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ABSTRACT. Policy-makers and practitioners are consid-
ering whether to allocate resources towards portfolio and
serial entrepreneurs, as well as the provision of additional
initiatives to increase the pool of novice entrepreneurs. To
inform this policy debate, univariate statistical tests were
used to test for differences between 354 firms owned by
novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs in Scotland.
Also, univariate tests were conducted to compare
responses made by pairwise groups of entrepreneurs. No
significant differences were detected between the three
types of entrepreneurs with regard to several entrepreneur
and firm demographic characteristics. Additional analysis
revealed that portfolio entrepreneurs have more diverse
experiences, and more resources than serial or novice
entrepreneurs. On average, portfolio entrepreneurs appear
to offer more attractive growth prospects than other
entrepreneurs.

1. Introduction

Promoting entrepreneurship is viewed as part of
a formula that will reconcile economic success
with social cohesion (Organisation for Economic
Co-Operation and Development, 1998). During
the late 1970s and 1980s, Thatcher’s British
government encouraged new firm formation
(Westhead and Moyes, 1992), and the growth in
self-employment (Storey, 1994). The British gov-
ernment, however, shifted policy during the 1990s
toward encouraging growth firms (Storey, 1994;
Westhead, 1995). To maximize returns on public

policy investments, attempts have been made to
‘target’ external support to businesses with signif-
icant wealth creation potential. The case for ‘tar-
geting’ assistance towards ‘winning businesses’
(Storey, 1994) has been made, although there is
some doubt about whether such assistance is nec-
essary (Acs et al., 1997; Holtz-Eakin, 2000), or
effective (Bridge et al., 1998). In response to a
recent slowdown in business start-ups, the British
government has realized the need for a balanced
policy agenda (Gavron et al., 1998; Department
of Trade and Industry (DTI), 2002), and is
encouraging business formation by inexperienced
novice entrepreneurs (Reynolds, 1997), as well as
supporting the growth of some ‘types’ of existing
firms (Reynolds et al., 1994). Surprisingly, the
characteristics and behaviour of ‘winning entre-
preneurs’ have been relatively neglected.

The processes of enterprise are much broader
than the processes associated with enterprise for-
mation (Taylor, 1999). Policy-makers, practitio-
ners, enterprise and development agencies and
local Government must understand their ’target’
groups. If support for entrepreneurship is to be
effective, it is vital that they understand issues
relating to the entrepreneurial process (Ucbasa-
ran et al., 2001). The re-focusing of external sup-
port away from the entrepreneur, towards the
more visible business, fails to fully appreciate
the crucial role played by the entrepreneur (or
the entrepreneurial team) in relation to the entre-
preneurial process. While both research and pol-
icy has hitherto tended to focus on the business,
it maybe more appropriate to consider the entre-
preneur as the unit of analysis (Birley and West-
head, 1993a; Scott and Rosa, 1996). Also, there
is growing appreciation that entrepreneurs are
not a homogeneous entity (Woo et al., 1991)
with regard to their characteristics, motivations,
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behaviour and performance. In fact, some types
of entrepreneurs are associated with superior per-
formance (Westhead, 1995). Policy-makers may,
therefore, need policies that support the varying
needs of different types of entrepreneur, rather
than provide broad ‘blanket’ policies to all types
of entrepreneur, irrespective of need or ability.

The nature and impact of entrepreneurial
experience is attracting increasing attention
(Chandler and Jansen, 1992; Reuber and Fischer,
1999). Practitioners (i.e., financial institutions
and enterprise agencies) use information relating
to experience accumulated by an entrepreneur to
screen applications for assistance (MacMillan
et al., 1985). In addition to existing support mea-
sures, some policy-makers and practitioners are
now considering whether resources could be
more effectively utilized if they were rebalanced
with at least some resources being allocated
towards serial and portfolio entrepreneurs with
prior business ownership experience. Serial and
portfolio entrepreneurs need to be considered as
important sub-groups of entrepreneurs who make
a fundamental contribution to the process of
wealth creation (Scott and Rosa, 1996). Previous
estimates have indicated that entrepreneurs with
business ownership experience represent a signifi-
cant proportion of entrepreneurs (Westhead and
Wright, 1998a, 1999). Policy-makers and practi-
tioners monitoring the growth in the supply of
new firms need to be aware that serial and port-
folio entrepreneurs own a sizeable proportion of
new firms. More importantly, the absolute figures
relating to the number of new firms maybe dis-
torted by the activities of portfolio entrepreneurs
who own more than one business. Studies which
judge the scale of entrepreneurship in terms of
the number of new firms, but ignore the scale of
serial and portfolio entrepreneur activity may
over-estimate the gross number of entrepreneurs,
and under-estimate the contribution made by
particular types of entrepreneur.

The ultimate performance objectives of policy
may relate to growth in employment, and
improved rates of return on investment. If supe-
rior business performance is generally recorded
by businesses owned by serial and portfolio
entrepreneurs rather than novice entrepreneurs,
there maybe a case to provide policy support and

assistance to serial and portfolio entrepreneurs
associated with superior performance contribu-
tions, particularly if the objective of support is
maximize returns on investments. Conversely, if
the objective of policy is to increase the pool of
entrepreneurs, assistance maybe targeted away
from successful serial and portfolio entrepreneurs
towards novice entrepreneurs seeking to address
obstacles to business development, as well as
business opportunity identification and exploita-
tion. However, if serial and portfolio entrepre-
neurs’ businesses generally under-perform, there
is a policy choice either to divert scarce resources
away from these entrepreneurs; or develop poli-
cies that ensure the survival of businesses owned
by them.1

Limited comparative information is available
surrounding the backgrounds, motivations,
resources, skills and aspirations of novice, serial
and portfolio entrepreneurs. In response to calls
for studies to specifically focus upon the serial
and portfolio entrepreneurs (Wright et al., 1998;
Carter and Ram, 2003), this paper builds on
fresh evidence relating to the scale of serial and
portfolio entrepreneurship in Scotland to suggest
policy directions for the support of entrepreneur-
ship. In Scotland, assistance has been provided
to convert individuals thinking about enterprise
as a career option (i.e., nascent entrepreneurs
(Reynolds, 1997) into novice entrepreneurs
(Scott, 1998; Scottish Enterprise, 2000)). External
support is primarily provided at the level of the
individual entrepreneur during the business start-
up process. After the business initiation hurdles
have been addressed and the business has com-
menced trading, external support for enterprise
becomes more focused on the needs of different
types of businesses (i.e., high-technology firms,
exporting firms, etc.), rather than the entrepre-
neur.

This paper provides evidence relating to the
broad characteristics, behaviour and performance
contributions made by serial and portfolio entre-
preneurs who can leverage prior private business
ownership experience, compared with inexperi-
enced novice entrepreneurs who have no prior
business ownership experience. Specifically, we
discuss empirical evidence relating to the
following policy-related question. Should policy-

110 Paul Westhead et al.



makers and practitioners provide specific assis-
tance to novice, serial and portfolio entrepre-
neurs (according to definitions presented in
Section 2)?

Drawing upon data from a representative
sample of 354 private firms owned by novice,
serial and portfolio entrepreneurs in Scotland, we
suggest that portfolio entrepreneurs have more
diverse experiences, and more resources than
serial or novice entrepreneurs. Further, surveyed
firm growth is found to be associated with the
resources and inclinations of entrepreneurs. On
average, portfolio entrepreneurs appear to offer
more wealth creation prospects than other entre-
preneurs. In addition, we highlight that portfolio
and serial entrepreneurs accumulate several
entrepreneurial resources (i.e., skills and knowl-
edge) and exhibit behaviour (i.e., opportunity
recognition and exploitation) as well as inclina-
tions that need to be widely disseminated to nov-
ice entrepreneurs who desire to follow the
entrepreneurial journey to becoming serial or
portfolio entrepreneurs. We also suggest that pol-
icy-makers and practitioners need to more fully
appreciate the backgrounds, motivations and
needs of various types of entrepreneurs, when
they are formulating policies to assist novice,
serial and portfolio entrepreneurs. Assuming an
interventionist stance, a case for more balanced
support toward novice, serial and portfolio entre-
preneurs is suggested. We suggest that policy-
makers and practitioners seeking to maximize
returns from public policy investments should
consider targeting assistance to experienced port-
folio and serial entrepreneurs.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section
2, definitional issues are discussed, and a distinc-
tion is made between novice, serial and portfolio
entrepreneurs. The scale of novice, serial and
portfolio entrepreneur activity in Scotland and
the demographic characteristics of three samples
of entrepreneurs are reported in Section 3. In
Section 4, differences between portfolio, serial
and novice entrepreneurs are reported (see West-
head et al., 2003 for all detailed tables and statis-
tical tests conducted). Policy considerations are
then highlighted in Section 5. Areas for addi-
tional research to guide policy-makers and practi-
tioners are discussed in Section 6. Conclusions
are presented in Section 7.

