, the Tuckey test for
being one of the most used and the Sheffé test for being one
of the most demanding when rejecting the null hypothesis.
For ILC, significant differences were found between the three
groups with a level of significance of 0.05. At the same time,
the means of the three groups in ILC are in the same order as
the groups in terms of maintaining entrepreneurial intention.
From these results, it is inferred that there is an association
between ILC and maintenance of entrepreneurial intention and
that this association is positive. That is, the greater the ILC, the
greater the entrepreneurial intention. For ELC, no significant
differences were found between any of the three groups. This
means that there is no association between ELC andmaintenance
of entrepreneurial intention.

For Self-efficacy, significant differences were found between
the three groups. The three groups are ordered in the same
way in self-efficacy as in maintaining the entrepreneurial
intention variable. That is, the more Self-efficacy, the more the
maintenance of entrepreneurial intention.

For Proactivity, significant differences were found between
the three groups. The same order is also maintained as in
the maintenance of entrepreneurial intention variable, implying
an association between the proactivity of an individual and
the maintenance of entrepreneurial intention. Moreover, this
association is positive: the greater the proactivity on the
part of the entrepreneur, the greater the maintenance of the
entrepreneurial intention.

For Risk propensity, significant differences were found in one
of the three groups: those who maintain a low entrepreneurial
intention and those with a high entrepreneurial intention.
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Regarding the meaning of the difference of means, it can
be deduced that those who maintain a high entrepreneurial
intention would be willing to assume a greater risk than those
who maintain a low entrepreneurial intention.

For Personal initiative, significant differences were found
between those who maintained a high entrepreneurial initiative
and maintained a low entrepreneurial initiative. On the other
hand, no significant differences were found between those
maintaining a medium or high entrepreneurial intention. Still,
there was a significant difference between those maintaining a
medium and those maintaining a low entrepreneurial intention
in terms of personal intention.

Finally, a predictive model was constructed using logistic
regression. To do so, the subjects belonging to the intermediate
group were eliminated from the sample in the maintenance of
the entrepreneurial intention variable. The regression parameters
were calculated using Wald’s backward elimination method. In
the first model, all the variables were entered. This model was
significant (χ2 = 21.56, p < 0).

The second model, in which the self-efficacy variable
disappeared (W = 0.05, p = 0.82) with respect to the previous
one, was also significant (χ2 = 21.08, p < 0). The third model, in
which the variable ELC (W = 0.75; p = 0.39) disappeared with
respect to the previous one was likewise significant (χ2 = 20.52;
p < 0). The fourth and final model, in which the personal
initiative variable disappeared (W = 1.47, p = 0.22), was also
significant (χ2 = 18.31; p< 0). Themodel was refined to fulfil the
principle of parsimony that must prevail in all scientific methods.

In the final logistic model, only the variables ILC, Proactivity,
Risk, and Geographical Area appeared, the only variables whose
OR is significantly different from 1 (see Table 2). Thus, the final
model can increase success by 27 (77%) points concerning what
would be expected if the subjects had been randomly distributed.
Taking into account the scores in the three independent variables,
it correctly classifies 66.1% of the entrepreneurs who maintain a
low entrepreneurial intention and 83.7% of those who maintain
a high entrepreneurial intention.

For each additional point on the ILC scale, the probability that
a subject will pertain to the group of subjects whomaintain a high
entrepreneurial intention increases by 16% [Exp (B)= 1.16]. For
each additional point on the scale of Proactivity, the likelihood
that a subject will belong to the group of subjects who maintain a
high entrepreneurial intention increases by 12% [Exp (B)= 1.12].
Finally, the probability that a subject from the North will belong
to the group of entrepreneurs in which the entrepreneurial
intention remains high is 6.73 [Exp (B)= 6.73] times greater than
if the subject belonged to the central area.

Thus, once the parameters are estimated, the model would be
configured as follows:

Pr
(

Y = Maintaining the entreprenurial intention.|x1, x2, x3, x4
)

=
1

1+ exp(−8, 07+ 0.14∗x1 + 0.11∗x2 + 0.11∗x3 + 1.91∗x4)

where x1 is the score of the subject in the ILC variable; x2 is
the score of the subject in the Proactive variable (PROACTV);
x3 is the score of the subject in the Risk variable, and x4

TABLE 2 | Logistic regression model including the Risk-taking propensity variable.

B ET. Wald Sig. Exp(B)

ILC 0.14 0.04 15.33 0 1.16

PROACT 0.11 0.04 8.84 0 1.12

RISK 0.11 0.05 4.95 0.03 1.12

G.AREA(1) 1.91 0.32 35.65 0 6.73

Constant −8.07 1.25 41.69 0 0

TABLE 3 | Final logistic regression model.

B ET. Wald Sig. Exp(B)

G.AREA(1) 1.86 0.31 35.2 0.00 6.44

ICI 0.14 0.04 15.13 0.00 1.15

PROACTV 0.14 0.04 13.61 0.00 1.15

Constant −7 1.1 40.34 0.00 0

is the score of the subject in the Geographical area variable
(0= Centre;= 1 North).

