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ABSTRACT 

This study is concerned with the factors that determine 

entrepreneurial behaviour. The study was aroused by the fac 

that whereas studies conducted in other countries have iden

tified certain factors that condition entrepreneurial be

haviour. no study appears to have been conducted in Kenya to 

find out the extent to which entrepreneurial behaviour of 

Kenyan Businessmen and women are conditioned by such fac

tors. 

To achieve the objective a sample of 50 entrepreneurs 

from Manufacturing, mercharndising and service subsectors 

was selected from Kisumu town. Primary data was collected by 

the use of questionnaire. 

The entrepreneurial behaviours investigated were: 

risk-taking, innovativeness Knowledge of results and in

dividual responsibility. while the influencing factors in

cluded formal education, training, experience, access to 

resources and motivation. 

Data was analysed using multiple regression and cor

relation analyses. The regression analyses revealed the fol

lowing findings: 

1. that motivation variable was significant determinant 

of risk-taking among the entrepreneurs interviewed, but it 

did not influence innovativeness, knowledge of results and 

individual responsibility. 

vii 



2. ha he va ia les - formal education training and 

exper1ence were no significant determinants of risk-taking. 

innovativeness knowledge of results and individual respon

sibility, while access to resour ces did not influence risk

taking and innovativeness among the entrepreneurs inter 

viewed. 

The conclusions reached was that most of the variables 

were not statistically significant determinants of any of 

the entrepreneurial behaviours analysed, except for motiva

tion that had some influence on risk-taking . 



l. 1 Background. 

.cHA EH tiE 

I NTRQDUCTION . 

The small enterprise sector as a primary means of 

strengthening Kenya's economy was highlighted in Sessional 

Paper No. 1 of 1986 and the Sixth National Development Plan 

{1989 1993). Kenya's population is projected to be ap

proximately 35 million people by the year 2000. The sector. 

therefore has a major role of expanding the present labor 

force of approximately 8 million (1989 ILO report) to 14 

million workers by the year 2000. The major actor in the 

private sector is the entrepreneur who is motivated to take 

risks be innovative develop new business ideas and invest 

money in other resources to establish an enterprise and 

steer its growth. 

The entrepreneur is a role model in the community, a 

provider of employment for others a stabilizing factor and 

a primary contributor of resources for the development of 

the basic economic structure in a nation. 
,, 

The entrepreneur 

imparts new energy and performs a positive function in the 

society's development- {GOK/ILO/UNDP, 1989, p. 1). --

In an attempt to foster entrepreurial spirit in Kenya, 

several governmental agencies provide financial and educa

tional support for enterprising individuals . These agencies 

include:- Development Finance Company of Kenya (DFCK), In

dustrial and Commercial Development Corporation (!CDC), 
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Kenya Industrial Estates <KIEI, Kenya Industrial Training 

" . Institute <KIT!), among others. Insp1te of this effort, the 

measurable results have not been satisfactory'' 

(GOK/ILO/UNDP 1989, p. 2). Many individuals are reluctant 

to establish new businesses or to expand the ones in exis-

tence. There is the general unwillingness to undertake 

risks, a factor necessary for economic growth. 

To establish a method of revitalizing the economy 

through the formation of new businesses and expanding the 

existing ones, it is first important to understand the be-

havioral characteristics of Kenyan entrepreneurs. While a 

body of research has provided a foundation for the under-

standing of entrepreneurs and their role in economic 

development, very few studies have been conducted specifi-

cally to determine the behavioral characteristics of 

entrepreneurs Csee Hisrich, 1988 and Hornaday and Aboud, 

1971). 

Studies on entrepreneurship that emerged after the 

Second World War stressed on the importance of social back

ground characteristics such occupational and class origin 

factors. Their findings indicate for example, that rela-

tive to their size in the total population, some occupa

tional groupe tend to be more prolific as entrepreneurs than 

others. The prominence of mercantile and/or crafts back-

ground has been noted among the entrepreneurs in pakistan, 

Turkey and Nigeria (Papaneck 1962; Alexander, 1960 and Har

ris, 1970 respectively) . 
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Uther researchers have also documented the existence of 

entrepreneurial talent among members of high-status groups . 