2. Definitional issues

Entrepreneurship can involve the founding of new
independent firms, as well as the ownership and
development of purchased and inherited indepen-
dent businesses (Cooper and Dunkelberg, 1986;
Ucbasaran et al., 2001). The growing team-based
entrepreneurship phenomenon (Birley and Stock-
ley, 2000) indicates that entrepreneurs can hold
minority and/or majority ownership stakes in pri-
vate firms. Studies have made a distinction
between types of entrepreneurs (Westhead and
Wright, 1998a). In this study, respondents were
key individuals who were the most influential deci-
sion-makers in the surveyed businesses (i.e., the
founders of the business and/or the principal
owner). Novice entrepreneurs were viewed as indi-
viduals with no prior minority or majority busi-
ness ownership experience either as a business
founder, an inheritor or a purchaser of an inde-
pendent business, but who currently own a minor-
ity or majority equity stake in an independent
business that is either new, purchased or inherited.
Serial entrepreneurs were viewed as individuals
who have sold/closed a business in which they had
a minority or majority ownership stake, and they
currently have a minority or majority ownership
stake in a single independent business that is
either new, purchased or inherited. While portfo-
lio entrepreneurs were viewed as individuals who
currently have minority or majority ownership
stakes in two or more independent businesses that
are either new, purchased and/or inherited.

3. The scale of novice, serial and portfolio

entrepreneur activity in Scotland and the

demographics of the three samples of

entrepreneurs

In total, 200 firms (56.5%) involved novice entre-
preneurs.2 A further 66 firms involved serial
entrepreneurs (18.6%). The remaining 88 firms
involved portfolio entrepreneurs (24.9%). Habit-
ual entrepreneurs (i.e., serial and portfolio entre-
preneurs) owned 43.5% of firms. This proportion
is higher than the level reported elsewhere.
Westhead (1988) found that 34% of new manu-
facturing independent firm founders in Wales
were habitual entrepreneurs. Further, Taylor
(1999) reports survey evidence indicating that
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38%, 42% and 49% of surveyed independent
firms in Malaysia, England and Australia, respec-
tively were owned by habitual entrepreneurs.
With reference to a British sample of indepen-
dent firms, Westhead and Wright (1998a)
detected that 37.4% of responding founders were
habitual entrepreneurs (i.e., 25.3% and 12.1%
responses from serial and portfolio founders,
respectively). In comparison, Kolvereid and Bull-
våg (1993) found that 31% of their sample of
Norwegian firms were owned by portfolio

founders. Detected difference between the studies
may, in part, be due to definitional and sample
differences (i.e., the study discussed in this paper
focused upon established, purchased and inher-
ited independent firms, rather than solely new
independent firms).

Row 1 in Table I shows that portfolio entre-
preneurs, on average, had held equity stakes in
more businesses than serial or novice entrepre-
neurs.3 Also, serial entrepreneurs had exited
more businesses than portfolio entrepreneurs

TABLE I

Characteristics of the entrepreneurs and businesses by type of entrepreneur

Variable (mean scores) Novice Serial Portfolio Number of

respondents

Kruskal–

Wallis

statistic

Significance

level

(two-tailed)

Entrepreneur characteristics

1. Total number of businesses owned a, b, c 1.00 2.26 3.75 354 329.23 0.000

2. Total number of businesses exited a, b, c 0.00 1.26 0.99 354 230.06 0.000

3. Total number of businesses currently owned b, c 1.00 1.00 2.76 354 346.40 0.000

4. Current age of the principal owner 49.99 49.72 49.99 331 0.10 0.995

5. Number of organizations worked

for on a full-time basis a, b
3.18 4.11 3.82 346 7.917 0.019

Business characteristics

6. Number of equity partners when this

business was started, purchased or inherited

2.16 2.32 2.30 146 0.89 0.640

7. Number of equity partners

in this current business b, c
1.37 1.42 4.63 309 5.05 0.080

8. Age of surveyed business

(i.e. since received first order)

23.15 13.97 21.52 350 5.16 0.075

9. Number of sources of information used a, b 8.40 9.80 9.66 354 6.16 0.046

10. Total initial capital used to establish,

inherit or purchase this business (£’s) a, b
41,346 99,648 99,600 276 16.23 0.000

11. How much initial capital did you personally

invest in this business when you established,

inherited or purchased this business (including

funds from family and friends) (£’s)? a, b

17,072 67,072 60,192 276 10.96 0.004

12. Gross sales in 1999 (£’s) a, b, c 208,415 333,941 1,423,633 286 21.53 0.000

13. Absolute change in gross sales, 1996–1999 b 61,773 77,442 741,236 254 4.36 0.113

14. Number of total employees in 2001 b, c, d 6.07 8.42 23.57 269 26.94 0.000

15. Absolute employment change in

total employees, 1996-2001 b, c, d
0.91 0.77 12.36 269 14.74 0.001

16. Percentage employment change in

total employees, 1996–2001 b, c, d
24.42 24.28 70.96 269 11.21 0.004

a A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference detected by between novice and serial owners at least at the

0.1 level (two-tailed).
b A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
c A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
d Full-time, part-time and casual employees were taken into account by scoring full-time, part-time and casual employees 1, 0.5

and 0.25, respectively.
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(row 2). Row 3 shows that novice and serial
entrepreneurs currently had equity stakes in only
one independent business, whilst portfolio entre-
preneurs, on average, had equity stakes in 2.8
independent businesses. No statistically signifi-
cant differences were detected among the three

types of entrepreneurs with regard to the mode
of acquisition of equity stake (row 1 in Table II),
or the number of equity partners in the surveyed
business when it was started, inherited or pur-
chased (row 6 in Table I). Row 7 in Table I
shows that portfolio entrepreneurs currently had

TABLE II

Demographic characteristics of the businesses and entrepreneurs by type of entrepreneur

Variable Novice

(n = 200)

Serial

(n = 66)

Portfolio

(n = 88)

Chi-square

Statistic

Significance

level

No. % No. % No. %

Business characteristics

1. How did you gain your

equity stake in the business?

3.56 0.468

Established the business 135 67.5 50 75.8 63 71.6

Purchased or acquired an

equity stake in the business

32 16.0 11 16.7 12 13.6

Inherited the business 33 16.5 5 7.6 13 14.8

2. Location 12.50 0.407

Borders/Dumfries and Galloway 22 11.0 7 10.6 14 15.9

Central/Tayside 26 13.0 7 10.6 9 10.2

Fife 20 10.0 3 4.5 5 5.7

Grampian 27 13.5 11 16.7 14 15.9

Highland/Islands 10 5.0 5 7.6 5 5.7

Lothian 38 19.0 6 9.1 10 11.4

Strathclyde 57 28.5 27 40.9 31 35.2

3. Main industrial activity

(Standard Industrial Category (1980))

12.71 0.390

Agriculture, forestry and fishing (SIC 0) 38 19.0 9 13.6 15 17.0

Metal goods; engineering and vehicle

industries (SIC 3); other

manufacturing industries (SIC 4)

19 9.5 6 9.1 5 5.7

Construction (SIC 5) 22 11.0 6 9.1 6 6.8

Distribution, hotels and catering; repairs (SIC 6) 64 32.0 21 31.8 27 30.7

Transport and communication (SIC 7) 9 4.5 3 4.5 1 1.1

Banking, finance, insurance, business

services and leasing (SIC 8)

29 14.5 17 25.8 22 25.0

Other services (SIC 9) 19 9.5 4 6.1 12 13.6

4. Is this business a family owned

business (i.e., more than 50% of voting shares

2.39 0.303

are owned by a single family

related by blood or marriage)?

Yes 146 73.0 47 71.2 71 80.7

No 54 27.0 19 28.8 17 19.3

5. Legal status a, b, c 31.58 0.000

Sole proprietorship 90 45.0 26 39.4 18 20.5

Partnership 82 41.0 22 33.3 33 37.5

Private limited company 28 14.0 18 27.3 37 42.0

Entrepreneur Characteristics

6. Gender b 4.13 0.127

Male 152 80.9 58 87.9 77 89.5

Female 36 19.1 8 12.1 9 10.5
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more equity partners than other entrepreneurs.
Whilst row 8 shows that serial entrepreneur firms
were significantly younger at the 0.1 level. No
statistically significant differences, however, were
recorded among the three entrepreneur types
with regard to their current age (row 4 in Table
I), or gender and educational level (rows 6 and 7
in Table II, respectively).

Table II shows no statistically significant dif-
ferences were detected among the novice, serial
and portfolio entrepreneur firms with regard to
the location of surveyed businesses (row 2), the
main industrial activity of the businesses (row 3),
and whether the business was a family firm (row
4). Larger proportions of novice and serial entre-
preneur firms, however, were sole proprietor-
ships, and a markedly larger proportion of
portfolio entrepreneur firms were private limited
companies (row 5). Nevertheless, we can reason-
ably assume that the differences reported below
between the three types of entrepreneurs relate to
real differences, rather than demographic sample
differences.

4. Differences between portfolio, serial and

novice entrepreneurs in Scotland

In this section, differences between portfolio,
serial and novice entrepreneurs in Scotland are
discussed with regard to the background and
motivations of entrepreneurs, entrepreneurs’
search and opportunity identification processes,
the process of financing businesses, and organiza-
tional capabilities. This is followed by an exami-
nation of entrepreneur and business performance.
For each aspect, we first compare portfolio entre-
preneurs with novice and serial entrepreneurs,
and then compare serial entrepreneurs with
novice and portfolio entrepreneurs.

