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Ⅰ. Introduction
Why do entrepreneurship programs in 

business schools and government policies 
on entrepreneurship emphasize only one 
mode: new venture creation? Research on 
modes of entry into entrepreneurship builds 
on the premise that individuals can become 
entrepreneurs by taking over established 
businesses or starting up new ventures from 
scratch (Parker and van Praag, 2010). De-
pending on their background and cultural 
factors, individuals may have certain prefer-
ences regarding the mode of entry into the 
world of business. For example, some in-
dividuals step into the world of business 
by taking over an existing firm, rather than 
by founding a new firm. Though most of 
the entrepreneurship literature has focused 
on the starting a new venture from scratch 
or firm founding, individuals may enter into 
entrepreneurship by taking over an existing 
firm from others (Parker and van Praag, 
2010). This study explores the role of an 
individual’s family environment and national 
culture on the choice of one’s mode of entry 
into entrepreneurship. We believe that bring-
ing cultural and family background into mix 
is a noble aim in entrepreneurship research.

Interestingly, an entrepreneurship survey 
by the European Commission in 2009 shows 
that 61% of individuals in the United States 
want to start a new firm from scratch rather 
than to take over an existing business, while 
43% in South Korea share the same sentiment 
(European Commission 2009). Why are the 
preferred modes of entrepreneurs into the 
field of business so different? Unfortunately, 
little research has provided an integrated 
framework about the mode of entry into en-
trepreneurship which individuals can select.

One of few studies to investigate this issue 
is done by Parker and van Praag (2010). 
Analysing data from survey response from 
around 700 Dutch entrepreneurs, they argued 
that family business background, new ven-
ture start-up capital requirement, and industry 
risk are positively associated with the take-
over mode. In addition, the authors proposed 

that the research for mode of entry into en-
trepreneurship is very important as aging 
population will likely sell their companies. 
Similarly, Block, Thurik, van der Zwan, and 
Walter (2013) showed that human capital, 
risk taking, and inventiveness at the in-
dividual level influence the choice of entry 
mode. Another study of Block and Walter 
(2012) explored the relationship between na-
tional culture and the modes of entry into 
entrepreneurship. 

While these studies are informative, re-
search has yet to examine how the country 
context might moderate the effects of in-
dividual variables on entry mode choice. In 
combination, an individual’s family back-
ground such as availability of capital from 
her or his family and characteristics of na-
tional culture such as cultural values may 
have a bearing on the choice of entre-
preneurial mode. We use secondary data from 
the European Commission and similar other 
sources to examine how the mode of entry 
for individuals into the field of business is 
influenced by family involvement and inter-
action between family involvement and cul-
tural differences. Figure 1 depicts our theoret-
ical model which examines the interaction 
effect between family involvement and fac-
tors of national culture on the entrepreneurial 
entry mode. 

Figure 1
Conceptual Framework

Family
Involvement

H1 The Mode of
Entry into

Entrepreneurship

National Culture Dimension

  Individualism (H2)
  Uncertainty Avoidance (H3)
  Long-term Orientation (H4)
  Masculinity (H5)
  Power Distance (H6)

This study contributes to comparative in-
ternational entrepreneurship literature by ex-
ploring how family involvement may lever-
age the cultural context in which entre-
preneurs choose the mode of entry-new ven-
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ture start up or business takeover. The organ-
ization of this paper is as follows: the next 
section reviews the relevant literature on in-
dividual resources including family involve-
ment and cultural factors, and the entry modes 
of individuals before proceeding to develop 
their deeper linkages to present hypotheses. 
The following section describes the research 
method utilized, while the final section sug-
gests a number of implications for entre-
preneurs and policy makers.

Ⅱ. Theoretical Background and 
Hypotheses Development

2.1 Family Involvement and Mode of 
Entry into Entrepreneurship

Prior literature on family business shows 
that family involvement is important because 
it provides the relevant resources of owning 
family members with component of human, 
social and financial capital in the choice of 
the entrepreneurial careers (Danes, Stafford, 
Haynes, and Amarapurkar, 2009). Indeed, 
starting a business needs considerable re-
sources such as financial, human, and social 
capital (Blanchflower, Oswald, and Stutzer, 
2001; Cooper, Gimeno-Gascon, and Woo, 
1994; Davidsson and Henrekson, 2002; 
Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Shane and 
Venkataraman, 2000). 

Previous research shows that the level of 
access and ownership to these resources pro-
vide useful information of the likelihood that 
an individual may start a new business 
(Arenius and Minniti, 2005; Davidsson and 
Honig, 2003; De Clercq and Arenius, 2006; 
De Clercq, Lim, and Oh, 2013). In the study 
of the mode of entry, Parker and van Praag 
(2010) show that specific human capital, new 
venture capital requirements, and industry 
risk are associated with the choice over the 
mode of entry. While a prior empirical study 
showed the relationship between family in-
volvement and firm performance such as 
gross revenue and perceived success (Danes 
et al., 2009), no study investigated the influ-
ence of family involvement on the choice 

of the mode of entry. 
Considering the choice of the mode of 

entry is one of critical activities in en-
trepreneurship, it is reasonable to examine 
how family involvement affects the choice 
of the mode of entry. Sorenson and Bierman 
(2009) and Danes et al. (2009) suggested 
that family capital consists of human capital, 
social capital and financial capital. As new 
business creation needs substantial resources, 
human, social, and financial capital are rele-
vant resources in the new business creation 
process (Blanchflower et al., 2001; Cooper 
et al., 1994; Davidsson and Henrekson, 
2002; Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Shane 
and Venkataraman, 2000). 

Becker (1994) defined human capital as 
the stock of skills, knowledge, experience 
and capabilities which are useful in a multi-
tude of productive uses. Given human capital 
is mostly transferred by companies or schools 
(Becker, 1994; Davidsson and Honig, 2003; 
De Clercq et al., 2013; Ucbasaran, Westhead, 
and Wright, 2008), family business experi-
ence or education level which reflects human 
capital may play an important role in the 
choice of the mode of entry. Though higher 
education level can generally help to locate 
new business opportunity (Autio and Acs, 
2010), relevant knowledge for the choice 
of the mode of entry may come from specific 
knowledge customized for entrepreneurship 
(De Clercq and Arenius, 2006; De Clercq 
et al., 2013; Gimeno, Folta, Cooper, and Woo, 
1997). In addition, individuals who have pre-
vious business experience and industry expe-
rience might be more important in new ven-
ture start-ups than in business takeovers 
where someone already occupies the sim-
ilar position (Parker and van Praag, 2010). 
However, given that entrepreneurs need spe-
cial education such as family business back-
ground to run business, high level of tradi-
tional education may not be necessary to 
affect the mode choices.