Geertz (1963) found that the traditional elite in an In

donesian community was the source of entrepreneurial leader

ship. Similarly, Aubey (1969) reported on entrepreneurial 

abilities of El Salvador's Plantation based elites. 

Another tradition in the literature provides contrasts 

to the studies just cited by emphasizing the importance of 

socio-psychological processes in determining entrepreneurial 

action. Early examples of this perspective are represented 

by the works of Max Weber (1932) and John Schumpeter (1947). 

Weber's central focus is on a system of religious belief 

whose implications for the conduct of practical life - espe

cially within ones occupation, brings about entrepreneurial 

action. For Schumpeter entrepreneurship is the expression 

of certain personality characteristics that are independent 

of any system of belief. His economic leaders are motivated 

by an "ataristic will power " and are distributed randomly in 

any ethnically homogeneous population (Kilby, 1965) . 

The more recent works by McClelland 1961) and Hagen 

(1962) provide further support for the view that per

sonality motivation attitude and values affect entry into 

entrepreneurship. For Hagen (1962) the authoritarian crea

tive personality distinction is important in understanding 

how entrepreneurs emerge. He argues that under stable cir

cumstances, the child rearing practices of traditional 
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soc ieties tend to c reate authoritarian personalities whose 

characteristics are not compatible with innovative 

entrepreneurial action. 

McClelland identified a motivational force called need 

achievement en-achievement) and linked it to entrepreneur

ship. People with high n-achievement are motivated by a 

concern for meeting standards of excellence and the desire 

to do well - not so much to earn money or recognition but 

for their own satisfaction. They also prefer situations 

where personal responsibility is assumed for solving 

problems have a tendency towards realistic risk-taking, 

prefer moderate achievement goals and have a desire for con

crete feedback on their performance. These characteristics 

tend to make high n-achievement individuals gravitate toward 

entrepreneurship because these very characteristics are re

quired and can well be expressed in entrepreneurial ac

tivities. 

The notion that entrepreneurs have certain unique per

sonality, motivation attitude and value attributes 

(subjective attributes) has also stimulated research into 

their value systems. Hirschmeier (1964), for example, 

argues that the emergence of industrial entrepreneurship and 

other aspects of modernization in Japan was influenced by 

ideologically based commitments. More recently, Stokes 

(1974 ) demonstrated that the emergence of Afrikaner in

dustrial entrepreneurs is related to value exchanges 

brought about by nationalism. There is an assumption that 
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as societies modernize, values shift from traditional pa -

tern to one that is more compatible with modern social sys

tems. 

The few cross cultural-studies which have been con

ducted indicate that similarities exist among entrepreneurs 

and entrepreneurial process in various nations, although 

they reflect the characteristics and aspects of specific 

cultures. The current study focuses on the extent to which 

entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship in Kenya follow the pat

terns disclosed. 

The few studies that have been conducted among the 

African businessmen and women have tended to be general 

even though some of them have looked at characteristics of 

entrepreneurs. 

Although the few studies that have been conducted in 

Kenya have mainly focused on failures of small businesses 

some of them have identified entrepreneurial behaviour and 

factors that influence them . For example, Child (1973), 

identified six factors that influence entrepreneurial be

haviour as capital hoarding, tolerance for disorder, com

munication entropy, planning horizons, craftsmanship and 

general conditions of entrepreneurial behaviour While Mar

ris and Somerset <1971) and Inukia and Qkelo (1972) in 

their studies concluded that African entrepreneurs are af

fected by lack of experience, ambitions, higher education, 

social contacts and that they give business less than their 

full-time attention. 
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The above Studies conducted 1.n Kenya appear to be 

general. No distinction seems to have been made between 

entrepreneurial role behaviour and factors that influence 

them. Further more no study has been carried out specifi

cally on entrepreneurial behaviour in Kenya. 