4.1. Background and motivations of entrepreneurs

4.1.1. Portfolio entrepreneurs compared with
novice and serial entrepreneurs

Curran et al. (1991) detected that individuals
whose parents were owners of small firms tended
to follow their parent’s footsteps and became

TABLE II

Continued

Variable Novice

(n = 200)

Serial

(n = 66)

Portfolio

(n = 88)

Chi-square

Statistic

Significance

level

No. % No. % No. %

7. Highest level of education 4.15 0.940

Compulsory school education 71 38.2 22 33.3 31 36.0

Technical qualification 51 27.4 15 22.7 26 30.2

Undergraduate first university degree 8 4.3 4 6.1 6 7.0

Postgraduate university degree 25 13.4 12 18.2 11 12.8

Post degree professional qualification 21 11.3 10 15.2 9 10.5

Other 10 5.4 3 4.5 3 3.5

8. Did either of your parents own a business? b, c 4.00 0.135

Yes 73 39.2 25 37.9 44 51.2

No 113 60.8 41 62.1 44 48.8

9. Job status immediately

before starting first business a, b, c
25.99 0.004

Managerial 31 15.5 14 21.2 27 30.7

Professional 49 24.5 21 31.8 15 17.0

Self-employed 30 15.0 17 25.8 14 15.9

Supervisory 12 6.0 1 1.5 8 9.1

Manual 43 21.5 8 12.1 17 19.3

Other 35 17.5 5 7.6 7 8.0

a Statistically significant difference between novice and serial owners at least at the 0.1 level.
b Statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level.
c Statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level.
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business owners. Row 8 in Table II shows that a
larger proportion of portfolio entrepreneurs,
rather than novice or serial entrepreneurs,
reported that one of their parents had experience
as business owners.

As a result of prior business ownership experi-
ence, many experienced entrepreneurs may have
developed skills and competencies, a network of
contacts, a business reputation and a track
record. The development of a portfolio of busi-
nesses suggests a need for greater managerial
skills (Donckels et al., 1987). In Scotland, portfo-
lio entrepreneurs highlighted the importance of
human capital resources. Entrepreneurs reported
differences in their job status before starting the
first business (row 9 in Table II). A larger pro-
portion of portfolio entrepreneurs, rather than
other entrepreneurs, reported that their last job
had been a managerial position. In addition,
portfolio entrepreneurs had worked in more
organizations than novice entrepreneurs (row 5
in Table I). As intimated above, surveyed firms
owned by portfolio entrepreneurs had more
equity partners than firms owned by novice or
serial entrepreneurs. In order to avoid biases

resulting from previous experience, and increase
their awareness in decision-making, many port-
folio entrepreneurs preferred to be a ‘team’,
rather than a ‘solo’ owner of a private firm. The
team aspect of entrepreneurship maybe impor-
tant in providing the skills and resources needed
to gain an equity stake in a (larger) venture, as
well as to ensure business development. Portfolio
entrepreneurs may use partners as a means of
delegating responsibility. Partners can provide
successful (and unsuccessful) entrepreneurs with
a greater depth of expertise, as well as access to
wider networks.

Prior business ownership experience maybe
associated with several assets and liabilities (Starr
and Bygrave, 1991). Experience may encourage
serial and portfolio entrepreneurs to be more
cautious with regard to subsequent forays as
business owners. In Scotland, portfolio entrepre-
neurs were more likely than novice entrepreneurs
to report that they ‘find the process of starting a
business very daunting’ (row 1 in Table III), and
were less likely to report that they ‘enjoy the
early stages of building a business’ (row 6). Port-
folio entrepreneurs were also more likely than

TABLE III

Attitudes to entrepreneurship by type of entrepreneur a, b

Variable (mean scores) Novice

(n = 200)

Serial

(n = 66)

Portfolio

(n = 88)

Number of

respondents

Kruskal–Wallis

statistic

Significance

level (two-tailed)

1. I find the process of staring

a business very daunting c, d
2.81 2.51 2.15 354 16.61 0.000

2. I have a short attention span c 2.64 3.07 2.85 354 6.75 0.034

3. External advice is crucial for

the growth of this business c
3.13 3.50 3.32 354 6.13 0.047

4. I enjoy the long-run

management of business

3.52 3.44 3.52 354 0.31 0.857

5. I feel I can predict and

adapt to changing environmental

circumstances c, d

3.69 3.88 4.07 354 13.10 0.001

6. I enjoy the early stages of

building a business c, d
3.66 3.94 4.16 354 12.79 0.002

7. I frequently try to establish/develop

new contacts c, d
3.77 4.08 4.10 354 9.39 0.009

8. I like to be aware of all decisions made

about this business and have the final say c
4.13 4.41 4.18 354 3.92 0.141

a Statements derived from Starr and Bygrave’s (1991) discussion of the assets and liabilities of experience.
b The following scale was used: (1) strongly agree, (2) partly agree, (3) neutral, (4) partly disagree, and (5) strongly disagree.
c A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and serial owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
d A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
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novice entrepreneurs to disagree with the state-
ment that they ‘frequently try to establish/
develop new contacts’ (row 7). We can infer here
that some portfolio entrepreneurs focusing on
existing contacts may exhibit the liability of stale-
ness. Portfolio entrepreneurs were, in addition,
less likely than novice entrepreneurs to agree
with the statement that they ‘can predict and
adapt to changing environmental circumstances’
(row 5). This evidence suggests that most portfo-
lio entrepreneurs do not suffer from an illusion
of control.

Triggers to serial or portfolio entrepreneurship
may involve a desire for independence, autonomy
and wealth creation (Wright et al., 1997a;
Westhead and Wright, 1998a). Motivations cited
by experienced entrepreneurs for owning
businesses can also change over time. While inde-
pendence is a strong reason for starting a first
business, a variety of other more materialistic
reasons may come to the fore when an entrepre-
neur establishes (or purchases) a subsequent busi-
ness (Donckels et al., 1987). In line with the
wealth creation expectations of policy-makers

and practitioners, a larger proportion of portfo-
lio rather than other entrepreneurs, reported ‘to
generate personal wealth’ as the main reason
leading to business ownership (row 5 in Table
IV). Portfolio entrepreneurs were less likely than
other entrepreneurs to suggest that they were
‘unemployed/made redundant’ (row 21 in Table
V), and they were less likely than novice entre-
preneurs to report that they had gained an own-
ership stake in the business ‘to have greater
flexibility for my personal and family life’ (row
9). However, portfolio entrepreneurs were more
likely than novice entrepreneurs to report ‘to be
challenged by the problems and opportunities of
starting and growing a new business’ (row 8).

Differences were detected with regard to crea-
tivity and innovation. A larger proportion of
portfolio, rather than other entrepreneurs,
reported that they had ‘found new ways of man-
aging finance’ (row 4 in Table VI), and had
‘introduced a new culture especially through the
induction of innovative people at lower levels’
(row 10). Also, larger proportions of portfolio
rather than novice entrepreneurs, reported that

TABLE IV

Main reason leading to business ownership by type of entrepreneur a

Variable Novice

(n = 200)

Serial

(n = 66)

Portfolio

(n = 88)

Chi-square

statistic

Significance

level

No. % No. % No. %

1. To have considerable freedom

to adopt my own approach to my work – yes (i)

32 16.0 10 15.2 13 14.8 0.08 0.961

2. To take advantage of an

opportunity that appeared – yes (ii)

30 15.0 9 13.6 12 13.6 0.13 0.937

3. I was unemployed/made redundant – yes 29 14.5 5 7.6 5 5.7 5.83 0.054

4. To be challenged by the problems

and opportunities of starting

and growing a new business – yes (ii)

16 8.0 6 9.1 11 12.5 1.47 0.480

5. To generate personal wealth

(earnings or capital gain) – yes b, c
11 5.5 5 7.6 14 15.9 8.62 0.013

6. It made sense at that time

in my life – yes (i)

19 9.5 7 10.6 4 4.5 2.41 0.300

7. To give myself, my spouse,

and children security – yes (iii)

12 6.0 5 7.6 7 8.0 0.45 0.798

8. Other reasons – yes 32 16.0 14 21.2 15 17.0 0.95 0.622

a Statements derived from Birley and Westhead (1994).
b A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio at least at the 0.1 level (two-

tailed).
c A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed). Birley and Westhead (1994) detected the statements were associated with: (i) Need for independence; (ii) Need for

personal development; and (iii) Perceived instrumentality of wealth.
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they had ‘developed new structures, systems or
procedures’ (row 1); ‘found a new market or
employed a new marketing strategy in an existing
market’ (row 3); ‘used new ways of managing
and developing personnel’ (row 5); ‘developed
new ways of managing quality control and R &
D’ (row 6); ‘found new ways of dealing with gov-
ernment and other external agencies’ (row 7);
‘introduced a new product or a new quality of an
existing product’ (row 8); or ‘introduced a new
method of production or modified an existing
method’ (row 9).

4.1.2. Serial entrepreneurs compared with novice
and portfolio entrepreneurs

A smaller proportion of serial rather than portfo-
lio entrepreneurs, reported they had parents with
prior business ownership experience (row 8 in
Table II). Consequently, a relatively higher pro-
portion of serial entrepreneurs did not have
access to the financial resources, or the social
networks generally more available to individuals
drawn from business ownership parental back-
grounds. However, a larger proportion of serial,
rather than other entrepreneurs, indicated that
they had been self-employed prior to gaining an
equity stake in the surveyed business (row 9 in
Table II). Also, serial entrepreneurs had worked
in more organizations than novice entrepreneurs
(row 5 in Table I). A positive interpretation of
these findings is that serial entrepreneurs may
have gained business experiences in a variety of
settings.