Since the Hosmer and Leme show test gave a significant
χ2 value and the Wald statistic was not significant for a
confidence level of 99%, a new model was calculated excluding
the Risk variable. For this model, the χ2 improved significantly
(χ2 = 18.31, p = 0.02 –> χ2 = 14.25, p = 0.08), and also
the R2 of Cox and Snell only decreased by one hundredth
(0.3 –> 0.29) and the R2 of Nagelkerke barely decreased by
another thousandth (0.40 –> 0.39). Regarding the percentage
of success in the classification, it decreased only one point
(78.3% –> 77.2%). The omnibus test for both models suggests
that in both, there is at least one variable associated with the
maintenance of entrepreneurial intention (Model: χ2 = 102.35,
p < 0). Mathematically, this new model would be defined by the
estimated parameters that appear in Table 3.

The advantage of this last model over the previous one, which
justifies its calculation and exposition, is that it makes it possible
to classify entrepreneurs in the maintenance of entrepreneurial
intention variable with an error very similar to the previous
model. Thus, with this new model, fewer resources would be
needed to achieve a very similar predictive power.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The most relevant finding of this work has to do with the fact
that both the social aspects, represented by the Geographical
area variable, and some of the personality variables, identified
by different authors as being significantly associated with
entrepreneurial intention, are also related to the maintenance of
a business initiative (Cromie and Johns, 1983; Covin and Slevin,
1989; Koh, 1996; Cromie, 2000; Throsby, 2001; Filion, 2003;
Vecchio, 2003; Collins et al., 2004; Sánchez García, 2010; Zahra
and Nambisan, 2011; Sánchez and Yurrebaso, 2012; Montoya
Cardona, 2015; Mustafa et al., 2016; Baluku et al., 2018, 2019;
Arco-Tirado et al., 2019; Neneh, 2019; Yurrebaso et al., 2020).
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In relation to the Geographical area variable, following the
momentum generated by the so-called geographical economy,
which contends that within each geographical environment,
there are differences that are projected directly onto the economic
structure of the place in question (Gertler and Barnes, 1999;
Kautonen et al., 2015; Obschonka et al., 2015, 2019; Acs et al.,
2017; Ferrando et al., 2019; Guerrero and Santamaría, 2020), it
was understood as a starting hypothesis for this research that
there would be differences in the maintenance of entrepreneurial
intention between entrepreneurs who had started their activity in
the northern area and those who had started it in the centre area.

In this regard, the results of this work show that there are
differences in the maintenance of entrepreneurial intention and
that these differences are favourable to entrepreneurs in the
North. In turn, these results would support the need to explore
the business economic framework from a molecular or regional
perspective (Albertos, 2002; Tarapuez et al., 2018; Guerrero and
Santamaría, 2020).

As to the origin of these differences, the causes could be
several, ranging from differences in grants and subsidies—the
direct effect of the role that political institutions can play—to the
impact of good business education (Obschonka et al., 2015; GEM
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2020) in which innovative
ideas are rewarded (Wu et al., 2008; Dilli and Westerhuis, 2018).

Following the line defended by several authors (e.g., Krueger
et al., 2000; Chan et al., 2015; Yurrebaso et al., 2020), according
to which the personality traits that characterise people are
important modulators of entrepreneurial intention, in this
research, we found that in the variables Internal Locus of
Control, External Locus of Control, Self-efficacy, Proactivity,
Risk and Personal Initiative there are differences between those
entrepreneurs who maintain allow entrepreneurial intention vis-
à-vis those entrepreneurs who maintain a high entrepreneurial
intention. In this regard, entrepreneurs who maintained a
higher intention also scored higher in these variables, except in
External Locus of Control. Thus, the profile of the entrepreneur
who maintains a high entrepreneurial intention would be
characterised by a high Internal Locus of Control, a low External
Locus of Control, and high Self-efficacy, Proactivity, Risk, and
Personal Initiative as compared to those with low entrepreneurial
intention as regards these same variables.

On the other hand, when taking the two types of variables
(geographical area and personality traits), it was found that
in the most parsimonious logistic model of dichotomous
classification (high entrepreneurial intention to continue—low
entrepreneurial intention to continue), the variables Internal
Locus of Control, Proactivity and Geographical area stood
out from the rest. Moreover, the positive aspect of this
model is that, if we look at the psychometric data of
these scales, in particular, we find that they have acceptable
validity and reliability. Future research would be necessary
to investigate whether an improvement in the design of
these scales, specifically adapted to the population that has
already opened a business, would yield better fitted data for
the model or favour the inclusion or exclusion of some
other variable.

In an adaptation of the role model theory, which states
that an entrepreneurial attitude would be favoured if other
entrepreneurs could be imitated, that is, by the availability
of entrepreneurial role models, future research could cheque
whether the model itself influences the maintenance of
entrepreneurial intention and, if so, identify in which ways it
does so.

The research findings help entrepreneurship promotion
policies define how to assist some regions in enhancing their
support policies to business creation and, therefore, try to
overcome regional disparities. Regarding the regional cultural
differences, the policymakers may also seek to stimulate
their regional societies to become more entrepreneurial and
consequently diminish economic regional disparities.
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