1.2 Definitions . Distinctions and Assumptions. 

1.21 Wbo is an Entrepreneur? 

Host writers and researchers have had problems with the 

definition of an entrepreneur (Wortman Jr., 1987). Defini

tions that have been given range from those ot econom1cs 

(Schumpeter 1934) and Psychology (McClelland, 1961> to 

those that have been empirically derived. The definitions 

given by the economists vary to some extent. Schumpeter 

( 1934, p. 26} defines an entrepreneur as "one who success

fully innovates " and that by so doing he directs the use of 

capital resources. Livingstone and Ord (1980> on the other 

hand argue that the definition of an entrepreneur should 

cover skilled decision taking including administration and 

coordination, risk-taking and innovation. They disagree 

w·th the tendency by many writers and researchers to treat 

entrepreneurship as a single category. Based on their 

research findings in Eastern Africa, they suggested that 

entrepreneurship should be properly divided into sub

categories according to level. They concluded that different 

activities require different kinds of enterprise. Thus, ac-
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cording to them, the tvpes of entrepreneur required in 

peasan~ agr iculture, in retail trade and large scale 

manufacturing are likelv to be very different. In ine with 

this argument, they define an entrepreneur according to 

his/ber two main functions as one that ensures that 

resources are available fo r production and. that who co~es 

with risk and uncertainty" ( 1980, p. 8t3 J. 

McClelland (1961, P- t35J a psychologist gives two 

perspectives of an entrepreneur in the context of agricul-

tural 

ship. 

(cash crops/ production and " full time " entrepreneur

According to the tormer perspective. he defines an 

en~repreneur as someone who exercises some means oi control 

over the means of production and produces more than he can 

consume in order to se 11 (for household) income" . In ths 

latter context he defines entrepreneurs as: 

those who receive 75 percent or more of their incomes 
from entrepreneurial activities. Such people include 
traders (who do not produce, but acquire for resale or 
rental). independent artisans lfor example shoemakers, 
smiths, carpenters, etc. when thev control the means of 
production rather than when they work for a wageJ and 
firm operators (e.g innkeepers. export holders. 
fisheries, etc. l 

Both Livingstone and Ord (1980) and McClelland (1961) have 

not treated entrepreneurship as a single category. They 

both realize that different activities reguire different en

terprise. 

It should be clear at this point that a well defined 

entrepreneurial population does not exist. In this study, an 

entrepreneur is defined as a risk-taking, innovative in-
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dividual who establishes a business for the purposes of 

profits and who seeks business ~rowth or expansion as a 

means of increasing the profits. Small business owners who 

are not innovative and growth oriented are not considered 

entrepreneurial. A systematic analvsis of entrepreneurial 

role behaviour (as will be discussed later) should then lead 

to a 

least 

better understanding of what an entrepreneur is or at 

to an understanding what he or she is not. 

1.22 Distinction between a Manager and an Entrepreneur. 

The distinction between a manager and an entrepreneur 

is not clear <Wortman Jr . 19871. While some writers make 

distinctions between the two <Baumol 1968· Redlich 1958 

and Leibestein, 19681, others find such distinctions confus

ing and use the two interchangeably (e.g McClelland 1961) 

yet others feel that the distinction depends on the study 

being conducted (Wortman Jr. 1987). 

Baumol <1961, p. o4J defines a manager as ' the in

dividual who oversees the on-going efficiency of a continu

ing process. To him a manager ' s task involves seeing to 

it that the available processes and techniques are combined 

in proportions appropriate for current output levels and fu

ture outputs that are already in prospects ensuring that 

the inputs are not wasted; that contracts are met, and 

making routine pricing and advertising outlay decisions 

among others. In short the manager takes the charge of the 

activities and decisions in an organization. An 

entrepreneur on the other hand, is faced with the task of 
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1ocat1ng new 1deas ana pu t1ng them 1nto efLect. he mus~ 

lead ana even 1nsp1re. For him. today s pract1ce 1s not 

good enough for tomorrow CBaumol, 1961. p. 64). Thus ac-

cording to Baumal. an entrepreneur exerc1ses leadership in a 

business organization. 