With regard to attitudes to entrepreneurship
and the possibility of liabilities associated with
prior ownership experience, serial entrepreneurs
were more likely than novice entrepreneurs to
state that they ‘find the process of starting a
business very daunting’ (row 1 in Table III).
Novice entrepreneurs were less likely to report
that they ‘have a short attention span’ (row 2).
Serial entrepreneurs were more likely than novice
entrepreneurs to disagree with the statements
that they ‘can predict and adapt to changing
environmental circumstances’ (row 5); they ‘enjoy
the early stages of building a business’ (row 6);
they ‘frequently try to establish/develop new con-
tacts’ (row 7); and they ‘like to be aware of all
decisions made about this business and have the
final say’ (row 8). Novice entrepreneurs were

more likely than serial entrepreneurs to recognize
that ‘external advice is crucial for the growth of
this business’ (row 3). Further, in terms of their
motivations for business ownership, serial entre-
preneurs were more likely than novice entrepre-
neurs to cite ‘to control their own time’ (row 2 in
Table V), but they were less likely than novice
entrepreneurs to report that they had an equity
stake in a business ‘to continue a family tradi-
tion’ (row 17).

With regard to attitudes to creativity and
innovation, a larger proportion of serial rather
than novice entrepreneurs, reported that they
‘found new ways of managing and developing
personnel’ (row 5 in Table VI); had ‘developed
new ways of managing quality control and R &
D’ (row 6); had ‘introduced a new product or a
new quality of an existing product’ (row 8); and
had ‘introduced a new method of production or
modified an existing method’ (row 9). However,
a smaller proportion of serial entrepreneurs,
rather than portfolio entrepreneurs, reported that
they had ‘found new ways of managing finance’
(row 4), and had ‘introduced a new culture espe-
cially through the induction of innovative people
at lower levels’ (row 10).

4.2. Entrepreneurs’ search processes

4.2.1. Portfolio entrepreneurs compared with
novice and serial entrepreneurs

Opportunity recognition and exploitation are
regarded as key entrepreneurial skills (Shane and
Venkataraman, 2000). The extent to which indi-
viduals search for relevant information, and iden-
tify business opportunities, can be determined by
an individual’s prior experience (Cooper et al.,
1995; Fiet et al., 2000). As a result of their expe-
rience, it is reasonable to assume that serial and
portfolio entrepreneurs will exhibit more effective
information search behaviour than novice entre-
preneurs.

On average, portfolio entrepreneurs had used a
wider range of information sources than novice
entrepreneurs (row 9 in Table I). A larger propor-
tion of portfolio rather than novice entrepreneurs,
indicated that they had used information from per-
sonal friends, magazines/newspapers, trade publi-
cations, financiers, employees, technical literature,
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TABLE V

Reasons leading to business ownership by type of entrepreneur a, b

Variable (mean scores) Novice

(n = 200)

Serial

(n = 66)

Portfolio

(n = 88)

Number of

respondents

Kruskal–Wallis

statistic

Significance level

(two-tailed)

1. To have considerable freedom to

adopt my own approach to my work (ii)

3.93 4.15 4.14 354 3.46 0.178

2. To control my own time c (ii) 3.75 4.02 3.76 354 3.19 0.203

3. It made sense at that time in my life (ii) 3.74 3.85 3.52 354 1.90 0.386

4. To take advantage of an opportunity

that appeared (iii)

3.54 3.59 3.44 354 0.58 0.748

5. To generate personal wealth

(earnings or capital gain) d, e
3.10 3.32 3.67 354 13.86 0.001

6. To give myself, my spouse,

and children security (v)

3.25 3.09 3.39 354 1.99 0.369

7. To achieve something and

get recognition for it (i)

3.13 3.09 3.30 354 1.88 0.391

8. To be challenged by the

problems and opportunities of starting

2.89 2.86 3.23 354 4.99 0.082

and growing a new business d (ii)

9. To have greater flexibility for

my personal and family life d (ii)

2.85 3.11 3.31 354 6.63 0.036

10. To continue learning (iii) 2.84 2.86 2.83 354 0.04 0.980

11. To be innovative and be in the

forefront of technological development (iii)

2.42 2.36 2.47 354 0.54 0.764

12. To develop an idea for a product (iii) 2.35 2.41 2.40 354 0.03 0.985

13. To achieve a higher position

for myself in society (i)

2.04 2.05 2.16 354 0.87 0.647

14. To increase the status and

prestige of my family (i)

1.96 2.03 2.11 354 0.31 0.854

15. To contribute to the welfare

of the community I live in (iv)

1.97 1.85 2.19 354 2.89 0.236

16. To follow the example

of a person I admire (vii)

2.03 1.83 1.97 354 1.72 0.423

17. To continue a family tradition c (vii) 2.03 1.70 1.93 354 3.72 0.156

18. To be respected by my friends (i) 1.84 1.92 2.07 354 1.77 0.413

19. To have access to indirect

benefits such as tax exemptions (vi)

1.80 1.91 2.05 354 1.99 0.370

20. To contribute to the

welfare of my relatives (v)

1.87 1.73 2.02 354 1.88 0.390

21. I was unemployed/made redundant d, e 2.03 1.83 1.43 354 10.86 0.004

22. To contribute to the welfare of

people with the same background as me (iv)

1.80 1.55 1.76 354 1.83 0.400

23. To have more influence

in my community (iv)

1.75 1.73 1.81 354 0.06 0.972

24. As a vehicle to reduce the

burden of taxes I face (vi)

1.58 1.53 1.74 354 2.83 0.242

a Statements derived from Birley and Westhead (1994).
b The following scale was used: (1) to no extent, (2) to little extent, (3) to some extent, (4) to a great extent, and (5) to a very great

extent.
c A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and serial owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
d A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
e A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed). Birley and Westhead (1994) detected the statements were associated with: (i) Need for approval; (ii) Need for indepen-

dence; (iii) Need for personal development; (iv) Welfare considerations; (v) Perceived instrumentality of wealth; (vi) Tax reduction

and indirect benefits; and (vii) Follow role models.
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and local enterprise and development agencies,
consultants and government sources (see Westhead
et al., 2003). Further, a larger proportion of serial
rather than portfolio entrepreneurs, reported that
they had used information from other business
owners.

Portfolio entrepreneurs were more likely than
novice entrepreneurs to report that ‘new business
opportunities often arise in connection with a
solution to a specific problem’ (row 1 in Table
VII), and they ‘enjoy just thinking about and/or
looking for new business opportunities’ (row 4).
In addition, portfolio entrepreneurs were more
likely than other entrepreneurs to describe them-
selves as ‘opportunistic’ (row 3). Portfolio entre-
preneurs were more likely than novice
entrepreneurs to agree that ‘the consideration of
one opportunity often leads to other opportuni-
ties’ (row 6); ‘identifying opportunities is really

several learning steps over time’ (row 7); ‘it is
very important that the idea represents a concept
which can be developed over time’ (row 8); and
‘identifying good opportunities usually requires
‘immersion’ in a particular market’ (row 9). Also,
portfolio entrepreneurs were more likely than
other entrepreneurs to agree that ‘the problem is
not to identify the idea, but to obtain capital and
other resources’ (row 10).

With respect to their personal capabilities
regarding opportunity identification, portfolio
entrepreneurs were more likely than novice entre-
preneurs to agree that ‘one of my greatest
strengths is organizing resources and co-ordinat-
ing tasks’ (row 4 in Table VIII); ‘my ability to
supervise, influence and lead people’ (row 5); ‘my
ability to delegate effectively’ (row 8); ‘my ability
to seize high quality business opportunities’ (row
9); and to have a ‘special alertness or sensitivity

TABLE VI

Attitudes to creativity and innovation by type of entrepreneur a

Variable Novice Serial Portfolio Chi-square

statistic

Significance

level

No. % No. % No. %

Creativity statements

1. Have you developed new structures,

systems, or procedures in your organization? – yes c
96 51.6 39 60.9 61 71.8 9.95 0.007

2. Have you found a new source of supply? – yes 99 53.5 31 47.7 50 58.8 1.84 0.398

3. Have you found a new market or

employed a new marketing strategy in an existing market? – yes c
73 39.5 28 43.1 42 49.4 2.36 0.307

4. Have you found new ways of managing finance? – yes c, d 63 34.1 20 30.8 38 44.7 3.86 0.145

5. Have you found new ways of managing

and developing personnel? – yes b, c
54 29.0 27 41.5 36 42.9 6.42 0.040

6. Have you developed new ways of managing

quality control and R&D? – yes b, c
41 22.3 21 32.8 33 39.8 9.19 0.010

7. Have you found new ways of dealing with

government and other external agencies? – yes c
25 13.8 19 14.3 20 24.1 4.65 0.098

Innovation statements

8. Have you introduced a new product or a new

quality of an existing product? – yes b, c
77 41.4 40 61.5 44 51.2 8.36 0.015

9. Have you introduced a new method of

production or modified an existing method? – yes b
69 37.5 28 43.8 43 52.4 5.24 0.073

10. Have you introduced a new culture

especially through the induction of

innovative people at lower levels? – yes c, d

36 19.6 13 21.0 36 43.4 17.87 0.000

a Statements derived from Manimalla (1992).
b A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and serial owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
c A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
d A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
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towards spotting opportunities’ (row 11). They
were more likely than other entrepreneurs to
agree that one of their greatest strengths is
‘achieving results by organizing and motivating
people’ (row 6), and to report they can ‘usually
spot a real opportunity better than professional
researchers/analysts’ (row 12).