Social capital plays a crucial role in an 
individual’s decision to become an entre-
preneur (Davidsson and Honig, 2003; De 
Carolis, Litzky, and Eddleston, 2009; De 
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Clercq et al., 2013). If entrepreneurs are pres-
ent in one’s social network, they can provide 
relevant advice and information for creating 
or running a business (Arenius and Minniti, 
2005; De Clercq et al., 2013; Klyver and 
Hindle, 2007; Klyver, Hindle, and Meyer, 
2008; Parker and van Praag, 2010). Coleman 
(1988) defines social capital as a combina-
tion of elements of social structure which 
facilitates in promoting desired actions 
by individuals who are part of the structure. 
Coleman also extends the concept of social 
capital by including successive generations 
of a family. Social capital is developed in 
the family through involved and supportive 
parenting, which functions as an investment 
in children and contributes to their edu-
cational achievements or human capital 
(Coleman, 1988).

In terms of financial capital, setting up 
a business requires a substantial amount of 
cash. Previous studies show that because en-
trepreneurs usually do not have relevant busi-
ness performance data and collateral, they 
have substantial difficulty in getting external 
fund from financial investors such as venture 
capital, bank, and private investors (Berger 
and Udell, 1998; De Clercq et al., 2013; 
O’Gorman and Terjesen, 2006; Wright, Lockett, 
Clarysse, and Binks, 2006). In addition, be-
cause brand new firms are more risky and 
variable than established firms in terms of 
growth and profit rate (Parker and van Praag, 
2010), individuals who have substantial fi-
nancial capital may enter the mode of new 
start-ups than individuals who do not have 
such level of financial resources. However, 
Bastié, Cieply, and Cussy (2011) argued that 
takeovers more related to bank loans than 
venture creation and that high level of finan-
cial capital is positively associated with 
takeovers. 

Given that individuals who have parents 
running their own business may obtain rele-
vant advice on how to develop business: 
opportunity identification, resource alloca-
tion, and entrepreneurial culture manage-
ment, these individuals have access to family 
capital. In addition, entrepreneurial parents 

affect a decision on entrepreneurial career 
because family provides resources to be 
leveraged and emotional support if the prog-
eny is poised for risk taking (Chrisman, Chua, 
and Steier, 2002; Greve and Salaff, 2003; 
Sanders and Nee, 1996). According to Sirmon 
and Hitt (2003), family can provide a com-
petitive advantage when individuals use re-
sources associated with family appropriately 
and leverage those for advantage. Moreover, 
individuals having family business back-
ground are more likely to gain more business 
experience than one who has not. Thus, in-
dividuals with entrepreneurial parents may 
have substantial knowledge on mechanisms 
and skills for how to take over other firms- 
this would motivate them for taking over 
an established firm over other choices. In 
addition, via weak ties of entrepreneurial 
parents, the sons or daughters of a business-
person may meet other business owners who 
already run businesses, and who could be 
interested in selling their ventures. In sum, 
progenies of existing business persons may 
prefer to take over an existing business than 
individuals who don’t have such family 
involvement. As such, we hypothesize

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relation-
ship between family in-
volvement and a potential 
entrepreneur’s preference 
for taking over an existing 
firm.

2.2 The Moderating Role of National  
Culture 

According to Hofstede (2001: 1), culture 
is defined as “the collective programming 
of the human mind that distinguishes the 
members of one human group from those 
of another.” This collective programming 
may play a role in making conditions con-
ducive for an individual’s decisions for new 
business creation (Autio and Acs, 2010; De 
Clercq et al., 2013). Further, Schwartz (2008) 
argued that such collectively held cultural 
values affect individual behaviour by provid-
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ing the stimuli that focus conscious or uncon-
scious attention on expected patterns of 
behaviours. Culture, often called as informal 
institution, is a system of collectively held 
values and norms in a society and shape 
human interactions (North, 1990). National 
culture is varied and is not formally codified 
such as rules and laws but embedded in soci-
ety as value, norm and belief. Although na-
tional culture is not explicitly codified it 
influences individual behaviours (Estrin, 
Baghdasaryan, and Meyer, 2009). In addition, 
the theory of planned behaviour, which in-
cludes cultural values, attitudes toward behav-
iour and perceived behavioural control, sug-
gests that cultural values can be a moderator 
of intentions of entrepreneurs (Ajzen, 1991). 

In this paper, we investigate how cultural 
dimensions such as uncertainty avoidance 
and long term orientation affect the relation-
ship between family involvement and the 
mode of entry. Given that individuals do 
not have all relevant resources, cultural val-
ues are important for economic transactions 
and these values can influence one’s resource 
gathering and risk taking. It also encourages 
or discourages certain societal values which 
are related to entrepreneurial activities. 
(Cullen, Johnson, and Parboteeah, 2014; De 
Clercq et al., 2013). For example, uncertainty 
avoidance is related to risk taking and in-
dividualism is related to obtaining resources.

Many scholars rely on Hofstede’s (2001) 
model when they examine the relationships 
between entrepreneurial activity and national 
culture. Prior research has shown that certain 
cultural dimensions such as uncertainty 
avoidance, individualism, and power dis-
tance are associated with entrepreneurial ac-
tivity (Hayton, George, and Zahra, 2002; 
Taras, Kirkman, and Steel, 2010). As such, 
we build on the foundation laid by Hofstede 
(2001) who suggested that cultural values 
are relatively stable. Specifically, our model 
integrates cultural dimensions with the pres-
ence of family involvement for an entre-
preneur and examines how a combination 
of these variables influence an individual’s 
mode of entry into entrepreneurship.

2.2.1 Individualism
Individualism is defined as a preference 

for a loosely-knit social framework in which 
individuals are expected to take care of them-
selves and their immediate families only 
(Hofstede, 2001). In individualistic coun-
tries, individuals may face challenges obtain-
ing the relevant resources necessary to set 
up an independent business of their own. 
In this case, individuals with entrepreneurial 
parents incline to take over an existing busi-
ness because the firm has already relevant 
resources such as human capital. In addition, 
their parents can provide relevant knowledge 
and resources to run an existing firm. Thus, 
utilizing strong family support, individuals 
in individualistic cultures may have strong 
preference for taking over existing busine-
sses. 