In agreement with Baumol's distinction Kierulff (1979 

p. 7) states that an entrepreneur introduces new products to 

new markets and is different from innovative manager who may 

engage and even participate in the activities of creative 

marketing personnel or engineer/investors. The 

entrepreneur must use market skills (within himself or as 

the coordinator of others) to direct the business into a 

significantly new area. 

Redlich (1958 makes a tripartite division of 

entrepreneurial functions into capitalist - the supplier of 

funds and other non-human resources for the enterprise, 

Manager - the supervisor and coordinator of productive ac

tivities, and, an entrepreneur in the narrow sense of the 

term - a planner, innovator and an ultimate decision-maker 

in an enterprise. 

Redlich's distinction is rather confusing. McClelland 

11961, p. 209) expressed this sentiment when he wrote: 

The difficulty with such distinctions is that they con
fuse 'roles' and 'status· they try to define 
entrepreneurial roles in terms of particular status. 
It is difficult to determine which status are 
entrepreneurial ones and which ones are not . 
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Leibestein C1968l in an attempt to clear the confu

sion, distinguishes two broad types of entrepreneurial ac

tivities as routine type and new type (N-entrepreneurship) . 

In routine entrepreneurship the manager performs similar 

functions as those given by Baumel's definition of a 

manager. In the N-entrepreneurship, the activities of a 

manager (in Baumel's case referred to as entrepreneur) in

clude those necessary to create or carry an enterprise where 

not all markets are clearly defined and/or in which the 

relevant parts of production are typically in an unstable 

environment where the entrepreneur has to fill the market 

deficiencies. Leibestein assumes that an entrepreneur can 

be both a manager and a pure entrepreneur. 

In reaction to Leibestein's distinction Ersey 

(1968) claimed that well organized markets do 

not exist in the developed countries. He went ahead to say 

that managers of mere routine nature can and do exist where 

markets are imperfect. 

Chuta and Okpechi (1979) argued that in the African 

situation an entrepreneur and a manager cannot be distin

guished from each other easily considering the nature of 

business ownership among indigenous people. Thus, the type 

of business operation may determine the extent of management 

from business ownership 

Entrepreneurship is associated with small business in 

developing countries (Livingstone and Ord 1980). Thus, 

difficulty arises in isolating an entrepreneur from a 
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manager. For purposes of this project a manager is defined 

as a " Person who manages but does not own a business" 

whereas an entrepreneur is "the owner of a business or 

owner and manager of a business" . 

1.23 Small scale Enterprise: 

The point below which an enterprise is deemed to be 

small and the way in which its size is measured has been 

the subject o£ debate (Harper, Malcolm, 1984). The small 

enterprise sector covers many different types of productive 

activities that respond to a wide range of market oppor

tunities . This makes it dif£icult to establish any univer

sal categorization or ready comparison of performance be

tween enterprises or sub-sectors. Analyzing the problems of 

the small enterprise sector in Kenya is even further compli

cated by differences and ambiguities in the terminologies 

used. Some writers define the sector for regulatory or 

statistical purposes in terms of the volume of labor or 

amount of capital employed. A different definition may be 

used for establishing eligibility for government assistance. 

Other definitions, relating to functional characteristics, 

such as type of management ownership product specializa

tion, production technique or even market orientation are 

used for analytical purposes to measure performance. At 

present there is no explicit legal definition in Kenya of 

the term "small enterprise. " 
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For the purposes of this project, the definition of small 

enterprise as given by GOK/ILO/UNDP Center Project will be 

adopted i.e "as an enterprise consisting of 0 - 50 

employees" (GOK/lLO/UNDP Center Project p. 6). 

The small enterprise sector in Kenya is composed of a 

range of enterprises including self-employed artisans, (i.e 

jua kali enterprises having a few employees), cottage in

dustries, sole proprietors, and small enterprise in the for

mal business sector having some 10 or more employees 

(GOK/lLO/UNDP Center Project, 1989 p. 7) These small en

terprises may engage in trade, commerce, distribution, 

transport, construction agro-business manufacturing and 

maintenance or repair services. 