A larger proportion of portfolio entrepreneurs,
rather than other entrepreneurs, had identified one
or more opportunities within the last five years
(see Westhead et al., 2003). Moreover, a larger
proportion of portfolio, rather than other entre-
preneurs, had pursued opportunities (i.e. commit-
ted time and resources) within the last five years.

4.2.2. Serial entrepreneurs compared with novice
and portfolio entrepreneurs

On average, serial entrepreneurs used more
sources of information than novice entrepreneurs
(row 9 in Table I). A larger proportion of serial,

rather than other entrepreneurs, had used infor-
mation from other business owners (see West-
head et al., 2003). Further, a larger proportion of
serial rather than novice entrepreneurs, reported
that they had used information from customers
and clients, personal friends, financiers, employ-
ees and technical literature.

Serial entrepreneurs were more likely than
novice entrepreneurs to agree that ‘new business
opportunities often arise in connection with a
solution to a specific problem’ (row 1 in Table
VII); that ‘the consideration of one opportunity
often leads to other opportunities’ (row 6); that
‘identifying opportunities is really several learn-
ing steps over time’ (row 7); and that ‘it is very
important that the idea represents a concept
which can be developed over time’ (row 8). With
regard to the source of the opportunity for the
surveyed business, serial entrepreneurs were less
likely than other entrepreneurs to suggest that

TABLE VII

Attitudes towards opportunity identification by type of entrepreneur a, b

Variable (mean scores) Novice

(n = 200)

Serial

(n = 66)

Portfolio

(n = 88)

Number of

respondents

Kruskal–Wallis

statistic

Significance

level

(two-tailed)

1. New business opportunities often arise in

connection with a solution to a specific problem c, d
2.65 2.15 2.17 354 23.98 0.000

2. New business opportunities normally arise

due to market or technological changes

2.53 2.48 2.39 354 1.09 0.577

3. I would describe myself as opportunistic d, e 2.65 2.67 2.33 354 7.89 0.019

4. I enjoy just thinking about and/or looking

for new business opportunities d
2.81 2.61 2.28 354 14.21 0.001

5. Ideas for new business opportunities do not

require specific market or technological knowledge

2.96 3.03 2.76 354 2.30 0.316

6. The consideration of one opportunity

often leads to other opportunities c, d
2.19 1.92 1.95 354 10.58 0.005

7. Identifying opportunities is really

several learning steps over time c, d
2.45 2.09 2.16 354 11.69 0.003

8. It is very important that the idea represents

a concept which can be developed over time c, d
2.52 2.26 2.32 354 5.93 0.052

9. Identifying good opportunities usually

requires ‘immersion’ in a particular market d
2.60 2.47 2.42 354 3.46 0.177

10. The problem is not to identify the idea,

but to obtain capital and other resources d, e
2.82 2.82 2.44 354 8.22 0.016

a Statements derived from Hills et al. (1997).
b The following scale was used: (1) strongly agree, (2) partly agree, (3) neutral, (4) partly disagree, and (5) strongly disagree.
c A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and serial owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
d A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
e A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
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TABLE VIII

Personal capabilities toward opportunity identification and sources of opportunities by type of entrepreneur a

Variable (mean scores) Novice

(n = 200)

Serial

(n = 66)

Portfolio

(n = 88)

Number of

respondents

Kruskal–Wallis

statistic

Significance

level

(two-tailed)

Personal capabilities toward

opportunity identification (i)

1. One of my greatest strengths is

identifying goods and services people want b
2.19 1.94 2.01 354 3.66 0.160

2. I make resource allocation decisions that

achieve maximum resources with limited

resources

2.25 2.23 2.14 354 2.04 0.360

3. I accurately perceive unmet customer needs b 2.36 1.98 2.18 354 8.96 0.011

4. One of my greatest strengths is organizing

resources and co-ordinating tasks c
2.31 2.29 2.10 354 3.30 0.192

5. One of my greatest strengths is my ability

to supervise, influence, and lead people c
2.35 2.33 2.07 354 4.92 0.085

6. One of my greatest strengths is achieving

results by organizing and motivating people c, d
2.54 2.41 2.06 354 15.46 0.000

7. One of my greatest strengths is my expertise

in a technical or functional area d
2.46 2.21 2.61 354 5.59 0.061

8. One of my greatest strengths is my ability

to delegate effectively c
2.56 2.61 2.36 354 3.37 0.185

9. One of my greatest strengths is my ability

to seize high quality business opportunities c
2.80 2.61 2.43 354 10.10 0.006

10. One of my greatest strengths is my ability

to develop goods or services

that are technically superior

2.80 2.85 2.87 354 0.39 0.823

11. I have a special alertness or sensitivity

towards spotting opportunities c
2.66 2.52 2.36 354 6.66 0.036

12. I can usually spot a real opportunity

better than professional researchers / analysts c, d
3.02 2.98 2.68 354 6.53 0.038

Source of the Opportunity

for Surveyed Business (ii)

13. The business idea was strictly mine alone 2.70 2.53 2.45 354 2.11 0.348

14. The idea for my business was

strictly market driven

2.95 2.88 2.94 354 0.14 0.933

15. The business concept was developed

while I was employed by another firm b, d
2.85 3.39 2.82 354 6.76 0.034

16. The business concept was developed while

I was in conversation with other people

3.18 3.18 3.18 354 0.02 0.990

17. The idea behind this business was the result

of a deliberate effort to search for an idea

3.29 3.03 3.13 354 2.86 0.239

18. The idea for my business was driven

by my ability to obtain funds

3.29 3.41 3.22 354 1.00 0.606

19. The idea for my business

was technology driven

3.81 3.89 3.86 354 0.19 0.910

20. The idea behind this business was the

result of an accidental process b, d
3.26 2.91 3.51 354 8.13 0.017

a The following scale was used: (1) strongly agree, (2) partly agree, (3) neutral, (4) partly disagree, and (5) strongly disagree.
b A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and serial owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
c A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed).
d A Mann-Whitney U-test detected a statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level

(two-tailed). (i) Statements derived from Chandler and Hanks (1998). (ii) Statements derived from Hills et al. (1997).
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‘the business concept was developed while I was
employed by another firm’ (row 15 in Table
VIII). Serial entrepreneurs were more likely than
novice entrepreneurs to agree that one of their
greatest strengths is ‘identifying goods and ser-
vices that people want’ (row 1), and that they
‘accurately perceive unmet customer needs’ (row
3). Also, serial entrepreneurs were more likely
than portfolio entrepreneurs to suggest that their
greatest strength was ‘expertise in a technical or
functional area’ (row 7).

A smaller proportion of serial rather than
novice entrepreneurs had failed to spot an
opportunity for creating or purchasing a busi-
ness within the last five years (see Westhead
et al., 2003). Further, a larger proportion of
serial, rather than portfolio entrepreneurs,
reported that they had failed to spot any oppor-
tunity within the last five years. A smaller pro-
portion of serial, rather than portfolio
entrepreneurs, had pursued opportunities within
the last five years. In part, difficulties reported
by serial entrepreneurs with regard to the identi-
fication and pursuit of business opportunities
maybe associated with the way they identify
opportunities. Serial entrepreneurs were more
likely than other entrepreneurs to agree that
‘the idea behind the business was the result of
an accidental process (row 20 in Table VIII).
They were less likely than portfolio entrepre-
neurs to describe themselves as ‘opportunistic’
(row 3 in Table VII), and to suggest they can
‘spot a real opportunity better than professional
researchers/analysts’ (row 12 in Table VIII).
Taken together, this evidence suggests that some
serial entrepreneurs may require support in
terms of addressing the market-related aspects
of identifying business opportunities.

4.3. Process of financing businesses

4.3.1. Portfolio entrepreneurs compared with
novice and serial entrepreneurs

An entrepreneur’s background and incubator
experience can have a profound influence on the
amounts of initial capital, and types of finance
used during the launch period of a new,
acquired or inherited business. Serial and port-
folio entrepreneurs with successful track records
maybe more credible than those who have failed

first time around, and may lever their prior
business ownership experience to obtain external
financial resources from banks and venture capi-
talists for their subsequent ventures (Wright
et al., 1997b). Portfolio entrepreneurs who have
not exited from a venture(s) they have an own-
ership stake(s) in maybe able to leverage the
internal financial resources from their existing
business(es) (Alsos and Kolvereid, 1998), and
may make use of finance from existing custom-
ers and suppliers. A reluctance to be involved in
projects which may undermine their standing
amongst the financial and business community,
and a desire to invest a smaller proportion of
their personal wealth the second time around
(Wright et al., 1997a) may mean that some
serial and portfolio entrepreneurs become risk
averse over time.