In contrast, in collectivistic countries, 
people can expect their relatives, co-work-
ers, and peers to look after them in ex-
change for unquestioning loyalty (Hofstede, 
1980). Given that a collectivist society has 
many options to leverage resources, the im-
portance of family involvement on taking 
over existing businesses may be weaker 
than in an individualistic society. In other 
words, individuals with family involvement 
in collectivist cultures can attain relevant 
resources from the groups other than pa-
rents (Forlani and Mullins, 2000; Greve 
and Salaff, 2003).

 
Hypothesis 2: Individualism of a country's 

culture moderates the rela-
tionship between family in-
volvement and business 
takeover such that the rela-
tionship between family in-
volvement and business-
takeover is stronger in high-
ly individualistic cultures. 

2.2.2 Uncertainty Avoidance 
Uncertainty avoidance refers to the degree 

to which the members of a society feel un-
comfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity 
(Hofstede, 2001). In cultures with high un-
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certainty avoidance, individuals seek to re-
duce the probability of unpredictable future 
events that could affect the operation of or-
ganization or society. 

Individuals from cultures with high un-
certainty avoidance perceive more risk in 
normal conditions than individuals who be-
long to cultures having low uncertainty 
avoidance. Given that new venture creation 
is inherently more risky than taking over 
an existing firm (Parker and van Praag, 2010), 
we propose that entrepreneurs in cultures 
with high uncertainty avoidance are generally 
averse to starting a new venture from the 
scratch. An outside firm’s takeover is more 
structured than new venture start up and in-
dividuals in cultures with high uncertainty 
avoidance may feel a lower degree of risk 
to taking over an existing business over new 
venture creation, and thereby, prefer outside 
firm’s takeover. This takeover mode entails 
a transfer of social capital such as existing 
channels and key business partners, hence 
uncertainty is mitigated to some extent 
(Greve and Salaff, 2003).

Even individuals with family business may 
hesitate to found a venture if the environment 
embeds uncertain avoidance—this is because 
new ventures are inherently more risky and 
fickle than established firms in terms of 
growth predictions and revenue generation 
(Parker and van Praag, 2010). In this context, 
even parents with their own business often 
recommend taking over an existing business 
to their progeny because these parents may 
also feel highly uncertain regarding new 
ventures.

Hypothesis 3: The uncertainty avoidance 
characteristic of a coun-
try's culture moderates the 
relationship between fam-
ily involvement and busi-
ness takeover such that the 
relationship between fam-
ily involvement and busi-
ness takeover is stronger 
in cultures with high un-
certainty avoidance. 

2.2.3 Long-term Orientation 
Long-term orientation values persistence 

and patience associated with the fructifica-
tion of results of their hard work (Hofstede, 
2001). A society with long term orientation 
appreciates sustained efforts enduring the 
time and efforts it takes to achieve desired 
goals. Potential entrepreneurs from long-
term orientation cultures would rather start 
a new business as it arguably provides psy-
chological ownership, greater freedom and 
superior returns in the long run. Individuals 
with entrepreneurial families in long-term 
oriented cultures are patient to slow results 
because their entrepreneurial parents might 
have inculcated these values. In other words, 
such individuals may endure persistent ef-
forts and relatively slow progress involved 
in creating one’s own business because they 
have learned to appreciate the value of proc-
ess and patience for long term success 
through one’s own venture. 

In contrast, individuals in short-term ori-
entation cultures expect quick results and 
are intolerant for slow results. Persistence 
is not as important (Hofstede, 2001) and 
their upbringing and culture look for quick 
and tangible results over long term returns. 
Thus, individuals with family business back-
ground from short-term orientation context 
would prefer takeover to new venture crea-
tion because these individuals face pressure 
from family for quick results.

Hypothesis 4: The long-term orientation 
characteristic of a coun-
try’s culture moderates the 
relationship between fam-
ily involvement and busi-
ness takeover such that the 
relationship between fam-
ily involvement and busi-
ness takeover is stronger 
in cultures with short-term 
orientation characteristic. 

2.2.4 Masculinity
Masculinity represents a preference in so-

ciety for achievement, heroism, assertiveness 
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and material reward for success (Hofstede, 
2001). In high masculine societies, indivi-
duals emphasize learning, advancement, rec-
ognition, and reward. Entrepreneurial parents 
in high level of masculinity cultures may 
lead their sons or daughters to create new 
ventures rather than take over a business 
because creating new business is more repu-
table, recognized, indicative of entrepre-
neurial decision-making than taking over an 
existing business. As such, individuals with 
family business in masculine cultures will 
have less preference to takeover mode.

In contrast, feminine societies prefer coop-
eration at work, modesty, caring for the weak 
and quality of life (Hofstede, 2001). Entrepre-
neurial parents in these countries may empha-
size harmony with others so their sons or 
daughters may be comfortable to work with 
employees in existing companies which are 
taken over. 

Hypothesis 5: The masculinity of a coun-
try’s culture moderates the 
relationship between family 
involvement and business 
takeover such that the rela-
tionship between family in-
volvement and business 
takeover is weaker in cul-
tures with high masculinity. 

2.2.5 Power Distance
Power distance is defined as the extent 

to which the less powerful members of a 
society accept and expect that power is dis-
tributed unequally (Hofstede, 2001). The key 
issue is how a society deals with inequalities 
among people. Individuals in countries with 
a large degree of power distance accept a 
hierarchical order in which everybody has 
a place and which needs no further justi-
fication. In such countries, business owners 
in existing firms may try to keep their estab-
lished power structure and hesitate to sell 
their firms which in turn would provide only 
a few chances for taking over an existing 
business for potential entrepreneurs. Though 
individuals with entrepreneurial family may 

have chance to take over existing firms via 
extended family networks, the incumbents 
may hesitate to give their preferential posi-
tions to these individuals because the in-
cumbents want to protect the status quo.

In countries with low power distance, how-
ever, individuals strive to equalize the dis-
tribution of power and demand justification 
for inequalities of power (Hofstede, 2001). 
Individuals with self-employed parents in 
these countries would have more oppor-
tunities to take over an existing business 
because existing firms’ owners would be less 
willing to maintain their position and power. 
Thus, individuals with entrepreneurial fami-
lies in such countries will have many more 
takeover opportunities as compared to those 
in countries with high power distance. 
Further, parent-child relationships without 
power gaps are effective in knowledge trans-
fer of taking over an existing business. 