1.24 Distinction between a study of behaviour of an 

Entrepreneur and Entrepreneurial behaviour. 

In order to understand the actual behaviour of an 

entrepreneur, it is important that a distinction be made be

tween a study of behaviour of an entrepreneur and 

entrepreneurial behaviour since an entrepreneur can behave 

in a non-entrepreneurial way without necessarily performing 

the roles inherent in an entrepreneurial status. To do 

this, it is important to distinguish between status and 

roles. 
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Status is used here to refer to a position in society 

and role to the behaviour required by definit1on of an oc

cupant of that status lHcClelland 1961, p. 206). Thus, it 

i~ theoretically possible though empirically not likely, 

that all occupants of a given position or status will not 

behave according to the role requirement of that position. 

McClelland (1961) offers an illustration of a ·garbage man· 

as the status or position in a society who carries with it 

the role requirement by definition of collecting and some

how disposing of garbage. Yet some or all of the occupants 

of this position in any given town may not fulfill the role 

requiremen . Instead of collecting garbage they may sit in 

the shade and play darts. If one began with an empirical 

study of actual behaviour of garbage collectors rather than 

theoretical analysis of role requirements he might conclude 

on the basis of this sample of garbage collectors that play

ing arts was part of the role. Thus a study of behaviour 

of entrepreneurs is conceptually distinct from a study of 

entrepreneurial behaviour. 

Entrepreneurs or those occupying entrepreneurial 

status need not show entrepreneurial behaviour, just as gar

bage collector may not always collect garbage. Furthermore, 

it is quite possible for individuals occupying their 

statuses to behave in an entrepreneurial way just as a 

parent may occasionally collect garbage when regular garbage 

collector is not available.. Thus, a politician a 
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physician, a university professor or a ditch digger may show 

all of the components of entrepreneurial role behaviour even 

though his status is not primarily that of an entrepreneur. 

From the foregoing discussion, it should be apparent 

that the primary interest is in "entrepreneurial role be

haviour ·· as opposed to ··behavior of an entrepreneur. ·· 

1.3 Statement of the problem. 

Although many small scale Kenyan businessmen and women 

have expressed a des1re to improve and expand, the over

whelming majority of them have remained relatively stagnant. 

This is most likely due to their deficiency in education and 

experience. among other factors that determine 

entrepreneurial behaviour. Lack of these factors have been 

found to limit the capaci y of individuals to understand 

the requirements of modern forms of economic activity and 

the need to modify traditional values and practices. 

It seems reasonable to suggest that the efforts of the 

government of Kenya, foreign companies and international aid 

agencies to assist and stimulate Kenyan entrepreneurship 

will be more productive if they concentrate on small groups 

of people who have the desire and capacity to innovate, im

prove and expand their businesses. To scatter funds and 

tecru1ical assistance personnel among comparatively large 

number of people who have shown little or no capacity to 

meet modern economic disciplines and business standards is, 

in large part to waste these very scarce development 
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resources. Better still, it would be more productive 1n the 

long run to find ways to develop such factors in as many 

Kenyan (current and potential) businessmen and women as pos

sible. To apply resources in this direction the government 

would need to be reasonably certain that such factors. if 

developed, would indeed lead to the desired state. 

While studies conducted in other countries have at

tributed lack of entrepreneurial dynamism to deficiency in 

factors that influence entrepreneurial behaviour, studies 

conducted in Kenya (mainly concerning failures of small 

businesses! while not refuting the role of such factors 

have identified other factors such as extended family, in

clination towards polygamous marital status as income in

creases. The presence of these additional factors makes the 

Kenyan context somewhat different from those of the 

developed countries. It is therefore necessary to conduct 

studies in Kenya to find out the extent to which 

entrepreneurial behaviours of Kenyan businessmen are condi

tioned by the factors that have been identified in other 

countries. The proposed study is, therefore, a response to 

this need. In short this study seeks to establish the ex

tent to which some selected factors (eg. tormal education, 

training and experience! explain entrepreneur ial orienta

tions or behaviours such as innovation. 
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1 .4 Objective of the etudY. 