Portfolio entrepreneurs, on average, invested
more total initial capital to establish, inherit or
purchase the surveyed businesses than novice
entrepreneurs (row 10 in Table I). Portfolio
entrepreneurs were able to leverage their prior
business experience to acquire more initial capi-
tal from external sources (i.e., banks) (see West-
head et al., 2003). A larger proportion of
portfolio, rather than other entrepreneurs, had
used bank loans as part of their initial capital.
However, portfolio entrepreneurs were less likely
than novice entrepreneurs to report that access
to bank finance and trade credit was easy.
Additional research is warranted to explore
whether portfolio entrepreneurs subsequently
engage in bigger deals, which may explain this
difficulty with access to finance. Financiers may
also have reservation about individuals, who are
involved in multiple businesses, if there are con-
cerns about a portfolio entrepreneur’s lack of
focus.

4.3.2. Serial entrepreneurs compared with novice
and portfolio entrepreneurs

On average, serial entrepreneurs invested more
total initial (and personal) capital to establish,
inherit or purchase the surveyed businesses than
novice entrepreneurs (rows 10 and 11 in Table
I). A larger proportion of serial, rather than
novice entrepreneurs, had used personal savings
and/or a mortgage on their home as part of
their initial capital (see Westhead et al., 2003).
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In terms of the proportion of initial funds con-
tributed by each source, serial rather than other
entrepreneurs, reported a higher proportion of
initial capital was obtained from personal sav-
ings (i.e., potentially accumulated from the sale
of a previous venture). This evidence maybe
indicative that their first (previous) venture was
a financial success. On the other hand, this
maybe consistent with the views of venture capi-
tal firms that one of the main reasons for not
funding serial entrepreneurs in a subsequent
venture relates to the inability of serial entrepre-
neurs to identify attractive subsequent ventures
(Wright et al., 1997b). Indeed, two-thirds of
serial entrepreneurs did not (or were unable to)
use bank loans as part of their initial capital for
the surveyed businesses.

4.4. Organizational capabilities

4.4.1. Portfolio entrepreneurs compared with
novice and serial entrepreneurs

A firm (and entrepreneur) can gain a competitive
advantage by acquiring and developing key capa-
bilities (Teece et al., 1997). Firms and entrepre-
neurs maybe able to learn and acquire additional
organizational and intangible assets/resources
(Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000) that enable them
to address barriers to business development.
Portfolio entrepreneurs were more likely than
other entrepreneurs to report ‘the need to grow
the business’ (row 8 in Table IX). Also, they
were more likely than other entrepreneurs to
report they ‘actively recruit the most talented
people’ (row 13); they ‘invest heavily in providing
formal job related training for employees’ (row
15); they use ‘novel and innovative marketing
techniques’ (row 16); and they ‘grow the business
by acquiring new businesses’ (row 18). Portfolio
rather than novice entrepreneurs, placed more
emphasis upon ‘strict quality control’ (row 5); ‘to
strive to turn around performance and develop a
stronger business’ (row 6); to grow the ‘business
by using profits generated by the business’ (row
7), to ‘emphasize improvement in employee pro-
ductivity and operations efficiency’ (row 9); and
to ‘invest heavily in R&D’ (row 19). The fact
that portfolio entrepreneurs own more than one
business may explain their greater focus on orga-
nizational capabilities.

4.4.2. Serial entrepreneurs compared with novice
and portfolio entrepreneurs

Serial entrepreneurs were more likely than novice
entrepreneurs to report an emphasis on growing
the ‘business by using profits generated by the
business’ (row 7), to ‘emphasize the need to grow
the business’ (row 8); to ‘stress new products/ser-
vices developments’ (row 11); to ‘strive to be the
first to have products available’ (row 12); and to
‘have developed lower production costs via pro-
cess innovation’ (row 14). Also, serial entrepre-
neurs were more likely than other entrepreneurs
to report that they ‘strive to form alliances with
other businesses’ (row 17).

4.5. Entrepreneur and business performance

4.5.1. Portfolio entrepreneurs compared with
novice and serial entrepreneurs

Entrepreneurs have contrasting thresholds of eco-
nomic performance (Gimeno et al., 1997). These
thresholds can be influenced by the objectives of
entrepreneurs. Owners may have growth objec-
tives as well as a desire to draw regular income
streams from the business(es) in which they have
ownership stake(s) (Westhead, 1997). Some entre-
preneurs set higher economic thresholds, and the
extent to which they are satisfied with the perfor-
mance of the surveyed venture may impact on
the decision to stay with this venture or exit from
it, and/or the intention to start or purchase
another firm.

Row 1 in Table X shows that a larger propor-
tion of portfolio, rather than other entrepreneurs,
reported that they received income from sources
other than the surveyed businesses. Also, row 2
shows that a larger proportion of portfolio,
rather than novice entrepreneurs, had drawn out
more than £75,000 during the previous twelve
months. A larger proportion of portfolio rather
than other entrepreneurs indicated that they
intended to establish or purchase an additional
business (row 3).

Previous studies have failed to detect any sta-
tistically significant size and performance differ-
ences between firms owned by novice, serial and
portfolio entrepreneurs (Westhead and Wright,
1998a). Reflecting a common weakness of studies
focusing upon portfolio entrepreneurs, the survey
instrument utilized by Westhead et al. (2003)
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failed to gather information on the characteristics
and the performance of the other business(es) in
which portfolio entrepreneurs have ownership
stake(s) in. As a result, the full economic contri-
bution of portfolio entrepreneurs in Scotland was
not assessed. Nevertheless, we would expect that
experienced serial and portfolio entrepreneurs
would be associated with skills and resources,
which could be used to enhance their individual
subsequent performance, as well as enhance the
performance of their subsequent venture(s).

In 1999, the average sales revenues of busi-
nesses owned by portfolio entrepreneurs were lar-
ger than those owned by other entrepreneurs
(row 12 in Table I). On average, businesses
owned by portfolio entrepreneurs reported larger
absolute sales growth over the 1996–1999 period
than those owned by novice entrepreneurs (row
13). Further, a larger proportion of portfolio
rather than novice entrepreneurs, reported that

their current operating profit performance was
above average relative to competitors (row 4 in
Table X).

Supporting the finding relating to sales, port-
folio entrepreneur firms were larger than those
owned by other entrepreneurs in terms of total
employment size in 2001 (row 14 in Table I).
Moreover, portfolio entrepreneur firms, on aver-
age, reported higher absolute (row 15) and per-
centage total employment growth over the 1996–
2001 period (row 16), than firms owned by other
entrepreneurs.

Additional analysis revealed that the top 4%
of fastest growing firms owned by portfolio
entrepreneurs generated 55% of gross new jobs
created by portfolio entrepreneur firms, while the
comparable sub-sample of firms owned by novice
entrepreneurs generated 44% of gross new jobs.
In contrast, the comparable serial entrepreneur
sub-sample only generated 38% of gross new

TABLE X

Performance considerations by type of entrepreneur

Variable Novice Serial Portfolio Chi-square

statistic

Significance

level

No. % No. % No. %

1. This business alone

provides income a, b, c
30.78 0.000

Yes 157 78.5 44 66.7 40 45.5

No 43 21.5 22 33.3 48 54.5

2. How much money have you been able to take out of the business(es)

you own in the previous twelve months (£’s)? b
23.51 0.009

Less than 5,000 47 27.5 12 19.0 8 10.5

5,001 – 10,000 30 17.5 6 9.5 10 13.2

10,001 – 35,000 75 43.9 32 50.8 36 47.4

35,001 – 50,000 10 5.8 5 7.9 8 10.5

50,001 – 75,000 6 3.5 4 6.3 5 6.6

More than 75,000 3 1.8 4 6.3 9 11.8

3. Do you intend to establish/purchase an additional business

in the future? b, c
13.64 0.001

Yes 42 23.0 19 29.7 38 45.2

No 141 77.0 45 70.3 46 54.8

4. How do you rate the current profit performance (operating profit)

of this business relative to your competitors? a, b
16.77 0.033

Very poor 8 4.0 3 4.5 1 1.1

Poor 19 9.5 5 7.6 13 14.8

About average 108 54.0 29 43.9 34 38.6

Good 54 27.0 18 27.3 27 30.7

Very good 11 5.5 11 16.7 13 14.8

a Statistically significant difference between novice and serial owners at least at the 0.1 level.
b Statistically significant difference between novice and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level.
c Statistically significant difference between serial and portfolio owners at least at the 0.1 level.

125Novice, Serial and Portfolio Entrepreneur Behaviour and Contributions



jobs. This evidence supports the view that rela-
tively few entrepreneurs have the inclination, or
the ability to be wealth creators (Storey et al.,
1987). Evidence suggests with reference to the
surveyed firms alone that leading ‘winning entre-
preneurs’ within the portfolio entrepreneur cate-
gory accounted for more absolute employment
growth than leading ‘winning entrepreneurs’ in
the other entrepreneur categories.

4.5.2. Serial entrepreneurs compared with novice
and portfolio entrepreneurs

Row 3 in Table X shows that less than a third of
serial entrepreneurs intended to establish or pur-
chase an additional business in the future. In
1999, the average sales revenues of businesses
owned by serial entrepreneurs were larger than
those owned by novice entrepreneurs (row 12 in
Table I). Further, a larger proportion of serial
rather than novice entrepreneurs, reported that
their current profit performance was above aver-
age relative to competitors (row 4 in Table X).