Hypothesis 6: The power distance of a 
country’s culture moder-
ates the relationship be-
tween family involvement 
and business takeover such 
that the relationship be-
tween family involvement 
and business takeover is 
stronger in cultures with 
lower power distance.

Ⅲ. Research Methods

3.1 Data and sample
We identified and collected relevant data 

from Flash Eurobarometer No. 283 “Entre-
preneurship in the European Union (EU) and 
beyond.” This survey is conducted by The 
EU’s Directorate-General “Enterprise and 
Industry.” Since 2001 this organization has 
been studying the development of entre-
preneurship in EU and has compared Euro-
pean opinions with those outside of EU, espe-
cially in China, Japan, and the US. Based 
on telephone interviews in 36 countries, the 
survey questions in 2009 cover the develop-
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Country N %

Austria 132 3.45%
Belgium 116 3.03%
Bulgaria 125 3.26%
China 148 3.86%
Croatia 109 2.85%
Czech Republic 133 3.47%
Denmark 122 3.18%
Estonia 110 2.87%
Finland 155 4.05%
France 157 4.10%
Germany 141 3.68%
Greece 137 3.58%
Hungary 97 2.53%
Iceland 62 1.62%
Ireland 96 2.51%
Italy 70 1.83%
Japan 122 3.18%
Korea (South) 136 3.55%
Lithuania 110 2.87%
Luxembourg 53 1.38%
Malta 38 0.99%
Netherlands 124 3.24%
Norway 111 2.90%
Poland 128 3.34%
Portugal 135 3.52%
Romania 108 2.82%
Slovenia 95 2.48%
Spain 138 3.60%
Sweden 137 3.58%
Switzerland 86 2.24%
Turkey 88 2.30%
UK 144 3.76%
USA 168 4.39%

N = 3831
% = Percentage of N

Table 1
Sample Distribution by Country

ment of entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial 
mind-sets, reasons of entrepreneurial career, 
the choice of entry mode into entrepreneur-
ship and overall public attitudes on issues 
such as entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial ed-
ucation, risk-taking, and obstacles to entre-
preneurship. 

These data are remarkably valuable, 
rich, and acceptable like the data from 
the project by Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor (Reynolds et al., 2005). The survey’s 
fieldwork was administered in December 
2009. Over 26,000 randomly selected re-
spondents, aged 15 and over, were inter-

viewed in the EU countries, Croatia, Turkey, 
Iceland, Norway, Switzerland, the US, China, 
Japan and South Korea. Interviews were 
mainly carried out via wired-line telephones. 
To amend sampling disparities, the inves-
tigations used a post-stratification weighting, 
grounded on significant socio-demographic 
variables. In this study, we focus on the 
responses of 3,831 individuals from up to 
33 countries depending on available cultural 
dimensions. For a detailed listing of the coun-
tries included in the sample and the number 
of individuals from each country, please see 
Table 1.

The 3,831 respondents in this study are 
real entrepreneurs who are thinking about 
starting up a business (nascent entrepre-
neurs), are currently taking steps to start a 
new business (potential entrepreneurs) or run 
their business (business owners). The in-
dividuals have said “yes” to one of the four 
items: “You are thinking about starting up 
a business,” “You are currently taking steps 
to start a new business, “You have started 
or taken over a business in the last three 
years which is still active today,” or “You 
started or took over a business more than 
three years ago and it’s still active.” We 
use pairwise correlations for missing values.

3.2 Measures
Table 2 summarizes the descriptions of 

all individual level and country level variables.
Mode of Entry into Entrepreneurship (New 

start up or Business takeover): The mode 
of entry is a dependent variable as a binary 
form which was coded 1 if the respondent 
was “set up a new one” and 0 if the respondent 
was “take over an existing business.” The 
question in the survey was “If you currently 
had the means to start your own business, 
including sufficient funding, would you rath-
er set up a new one or take over an existing 
one?.” 

Family Involvement: We use a dummy 
variable. and code “1” if the respondent “have 
a self-employed mother or father” and “0” 
otherwise following the way of prior studies 
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Variables Descriptions

 1. Entry mode New start up = 0, Business takeover = 1

 2. Gender Female = 0, Male = 1

 3. Age Age of the respondent in 2009

 4. Education level Under university degree = 0, University degree or over = 1

 5. Business owner 0 = You are thinking about starting up a business or You are currently taking steps
to start a new business
1 = You have started or taken over a business in the last three years which is still
active today or You started or took over a business more than three years ago and 
it’s still active

 6. Risk taking In general, I am willing to take risks. Ordinal variable with ‘strongly disagree’ =
1 ‘disagree’ = 2 ‘agree’ = 3 ‘strongly agree’ = 4

 7. Innovativeness I am an inventive person who has ideas: Ordinal variable with ‘strongly disagree’
=1 ‘disagree’=2 ‘agree’ = 3 ‘strongly agree’ = 4

 8. % of over age 65 Percentage of 65 years population from World Bank (2010)

 9. GDP per capita Log transformation of gross domestic product per capita from World Bank (2010)

10. Administrative 
system

To what extent do you agree with the statement: It is difficult to start one’s own
business due to the complex administrative procedures? Ordinal variable with 
‘strongly disagree’ = 1 ‘disagree’ = 2 ‘agree’ = 3 ‘strongly agree’ = 4 (conversed code)

11. Financial system To what extent do you agree with the statement: It is difficult to start one’s own
business due to a lack of available financial support? Ordinal variable with ‘strongly
disagree’ = 1 ‘disagree’ = 2 ‘agree’ = 3 ‘strongly agree’ = 4 (conversed code)

12. Educational 
system

To what extent do you agree with the statement (average score of four items) 
a. “My school education helped me to develop my sense of initiative - a sort of 

entrepreneurial attitude”
b. “My school education helped me to better understand the role of entrepreneurs 

in society”
c. “My school education made me interested to become an entrepreneur”
d. “My school education gave me skills and know how that enable me to run a 

business.” 
Eachitemisordinal variable with ‘strongly disagree’ = 1 ‘disagree’ = 2 ‘agree’ = 3 
‘strongly agree’ = 4 

13. Family 
involvement

Neither of the parents is self-employed = 0, if the mother, father or both are 
self-employed = 1 

14. Individualism Hofstede score

15. Uncertainty 
avoidance

Hofstede score

16. Long term 
orientation

Hofstede score

17. Masculinity Hofstede score

18. Power distance Hofstede score

Table 2
Variable Description

(De Clercq et al., 2013; Klyver and Hindle, 
2007; Minniti and Nardone, 2007). 