The objective of the study is: 

To determine the factors that influence 

entrepreneurial behaviour among the Kenyan entrepreneurs. 

1.5 Importance of the study; 

The results of this study may be useful to: 

(1) The Kenyan Government Foreign companies and Inter

national Aid Agencies when giving both financial and techni

cal assistance and more especially when formulating their 

training policies. 

(2) Education and manpower planners when deciding on 

the areas on which to lay more emphasis when preparing the 

potential entrepreneurs. 

(3) The prospective entrepreneurs and their advisors. 

(4) The scholars and researchers who might have an in

terest in developing the findings further or taking other 

related field on entrepreneurship and as a source of 

reference. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITKRATURR REVIEW 

In this chapter entrepreneurial 

risk-taking innovativeness knowledge 

dividual responsibility) and factors 

behaviour lnamely; 

of results and in

influencing them 

(namely; education experience, motivation access to 

resources ethnicity and political connections are dis

cussed. The available studies were conducted mainly on 

entrepreneurship and economic development. Very few studies 

have been conducted to determine entrepreneurial behaviour 

and factors influencing them. In the Kenyan situation. the 

few stu ies that have been conducted have tended to be 

general only touching marginally on entrepreneurial be

haviour and the determining factors. Further still, the 

studies both in Kenya and other parts of the world, have 

not isolated entrepreneurial behaviour and factors influenc

ing them. The rest of this section will highlight some of 

the landmark studies which have been conducted on 

entrepreneurship. 

2.1 Entrepreneurial behaviour 

The following entrepreneurial behaviours are discussed 

below, namely; risk-taking, innovativeness knowledge of 

results and individual responsibility. 
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2.11 Risk-taking 

Risk-taking is one of the major entrepreneurial be

haviours runn1ng across many discussions on entrepreneurship 

(Baumal. 1968· McClelland 1961· Livingstone and Ord, 1980· 

Coughline and Ikiara, 1988 and Kierulff 1976). A relevant 

question to ask when considering an entrepreneurial venture 

is : are potential rewards commensurate with risks?" 

CHasters and Heier 1988 p. 31). Brockhaus (July 1987, p. 

1) defined risk-taking propensity as 

the perceived probability of receiving the rewards as
sociated with a proposed undertaking which is required 
by an individual before he will subject himself to the 
consequences associated with the failure, the alterna
tive situation providing less reward as well as less 
severe consequences than the proposed situation. 

The above definition was adopted in this study. Risk is 

inherent in factors that determine the outcome of business 

efforts. These factors are numerous and difficult both to 

access and to control. For example, the sale of goods in a 

more or less perfect market where the products are identical 

and producers (or sellersl offer a limited amount for sale 

and prices are fixed may be a major source of these dif-

ficulties as is the predisposition of buyers which is sub-

ject to only limited control and prediction (McClelland. 

1961). The factors are in turn influenced by those difficult 

but important factors which go under the label of general 

business conditions and possible causes of action which may 

go beyond ready prediction and control i .e. c onditions of 
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uncertainty <Harris. 1 681. A grea part of business is thus 

directed towards minimizing uncertainties (McClelland. 

1961). 

/The entrepreneurial role appears to call for decision

making under uncertainty (McClelalnd, 1961}. If these is no 

significant unc ertainty if action called for involves ap

plying known procedure however complicated, to produce a 

known and predictable result. then entrepreneurship cannot 

be said to be involved since there are no risks in such 

situation. To be more sure all human activities involve 

decisions under some uncertainty even those highly skilled 

and experienced plumber making repairs, but the degree of 

uncertainty is measurable less than for business executives 

who must decide under the variable conditions. 