5. Policy considerations

On the basis of the summary of evidence
reviewed in the previous section, we now discuss
three key policy questions.

5.1. Should policy-makers and practitioners tailor
assistance to portfolio entrepreneurs seeking
wealth creation?

Portfolio entrepreneurs are more likely to be
motivated by wealth generation and display
higher levels of growth in the businesses they
own. To maximize returns from investments, pol-
icy-makers and practitioners could consider allo-
cating resources (i.e., information, training,
counselling, finance, etc.) to portfolio entrepre-
neurs who are actively seeking to maximize
wealth creation, as well as job generation. These
individuals are relatively easy to identify. Policy-
makers and practitioners should consider intro-
ducing schemes that encourage novice and serial
entrepreneurs to take-up and utilize the methods
of best business practice exhibited by portfolio
entrepreneurs. Specifically, portfolio entrepre-
neurs have identified information as a vital
business resource. We detected that over three-

quarters of portfolio entrepreneurs had used cus-
tomers and clients, other business owners, per-
sonal friends, family, suppliers, magazines/
newspapers and trade publications (see Westhead
et al., 2003). Conversely, approximately two-
fifths of portfolio entrepreneurs did not use the
following sources of information: technical litera-
ture; consultants; national government sources;
and/or local enterprise/development agency/busi-
ness link/TEC/LEC. Portfolio entrepreneurs,
therefore, appear to be avoiding external profes-
sional information sources. Additional research is
warranted to explore whether individual external
agencies provide the appropriate information
(i.e., quality and depth) and networking roles
required by entrepreneurs to identify business
opportunities. We can reasonably conclude that
portfolio and other types of entrepreneurs in
Scotland could benefit from any additional
national support network initiative to provide,
from one point, a comprehensive source of busi-
ness information.

5.2. Do policy-makers and practitioners need
to carefully evaluate serial entrepreneurs
associated with the assets and liabilities
of prior business ownership experience?

Serial entrepreneurs appear to be more concerned
with independence and autonomy relative to
portfolio entrepreneurs. A distinguishing feature
of serial entrepreneurs is the fact that they have
exited from at least one business. On average,
serial entrepreneurs have exited significantly more
businesses than portfolio entrepreneurs. Policy-
makers and practitioners should consider why
serial entrepreneurs repeatedly exit from their
businesses. Repeated exit maybe a signal of an
entrepreneur’s willingness to establish new ven-
tures (Stokes and Blackburn, 2002), and the per-
ception that the next business offers a more
attractive opportunity. It may, however, signal
that this entrepreneur has insufficient managerial
skills and resources to grow a business.

Traditionally exit from a business has been
viewed as ‘failure’. Evidence from elsewhere sug-
gests that the reasons for business exit are multi-
ple, and business owners select several exit modes
(Birley and Westhead, 1993b; Stokes and Black-
burn, 2001). To maximize returns on investments,
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policy-makers and practitioners need to be aware
of the assets and liabilities (Starr and Bygrave,
1991) associated with serial entrepreneurs. Policy-
makers and practitioners seeking to encourage
wealth creation may seek to provide assistance to
serial entrepreneurs who require external support
to address the liabilities (i.e., narrower skill and
expertise base, tarnished reputation leading to
the inability to obtain external financial support
on acceptable terms, etc.) associated with owning
a previously unsuccessful venture, but who can
learn from their prior business ownership ‘failure’
(McGrath, 1999). Support provided to serial
entrepreneurs who have held an equity stake in a
business that has closed, but have surmounted
their personal difficulties to subsequently own a
successful venture, may encourage other serial
entrepreneurs to have another (more successful)
foray as an equity stakeholder in a venture.
There is some evidence to suggest that individu-
als may learn more from ‘failure’ than ‘success’
(Sitkin, 1992). Initiatives maybe designed to ame-
liorate the liabilities associated with serial entre-
preneurs. By communicating with serial
entrepreneurs who are seeking sales and employ-
ment growth, policy-makers and practitioners
can provide support responding to their specific
needs.

There maybe a case to provide both serial and
portfolio entrepreneurs with ‘hard’ financial
incentives through changes in the tax regime.
These changes would seek to encourage the
investment of profits, or funds realized from the
sale of a business, into subsequent ventures with
growth potential. In addition, any supportive
and carefully considered changes to the bank-
ruptcy laws in Scotland may help retain serial
(and novice) entrepreneurs within the entrepre-
neurial pool.

5.3. Should policy-makers and practitioners tailor
assistance to novice entrepreneurs associated
with the liabilities of entrepreneurial
inexperience?

For many novice entrepreneurs, the ability to
have addressed several obstacles to business for-
mation is an achievement. Novice entrepreneurs
often seek secure incomes for themselves and
their families and maybe reluctant to lose the

recently gained independence in the pursuit of
rapid business growth. Policy-makers and practi-
tioners can introduce measures that encourage
the survival and development of existing busi-
nesses owned by novice (as well as experienced)
entrepreneurs, rather than solely trying to iden-
tify (and support) novice entrepreneurs who are
likely to have a high probability of owning busi-
nesses that close within three years of operation
(Storey, 1994). Whilst continuing to encourage
the supply of entrepreneurs, policy-makers are
seeking to encourage the survival of a diverse
pool of entrepreneurial talent (Scottish Enter-
prise, 2000). If a business survival policy is pur-
sued, it is critical that resources are allocated to
entrepreneurs (and businesses) with significant
growth potential, rather than ensuring the sur-
vival of a large number of uncompetitive busi-
nesses which will close after the period of
subsidy, because a market cannot be found for
their goods or services.

Policy-makers and practitioners need to con-
sider the assets and liabilities associated with
being a novice entrepreneur. For example, they
need to appreciate that some entrepreneurs go
into business with only one business idea. Unlike
serial and portfolio entrepreneurs, novice entre-
preneurs cannot draw upon their prior business
ownership experience. In part, due to their inex-
perience, a larger proportion of novice entrepre-
neurs reported that they were less cautious with
regard to their attitudes to entrepreneurship. In
addition, while some novice entrepreneurs per-
ceived that they were creative and innovative, the
novice entrepreneurs surveyed were significantly
less creative and innovative than serial and port-
folio entrepreneurs on a number of dimensions.
Policy-makers and practitioners may, therefore,
need to consider ways in which novice entrepre-
neurs can be stimulated to be more creative and
innovative, as well as more realistic in the way
they start and develop ventures.

Presented evidence suggests that the resource
backgrounds of novice entrepreneurs may not be
as appropriate as those reported by serial and
portfolio entrepreneurs. Novice entrepreneurs
generally invested less initial capital and personal
(i.e., internal) capital to establish, inherit or pur-
chase their businesses. In contrast to serial and
portfolio entrepreneurs who may have been able
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to accumulate funds from other businesses owned
or the sale of a business, novice entrepreneurs,
on average, initially invested more external rather
than internal finance. Firms owned by novice
entrepreneurs may, therefore, have been initially
more highly geared. Policy-makers and practitio-
ners may need to consider the implications of
these factors for the survivability of ventures
owned by novice entrepreneurs. Taken together
with our findings regarding the lesser degree of
caution and the lower levels creativity and inno-
vation reported by novice entrepreneurs, higher
gearing may have adverse implications for the
survivability of venture owned by novice entre-
preneurs.

Policy-makers and practitioners should con-
sider introducing schemes that address the obsta-
cles to business development faced by novice
entrepreneurs. Evidence suggests that these
schemes might usefully cover: attempts to address
the barriers faced by novice entrepreneurs in the
collection of information to identify and evaluate
additional profitable business opportunities; the
encouragement of novice entrepreneurs to con-
stantly develop and re-define business ideas; the
enhancement of opportunity recognition skills;
the provision of financial initiatives targeted to
the specific needs of novice entrepreneurs; the
encouragement of novice entrepreneurs to be
more responsive to the actual needs of customers;
and the encouragement of novice entrepreneurs
to take-up and exhibit the methods of best busi-
ness practices displayed by successful portfolio
entrepreneurs. Novice entrepreneurs could also
be encouraged to adopt the organizational rou-
tines reported by portfolio entrepreneurs. Most
notably, organizational routines oriented towards
innovation (i.e., to invest heavily in R&D and to
use novel and innovative marketing techniques);
routines oriented towards growing the business
(i.e., an emphasis on growing the business using
profits generated by the business and to grow
through alliances and acquisition); and routines
oriented towards professional management (e.g.,
strict quality control, improvements in employee
productivity and operations efficiency, and
human resource management relating to recruit-
ing the most talented people, as well as invest
heavily in formal job related training for employ-
ees). The personal capabilities toward opportu-

nity identification reported by portfolio
entrepreneurs (i.e., ability to organize resources
and co-ordinate tasks; ability to supervise, influ-
ence and lead people; ability to delegate effec-
tively; and the ability to spot opportunities)
should by adopted by other entrepreneurs. The
external support network could have a role in
encouraging successful portfolio entrepreneurs to
mentor inexperienced novice entrepreneurs to uti-
lize appropriate information and networking ser-
vices, as well as the adoption of appropriate
personal and organizational capabilities. By spe-
cifically encouraging information exchange
between successful portfolio entrepreneurs and
other entrepreneurs, more novice entrepreneurs
may appreciate the benefits associated with the
potentially rewarding team aspect of business
ownership.