National Culture: We use five cultural 
values of the study of Hofstede. The cultural 
values are individualism, uncertainty avoid-

ance, long term orientation, masculinity, and 
power distance.

Control Variables: Following prior re-
search that employs multilevel analysis 
(Autio and Acs, 2010; Cullen, Parboteeah, 
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and Hoegl, 2004; De Clercq et al., 2013; 
Martin, Cullen, Johnson, and Parboteeah, 
2007), we control for gender, age, education 
level, business owner, risk taking level, and 
innovativeness level to avoid alternative ex-
planations (Block et al., 2013). Prior research 
shows that institutional factors can be con-
ceptually divided into formal institution such 
as legal, financial, and educational system, 
and informal institution such as cultural 
norms (De Clercq et al., 2013). Thus, we 
control for educational system, financial sys-
tem, and administration system. Administrative 
system refers to what extent do you agree 
with the statement: It is difficult to start 
one's own business due to the complex ad-
ministrative procedures? The financial sys-
tem toward entrepreneurship is measured as 
the score of one question from the survey 
that measures the availability of various sour-
ces of funding at entrepreneurship (Bowen 
and De Clercq, 2008; Reynolds et al., 2005). 
The question with 1-4 Likert scale was “It 
is difficult to start one’s own business due 
to a lack of available financial support.” 

The educational system toward entre-
preneurship is measured as the average of 
four items with 1-4 Likert scale from the 
survey that indicate the quality of a country’s 
entrepreneurial educational system as other 
studies’ measurement (Levie and Autio, 
2008; Reynolds et al., 2005). The four items 
are “My school education helped me to devel-
op my sense of initiative - a sort of en-
trepreneurial attitude,” “My school education 
helped me to better understand the role of 
entrepreneurs in society,” “My school educa-
tion made me interested to become an en-
trepreneur,” “My school education gave me 
skills and know how that enable me to run 
a business.” 

In addition, we control for gross domestic 
product per capita and percentage of 65 years 
population which came from the World 
Development Indicator provided by the World 
Bank (2010).

Analysis: This study focuses on the mode 
of entry associated with individual level re-
sources and country level predictors. Thus, 

we use a hierarchical logistic regression anal-
ysis which provide statistics about variance 
associated with the country-level and in-
dividual-level variables (Cullen et al., 2004; 
Cullen, Parboteeah, and Victor, 2003; De 
Clercq et al., 2013; Martin et al., 2007). 
Specifically, we use multilevel logistic re-
gression with a random intercept to test hy-
pothesis 1 and multilevel logistic regression 
with a random intercept and random co-
efficients to test hypotheses 2-6. 

Ⅳ. Results
Table 3 shows the means, standard devia-

tions, and correlations. Multicollinearity was 
not a problem in this study. The variance 
inflation factors were below the cut-off value 
of 10 (Neter, Kutner, Nachtsheim, and 
Wasserman, 1996). In Table 4, model 1 in-
cludes the control variables and model 2 
adds family involvement to test hypothesis 
1. Models 3-7 add the interaction terms be-
tween each of the five cultural variables and 
family involvement.

Table 4 indicates the positive effect of 
family involvement ( = .145; p <.1) on 
business takeover entry mode. Thus, hypoth-
esis 1, the main effect is supported. The 
results for the moderating role of national 
culture are shown in models 3-7. There is 
a positive interaction of individualism with 
family involvement ( = .007; p <.05) which 
shows support of hypothesis 2. However, 
we do not find any significance for the inter-
action between uncertainty avoidance and 
family involvement ( = .002; ns). Thus, 
hypothesis 3 is not supported. Model 4 shows 
a negative interaction between long term ori-
entation and family involvement ( = -.006; 
p <.05) consistent with hypothesis 4, but 
no significant interactions with masculinity 
( = -.004; ns), which shows hypothesis 
5 is not supported. Finally, we find a negative 
interaction between power distance and fam-
ily involvement ( = -.014; p < .05). The 
result for the moderating role of power dis-
tance is in line with our expectations in hy-
pothesis 6 (model 7). 
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Controls: Individual level Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7

  Gender .057 .069 .058 .059 .106 .056 .082
  Age .004 .005t .006 .006 .016* .007 .006t

  Education level -.252t -.243 -.259t -.262 -.308t -.297t -.297t

  Business owner .559*** .507*** .470*** .465*** .517*** .509*** .493***

  Risk-taking level -.164* -.189* -.190* -.185* -.245*** -.176* -.178***

  Innovativeness level -.288*** -.304*** -.293*** -.294*** -.288*** -.302*** -.316***

Controls: Country level
  % of over age 65 .036 .037 .037 .022 .032 .006 .024
  GDP per capita -.034 -.043 -.013 -.034 -.072 -.104 -.036
  Administration system .054 .046 .037 .039 -.054 .009 .027
  Financial system -.152* -.158* -.139* -.144* -.115t -.129** -.007**

  Educational system -.007 -.002 -.005 -.008 .031 -.033 -.014
  Individualism -.010**

  Uncertainty avoidance .002
  Long term orientation .014t
  Masculinity .005
  Power Distance .002
Main Effect H
  H1:Family Involvement (FI) + .145t .202** .18** .31** .191** .176t

Cross level Interaction Effects
  H2: FI × Individualism + .007**

  H3: FI × Uncertainty avoidance + .002
  H4: FI × Long term orientation - -.006**

  H5: FI × Masculinity - -.004
  H6: FI × Power Distance - -.014**

  Observations 3,831 3,831 3,831 3,831 3,831 3,831 3,831
  Country 33 33 33 33 33 33 33
  Null deviance (loglikelihood×2) 2,212×2 1,799×2 1,714×2 1,706×2 1,311×2 1,706×2 1,700×2
  Deviance reduced (chi-square (×2)) 117*** 103*** 97.55*** 102.54*** 81.1*** 94.78*** 100.06***

t p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table 4 
Results of Multi-Level Logit Models Predicting the Modes of Entry 

(0=New Venture Start-up, 1=Business Takeover)

To further examine interaction effects, we 
plotted the relationships in Figure 2. The 
plot on the moderation effect of individualism 
on family involvement-entry mode relation-
ship (Figure 2a), moderation effect of long 
term orientation on family involvement-entry 
mode relationship (Figure 2b), and moder-
ation effect of power distance on family in-
volvement-entry mode relationship (Figure 
2c) are in the expected directions consistent 
with the hypotheses stated above.

As we expected, the interaction effect of 
family involvement on the preference for 
decision on the entry modes varies across 
a county’s cultural dimensions. A country’ 
individualism, short term orientation, and 

low power distance seems to affect in-
dividuals with entrepreneurial parents to 
choose the mode of business takeover. 
However, a country’s uncertainty avoidance 
(H3) and masculinity (H5) does not influence 
the effect of family involvement on entry 
modes. For the uncertainty avoidance di-
mension, individuals with family involve-
ment may have a high level of risk taking 
because they already made a decision to be 
entrepreneurs, regardless country’s level of 
uncertainty avoidance. Thus, they may not 
be affected by a country’s uncertainty avoid-
ance when they choose one of entry modes. 
Given many studies show that country’s un-
certainty avoidance affects staring a business 
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Figure 2
Moderation Effect of National Culture on Family Involvement (FI)-Entry 

Mode (EM) Relationship
(A) Moderation Effect of Individualism on FI-EM Relationship
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(B) Moderation Effect of Long Term Orientation on FI-EM Relationship
0.40

0.39

0.38

0.37

0.36

0.35

0.34

0.33

0.32

0.31

0.30

E
nt

ry
 M

od
e

FI at
Short term
orientation

FI at
Long term
orientation

(C) Moderation Effect of Power Distance on FI-EM Relationship
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or being entrepreneurs, this result implies 
that the choice for entry modes is different 
from that of entrepreneurial career.

In addition, individuals with family in-
volvement may not be influenced by the 
level of masculinity in a country when they 

decide to choose an option of business 
takeover. Given that running a business re-
quires abundant efforts to be successful re-
gardless entry modes, such individuals who 
decide to do a business may have a higher 
level of goal achievement. 
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Further, their entrepreneurial parents know 
already difficulty of doing a business, this 
cultural dimension may not affect the entry 
mode decision though this cultural setting 
is related to the choice of becoming entre-
preneurs.

Ⅴ. Discussion and Conclusions
In this study, we examine the family in-

volvement and the mode of entry into en-
trepreneurship as well as the cross-level inter-
action effects between family involvement 
and national culture on the preference that 
an entrepreneur make a decision on entry 
mode. Using a dataset which includes re-
sponses from 3,831 individuals in 33 coun-
tries, we found that individuals who have 
entrepreneurial family have a preference to 
choose business takeover rather than new 
venture start up. 

More importantly, this study contributes 
to comparative international entrepreneur-
ship literature by showing that how family 
involvement may depend on the cultural con-
text in which entrepreneurs choose the mode 
of entry—new venture start up or business 
takeover. The results showed that the rela-
tionship between family involvement and the 
preference for taking over existing business 
is stronger in high individualism, low power 
distance, or short term orient cultures. 

In South Korea, there are cultural con-
ditions that the succession market of family 
companies may not be activated because the 
power gap is so large that existing companies 
tend not to sell their companies in the succes-
sion market, and due to the long-term ori-
entation, individuals may have more interest 
in establishing a start-up business than a 
succession of other companies. In addition, 
collectivist culture can induce the notion that 
only start-up companies are regarded as 
start-ups. Futhermore, the country’s pop-
ulation is estimated to peak in 2029 and 
then decline the following year as the birth 
rate has dropped to 1.1, the lowest level, 
and the rapidly aging population will weaken 
economic viability (Statistics Korea, 2016). 

More importantly, given that most SMEs 
in South Korea are family businesses, the 
issue of succession would become more and 
more important with aging population. 

Similarly, according to Parker and van 
Praag (2010), ‘[the European population] is 
aging and one third of EU entrepreneurs 
will retire within ten years, thereby increasing 
the possibility to transfer business. The esti-
mates by European Commission predict that 
aging population will affect 690,000 small 
and medium sized firms and 2.8 million jobs 
every year. The UK Small Business Service 
identified one third of British small-medium 
enterprise (SME) owners as vulnerable to 
age related transfer failure.’ 

Thus, considering aging society and cul-
tural conditions in the future, public policy 
for entrepreneurship, which usually focuses 
on new start-ups to have balanced approach 
between new starts ups and taking over an 
existing business. For example, the gov-
ernment's policy and entrepreneurship educa-
tion about succession of family business 
should be established by reflecting rapidly 
changing demographic environment. In this 
context, well-informed individuals may pro-
mote the pooling of labour power, knowledge 
and financial resources, which play a role 
in choosing entry mode for running small 
businesses. 

While we believe that this paper gives 
useful implications to practitioners, policy 
makers, and researchers and provides several 
contributions to the conceptual literature on 
entrepreneurial entry, our findings are subject 
to a number of limitation, which in turn opens 
new research opportunities. First, we used 
the secondary data source from European 
Commission. Due to the nature of secondary 
data, construct development is limited. In 
addition, we used single item measure of 
family involvement and both the independent 
and dependent variables came from the same 
respondents, thus raising the potential prob-
lem of common method bias. Future research 
could use multiple items and different re-
sponse sources to prevent these issues. Second, 
our dataset is cross sectional since the Flash 
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Eurobarometer Survey on Entrepreneurship 
measured entry mode choice only in 2009. 
Panel data could provide the dynamics of 
entry mode in the future study. Third, we 
treat the cultural value variables as static 
by assuming that these variables are time 
invariant although there are several methodo-
logical challenges of measuring national cul-
ture because it is challenging to capture the 
complex dimension of cultures. Thus, schol-
ars have called for a close look at similarity 
between personality traits and culture. 
Furthermore, it is too early to conclude that 
a cultural model can capture cultural di-
mensions perfectly given there are several 
cultural models. 

In sum, populations are aging especially 
in developed countries such as South Korea 
and UK. These aging population likely will 
affect aging country’s economic perfor-
mance. Aging societies and present en-
trepreneurial policies mostly focus on only 
one entry mode. We argue that practitioners 
and policy makers should know that en-
trepreneurs can and do choose between multi-
ple modes of entry. Specially, we postulate 
that public policy programs for boosting en-
trepreneurship should include cultural in-
sights when they design the policy. In addi-
tion, considering entrepreneurship education 
programs in schools often focus on new 
start-ups rather than the entry mode of busi-
ness takeovers, education programs for en-
trepreneurship need to consider a more bal-
anced approach for the mode of entry in 
entrepreneurship depending on cultural char-
acteristics.