6. Areas for additional research to guide

policy-makers and practitioners

The purpose of this paper was to provide a
broad discussion of policy-related themes con-
cerning support for entrepreneurs. To enable pol-
icy-makers and practitioners to develop more
appropriate policies, additional in-depth and
careful multi-disciplinary research needs to be
conducted surrounding serial and portfolio entre-
preneurs (Carter and Ram, 2003). There is scope
for empirical research to refine and validate the
themes explored in this paper. The scale and nat-
ure of novice, serial and portfolio entrepreneurs
needs to be assessed by representative and large
sample empirical studies conducted in a variety
of industrial, locational and cultural settings. In
this paper, results from univariate statistical tests
are reported covering a broad range of themes.
Future studies should utilize multivariate statisti-
cal techniques (i.e., multinomial regression analy-
sis and discriminant analysis) to identify the
independent variables associated with the themes
discussed here. In-depth qualitative studies are
needed to explore the entrepreneurial process
(Rosa, 1998; Ucbasaran et al., 2003). Evidence
suggests that many novice entrepreneurs do not
intend to obtain an equity stake in another inde-
pendent business. Additional research is, how-
ever, warranted to explore the transformation of
novice entrepreneurs into ‘transient’ novice
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entrepreneurs (i.e., individuals considering serial
or portfolio entrepreneurship for the first time),
the transformation of ‘transient’ novice entrepre-
neurs into serial or portfolio entrepreneurs, and
the movement of serial and portfolio entrepre-
neurs across the two experienced entrepreneur
sub-categories. Longitudinal studies monitoring
the ‘stock’ of skills and experience of each type
of entrepreneur, and the ‘flows’ across the entre-
preneur categories would provide rich process
and contextual evidence. Longitudinal studies are
needed to explore the causal links across several
dimensions. They, for example, could explore the
characteristics and skills associated with novice
entrepreneurs who are able to transform into
serial or portfolio entrepreneurs. Also, studies
might focus on the initiation processes leading to
the ownership of subsequent ventures by experi-
enced entrepreneurs, and why they accept or
reject particular types of deals. Similarly, there is
a need to understand how serial and portfolio
entrepreneurs learn from their previous business
ownership experiences. For the purposes of
understanding wealth creation, there is a need to
analyze the ’quality’, rather than the ’quantity’ of
prior business ownership experience. In addition,
there is a need for research that analyses the total
economic contribution of portfolio, serial and
novice entrepreneurs to local and national econo-
mies.

The relationship between financial institutions
and types of entrepreneur warrants increased
research attention. Most notably, do financial
institutions treat novice, serial, portfolio entre-
preneurs differently with regard to financing
arrangements (for example, with regard to the
interest rate charged, the need for collateral to be
provided, the speed of the deal, etc.)? Moreover,
research on the search and initiation of ventures
is required, because the evidence shows that the
inability to identify a profitable deal, is one of
the main reasons why venture capitalists do not
invest in entrepreneurs irrespective of their expe-
rience. Studies are needed that explore the
approaches adopted by entrepreneurs who have
previously ‘failed’ as business owners, and those
who have previously been ‘successful’. It maybe
inappropriate to discriminate against those who
have previously ‘failed’, if there is a way of deter-
mining whether ‘failure’ has allowed them to

learn and re-evaluate their strategies and behav-
iour. The corollary applies to previously ‘success-
ful’ entrepreneurs. Research is also warranted
that focuses upon the question whether the sup-
port network (e.g., local enterprise agencies and
trusts, LECs, Business Links, accountants, bank-
ers, lawyers, etc.) can encourage the formation
and growth of constellations of business owner-
ship clusters (Rosa and Scott, 1998) owned by a
number of ‘local heroes’ in a community
(Scottish Enterprise, 1997).

7. Conclusions

This paper has drawn on novel survey evidence
to identify important areas for policy develop-
ment regarding the promotion of entrepreneur-
ship. We have emphasized that there are
significant differences in the characteristics and
behaviour of entrepreneurs based on the nature
of their business ownership experience. Presented
findings support the view that there is a need for
a balanced policy agenda, which encourages the
supply of novice entrepreneurs, but also supports
the entrepreneur, rather than the firm, after the
private business has been established, purchased
or inherited. This paper highlights that some
novice entrepreneurs maybe associated with
entrepreneurial resource deficiencies (i.e., skills
and knowledge), which may impact on their
behaviour (i.e., information search, opportunity
recognition and exploitation, etc.), as well as
their inclinations and performance contributions.
Whilst we detected that less than a quarter of
novice entrepreneurs reported they intended to
establish/purchase an additional business in the
future, evidence suggests a larger proportion will
subsequently become serial and portfolio entre-
preneurs. To broaden the entrepreneurial pool
and increase the future stocks of serial and port-
folio entrepreneurs, inexperienced novice entre-
preneurs could be encouraged to acquire some of
the skills accumulated by experienced successful
experienced entrepreneurs, particularly portfolio
entrepreneurs. In addition, our findings raise con-
cerns about whether policy-makers and practitio-
ners should consider rebalancing the allocation
of scarce resources to encompass serial and port-
folio entrepreneurs with prior business ownership

129Novice, Serial and Portfolio Entrepreneur Behaviour and Contributions



experience, who have the inclination and ability
to be significant wealth creators and job genera-
tors. Presented evidence raises issues relating to
how and to what extent policy-makers and prac-
titioners should adopt different approaches to the
support of portfolio, serial and novice entrepre-
neurs. Additional research and debate is required
to help develop policy responses to these issues.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Scottish Enter-
prise for their financial sponsorship. Valuable
insights provided by two anonymous referees as
well as by Richard Harrison, Colin Mason,
Frank Martin, and Brian McVey are appreciated.
All opinions (and errors) are the authors alone.

Notes

1 Policy-makers and practitioners assist the supply of entre-

preneurs and the development of entrepreneurs (and firms) by

providing ‘hard’ (i.e., financial) and/or ‘soft’ (i.e., technical

support to enhance the skills or capabilities of entrepreneurs)

assistance (Bridge et al., 1998).
2 The data discussed here was collected as follows (for a

more detailed discussion see Westhead et al., 2003). A strati-

fied random sample (by four broad industrial categories) of

3000 independent firms was drawn from a cleaned list of busi-

ness names provided by Dun and Bradstreet. Public Limited

Companies, branch plants of larger organizations, co-opera-

tives and organizations not seeking profits were excluded from

the sample frame. To control for response bias, the structured

questionnaire was posted during September 2000 to a single

respondent in each of the 3000 randomly selected businesses,

generally a founder and/or the principal owner. During the

four month data collection period, 100 responses were

returned that indicated that the previous owner had retired,

the business was no longer trading or had been taken-over,

the business was a not for profit organization, the business

was a subsidiary, or the business had been recently floated on

the Stock Exchange. These non-valid respondents were

removed from the sampling frame. After a three-wave mail-

ing, 354 valid questionnaires were obtained from a valid sam-

ple of 2900 independent firms. Respondents to the survey

indicated that they were either the founder or the principal

owner of the surveyed business. A 12.2% valid response rate

was achieved. This response rate was considered acceptable,

and compares very favourably with similar studies (see Storey,

1994, pp.xvi-xvii), which generally have much shorter and less

detailed research instruments. To assess whether the results

from the sample can be generalized to the population of inde-

pendent businesses in Scotland as a whole, chi-square and

Mann-Whitney ‘U’ tests were conducted to detect response

bias. With regard to industry, legal form, age of the business

and employment size, no statistically significant response bias

was detected between the respondents and non-respondents.

This evidence does not eliminate the concern relating to

non-response bias, but it does indicate some representative-

ness.
3 Chi-square analysis was used to analyze variables mea-

sured at a nominal level, whereas Kruskall-Wallis and Mann-

Whitney ‘U’ tests were used in relation to variables measured

at an ordinal or an interval level. To identify statistically

significant differences between novice, serial and portfolio

entrepreneurs, and the three types of surveyed businesses,

Chi-square and Kruskall–Wallis tests were conducted. Mann-

Whitney ‘U’ univariate tests were conducted to compare

responses made by pairwise groups of entrepreneurs (i.e.,

serial and portfolio entrepreneurs). We were aware that sam-

ple size could impact on a statistical test selected to explore

whether an effect exists (i.e., a difference between novice and

serial entrepreneurs). A statistical test maybe insensitive (at

small sample sizes) to real differences. To avoid ignoring

potentially important real differences between the three types

of entrepreneurs, several technical issues were considered:

effect size, sample size, statistical power (i.e., the probability

of correctly rejecting the null hypothesis when it should be

rejected), and significance level (i.e., alpha) (Hair et al., 1995).

Statistical power and sample size should determine the signifi-

cance level (i.e., the probability that the null hypothesis is cor-

rect) selected. Following the precedent of previous

exploratory studies, we sought to avoid Type II errors (i.e.,

accepting the null hypothesis when it should be rejected).

Therefore, the 0.1 level of significance was selected to test for

differences between the samples of novice (n ¼ 200), serial

(n ¼ 66) and portfolio (n ¼ 88) entrepreneurs. Most of the

reported differences, however, were significant at the 0.05 level

or less.
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