Received 14 Feb. 2017
Revised 12 Apr. 2017 

Accepted 14 Apr. 2017

References
Ajzen, I. (1991). “The theory of planned 

behavior,” Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes 50(2), 179-
211.

Arenius, P. and M. Minniti (2005). “Percep-

tual Variables and Nascent Entrepreneur-
ship,” Small Business Economics 24(3), 
233-247.

Autio, E. and Z. Acs (2010). “Intellectual 
property protection and the formation of 
entrepreneurial growth aspirations,” Stra-
tegic Entrepreneurship Journal 4(3), 
234-251.

Bastié, F., S. Cieply, and P. Cussy (2011). 
“The entrepreneur’s mode of entry: the 
effect of social and financial capital,” 
Small Business Economics 40(4), 865-
877.

Becker, G. S. (1994). Human capital: A theo-
retical and empirical analysis with specif-
ic reference to education. Chicago, IL: 
University of Chicago Press.

Berger, A. N. and G. F. Udell (1998). “The 
economics of small business finance: The 
roles of private equity and debt markets 
in the financial growth cycle,” Journal 
of Banking and Finance 22(6), 613-673.

Blanchflower, D. G., A. Oswald, and A. 
Stutzer (2001). “Latent entrepreneurship 
across nations,” European Economic Review 
45(4-6), 680-691.

Block, J., R. Thurik, P. van der Zwan, and 
S. Walter (2013). “Business Takeover or 
New Venture? Individual and Environ-
mental Determinants From a Cross- 
Country Study,” Entrepreneur ship Theory 
and Practice 37(5), 1099-1121.

Block, J. and S. Walter (2012). “National cul-
ture and modes of entry into entrepreneur-
ship,” available at SSRN 2027864.

Bowen, H. P. and D. De Clercq (2008). 
“Institutional context and the allocation 
of entrepreneurial effort,” Journal of In-
ternational Business Studies 39(4), 747-
767.

Chrisman, J. J., J. H. Chua, and L. P. Steier 
(2002). “The influence of national culture 
and family involvement on entrepre-
neurial perceptions and performance at 
the state level,” Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice 26(4), 113-130.

Coleman, J. C. (1988). “Social capital in 
the creation of human capital,” American 
Journal of Sociology 94, S95-S120.



32 THE JOURNAL OF SMALL BUSINESS INNOVATION

Cooper, A. C., F. J. Gimeno-Gascon, and 
C. Y. Woo (1994). “Initial human and 
financial capital as predictors of new ven-
ture performance,” Journal of Business 
Venturing 9(5), 371-395.

Cullen, J. B., K. P. Parboteeah, and B. Victor 
(2003). “The Effects of Ethical Climates 
on Organizational Commitment: A Two- 
Study Analysis,” Journal of Business 
Ethics 46(2), 127-141.

Cullen, J. B., K. P. Parboteeah, and M. Hoegl 
(2004). “Cross-National Differences in 
Managers’ Willingness to Justify Ethically 
Suspect Behaviors: A Test of Institutional 
Anomie Theory,” The Academy of Ma-
nagement Journal 47(3), 411-421.

Cullen, J. B., J. L. Johnson, and K. P. 
Parboteeah (2014). “National Rates of 
Opportunity Entrepreneurship Activity: 
Insights From Institutional Anomie Theory,” 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 
38(4), 775-806.

Danes, S. M., K. Stafford, G. Haynes, and 
S. S. Amarapurkar (2009). “Family Capital 
of Family Firms: Bridging Human, Social, 
and Financial Capital,” Family Business 
Review 22(3), 199-215.

Davidsson, P. and M. Henrekson (2002). 
“Determinants of the Prevalance of Start- 
ups and High-Growth Firms,” Small Busi-
ness Economics 19(2), 81-104.

Davidsson, P. and B. Honig (2003). “The 
role of social and human capital among 
nascent entrepreneurs,” Journal of Busi-
ness Venturing 18(3), 301-331.

De Carolis, D. M., B. E. Litzky, and K. 
A. Eddleston (2009). “Why Networks 
Enhance the Progress of New Venture 
Creation: The Influence of Social Capital 
and Cognition,” Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice 33(2), 527-545.

De Clercq, D. and P. Arenius (2006). “The 
Role of Knowledge in Business Start-up 
Activity,” International Small Business 
Journal 24(4), 339-358.

De Clercq, D., D. S. K. Lim, and C. H. 
Oh (2013). “Individual-Level Resources 
and New Business Activity: The Contin-
gent Role of Institutional Context,” Entre-

preneurship Theory and Practice 37(2), 
303-330.

Estrin, S., D. Baghdasaryan, and K. E. Meyer 
(2009). “The impact of institutional and 
human resource distance on international 
entry strategies,” Journal of Management 
Studies 46(7), 1171-1196.

European Commission (2009). Entrepreneur 
-ship in the EU and beyond. EC, Brussels.

Forlani, D. and J. W. Mullins (2000). “Per-
ceived risks and choices in entrepreneurs’ 
new venture decisions,” Journal of Busi-
ness Venturing 15(4), 305-322.

Gimeno, J., T. B. Folta, A. C. Cooper, and 
C. Y. Woo (1997). “Survival of the Fittest? 
Entrepreneurial Human Capital and the 
Persistence of Underperforming Firms,” 
Administrative Science Quarterly 42(4), 
750-783.

Greve, A. and J. W. Salaff (2003). “Social 
Networks and Entrepreneurship,” Entre-
preneurship Theory and Practice 28(1), 
1-22.

Hayton, J. C., G. George, and S. A. Zahra 
(2002). “National culture and entrepre-
neurship: A review of behavioral re-
search,” Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice 26(4), 33-52.

Hofstede, G. (1980) “Culture and organiza-
tions,” International Studies of Manage-
ment & Organization 10(4), 15-41.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Klyver, K. and K. Hindle (2007). “The role 
of social networks at different stages of 
business formation,” Small Enterprise 
Research 15(1), 22-38.

Klyver, K., K. Hindle, and D. Meyer (2008). 
“Influence of social network structure on 
entrepreneurship participation: A study of 
20 national cultures,” International Entre-
preneurship and Management Journal 
4(3), 331-347.

Levie, J. and E. Autio (2008). “A theoretical 
grounding and test of the GEM model,” 
Small Business Economics 31(3), 235-
263.

Martin, K. D., J. B. Cullen, J. L. Johnson, 
and K. P. Parboteeah (2007). “Deciding 



SANG-YOUN LEE, ARVIN SAHAYM, JOHN CULLEN, AND SAKDIPON JUASRIKUL 33

to bribe: A cross-level analysis of firm 
and home country influences on bribery 
activity,” Academy of Management 
Journal 50(6), 1401-1422.

Minniti, M. and C. Nardone (2007). “Being 
in Someone Else’s Shoes: The Role of 
Gender in Nascent Entrepreneurship,” 
Small Business Economics 28(2), 223-
238.

Neter, J., M. Kutner, C. Nachtsheim, and 
W. Wasserman (1996). Applied linear 
statistical methods. Irwin, Chicago.

North, D. C. (1990). Institutions, institutional 
change and economic performance. Cam-
bridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press.

O’Gorman, C. and S. Terjesen (2006). 
“Financing the Celtic tigress: Venture fi-
nancing and informal investment in 
Ireland,” Venture Capital 8(1), 69-88.

Parker, S. C. and C. M. van Praag (2010). 
“The entrepreneur’s mode of entry: Busi-
ness takeover or new venture start?,” 
Journal of Business Venturing 27(1), 31-
46.

Reynolds, P. D., P. N. Bosma, E. Autio, 
S. Hunt, N. De Bono, I. Servais, P. Lopez-
Garcia, and N. Chin (2005). “Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor: Data Collec-
tion Design and Implementation 1998-
2003,” Small Business Economics 24(3), 
205-231.

Sanders, J. M. and V. Nee (1996). “Immigrant 
Self-Employment: The Family as Social 
Capital and the Value of Human Capital,” 
American Sociological Review 61(2), 
231-249.

Schwartz, S. H. (2008). Cultural value ori-

entations: Nature and implications of na-
tional differences. Moscow: Publishing 
House of SU HSE.

Shane, S. and S. Venkataraman (2000). “The 
Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field 
of Research,” Academy of Management 
Review 25(1), 217-226.

Sirmon, D. G. and M. A. Hitt (2003). “Ma-
naging resources: Linking unique re-
sources, management, and wealth creation 
in family firms,” Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice 27(4), 339-358.

Sorenson, R. L. and L. Bierman (2009). 
“Family Capital, Family Business, and 
Free Enterprise,” Family Business Review 
22(3), 193-195.

Statistics Korea (2016). Population Projec-
tions for 2010~2060.

Taras, V., B. L. Kirkman, and P. Steel (2010). 
“Examining the impact of Culture’s 
Consequences: A three-decade, multi-
level, meta-analytic review of Hofstede’s 
cultural value dimensions,” Journal of 
Applied Psychology 95(3), 405-439.

Ucbasaran, D., P. Westhead, and M. Wright 
(2008). “Opportunity Identification and 
Pursuit: Does an Entrepreneur’s Human 
Capital Matter?,” Small Business Econo-
mics 30(2), 153-173.

World Bank; The World Development Ind
icators (WDI) (2010). http://data.worldba
nk.org/sites/default/files/section4.pdf.

Wright, M., A. Lockett, B. Clarysse, and 
M. Binks (2006). “University spin-out 
companies and venture capital,” Research 
Policy 35(4), 481-501.

http://kostat.go.kr.



34 THE JOURNAL OF SMALL BUSINESS INNOVATION

The Journal of Small Business Innovation 2017 20(2), pp. 17-34

가족 여와 창업방식간의 계에 한 연구: 국가문화의 
조 효과를 심으로

이상윤*, 알빈 사하임**, 존 쿨런***, 삭디폰 쥬아스리쿨****

본 연구는 가족의 창업이력이 개인의 창업방식에 유의미한 향을  수 있음을 살펴보고 
있고, 두 변수 사이의 계는 국가의 문화속성들에 따라 달라짐을 보여주고 있다. 
창업방식에 한 기존 연구들이 신생회사 설립과 련된 요인에 을 맞추고 있으나, 
이런 은 기존 회사를 인수하는 방식을 통해서도 기업가가 될 수 있음을 간과하고 
있다. 한편 창업과 련된 교육  정부의 정책도 신생 회사의 설립에 해서만 강조하고 
있는 형편이다. 하지만, 출산 고령화시 에 기존 기업들이 기업 승계시장에 매물로 
많이 나올 수 있음을 고려할 때 인수를 통한 창업방식에 한 연구도 매우 요한 이슈이다. 
따라서 본 연구에서는 가족의 여와 기존 회사를 인수함으로서 기업가가 되는 계가, 
국가문화의 주요 속성들에 따라 어떤 차이를 보이는지 분석하 다. EU의 Flash Eurobarometer 
데이터를 바탕으로 하여 33개국 3,831명의 응답자를 상으로 계층  선형 모델링을 
사용하여 가설을 검증하 다. 

실증분석 결과, 부모  창업경험이 있을 경우 이미 존재하고 있는 기업의 인수를 
통해 창업자가 되는 방식을 선호하 으며, 이 계는 개인주의성향이 높은 나라일수록, 
미래지향성이 낮을수록, 그리고 권력격차가 작은 문화일수록 강해졌다. 본 연구결과에 
따르면, 한민국의 경우 기업승계시장이 활성화되지 않을 문화 인 조건을 갖추고 있다. 
권력격차가 커서 기존 기업들이 승계시장에 매물로 내놓지 않으려는 경향이 있으며, 

비창업자들이 미래지향성이 강해서 다른 기업의 승계보다는 자신의 신생기업 설립에 
더 많은 심을 가지고 있을 수 있다. 한편, 집단주의 문화는 신생기업의 설립만이 
창업이라는 고정 념을 확산시킬 수 있다. 따라서 국가의 창업지원제도  여러 기 들의 
창업과 련된 교육과정 수립에 있어서 문화의 속성을 고려한 균형 잡힌 시각이 으로 
필요하다. 본 연구결과가 창업방식과 련된 새롭고 다양한 연구 을 제공해주고, 출산 
고령화시 를 맞이하여 창업지원제도  창업교육에 의미 있는 시사 을 제공할 수 있길 
희망한다. 

주제어 : 기업가정신, 가족 여, 가족기업, 창업방식, 국가문화
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