It therefore follows that people who perform well in 

entrepreneurial role should be those who like working under 

conditions of uncertainty that have been described above 

or, who perform better under such conditions. "This is 

precisely the working situation which individuals with high 

n-achievement prefer and work best under " ( McClelland 1961, 

p. 211) 

Worley Joel Green and Fees <1989, p. 27 have given a 

number of components that go into estimating risk of inves-

tigating a particular financial instrument 

small business. These are: 

in this case, a 

ll risk associated with competition e.g direct 

competition in the market or an alternative 
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product being developed. 

2) Risk of product or service being developed. 

3) risk associated with the general economy, e.g 

unemployment, ~ax changes and inflation. 

41 risk associated with being small and vulnerable 

to changes in local conditions e.g re-routing 

of traffic or changes in local ordinances. 

51 risk associated with illiquidity, i.e being 

unable to find a buyer if a decision is made to 

get out of business. 

6) risk measured by variability overtime in cash 

flows. 

2 . 12 I nnovat iveness 

It can be said with greater confidence that 

entrepreneurial roles involve, by definition, almost 

doing things in a new and better ways (Livingstone and 

Ord, 1980 p. 209). The two authors argued that a 

businessman who does not innovate but simply behaves in 

a traditional way is not strictly speaking an 

entrepreneur. Baumol (1968, p. 65) sums the whole argu

ment in the following statement: ''it is thought 

desirable that an entrepreneur searches and discovers 

new information into markets, techniques and goods". It 

thus follows that an entrepreneur has to locate new 

ideas and put them into effect. To succeed in this ef

fort an entrepreneur should perceive opportunities; 
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this is greatly enhanced if he is sufficiently innova

tive (Harris, 1968) 

2.13 Individual Responsibility 

The entrepreneurial role has also been assumed to 

imply individual responsibility (McClelland, 1961). In

fact some people would define an entrepreneur as he 

who is ultimately responsible for making decisions 

(Alexander 1964) although it is recognized that deci

sions of varying complexity are made at all levels of 

responsibility Suttan et al (1956) noted that the key 

definitions for businessmen seem to center around the 

concept of responsibility, and that responsibility of 

this sort implies individualism. It is not tolerable 

unless it embraces both credit for success and blame 

for failures and leaves individuals free to claim or 

accept the consequences, whatever they may be. The as

sumption made is that since an entrepreneur does every

thing for himself, the success or failure of business 

depends on his activities. This motivates him to work 

towards the desired results. 

2. 14 Knowledge of result.a 

A person acting in an entrepreneurial capacity al

most cannot, by definition, avoid knowing in concrete 

terms, how well he has performed in terms of meeting 

his production quotas (McClelland, 1961), 

profitability, percentage control of the market, rate 

of growth etc. A businessman can operate according to 
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the best established business procedures and still 

fail. Despite doing business correctly, his products 

may not sell or even bring a sufficient return to keep 

the business going. His success is determined by 

results, not by following business practices. This is 

unlike a priest, who on the other hand, knows only 

that he is a better priest if he obeys more rigorously 

the rules of his profession or more scrupulously fol-

lows the prescribed rituals. He cannot fail in the 

same concrete sense that the businessman can 

<McClelland 1961). 

From the foregoing discussion, it is evident that 

scholars in the field of entrepreneurial development 

have discussed extensively, diverse behaviourial ele

ments of entrepreneurship. 

GOK/ILO/UNDO center project (Government of Kenya, 

1989) summarised the behaviorial characteristics 

usually associated with entrepreneurial talent as· 

highly motivated, risk-taker, innovative, problem sol-

ver, result-oriented and independent and that to be 

successful Kenyan entrepreneurs must possess those 

qualities. 

What factors then account for entrepreneurial role 

behaviour? No study has been carried out to match 

entrepreneurial role behaviour and factors influencing 

them. The few studies that have been conducted as-
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soc~ate 

factors 

performance 

which are 

of an 

then 

entrepreneur with certain 

assumed to underlie 

entrepreneurial role behaviour. 

2.2 Factors that determine entrepreneurial behaviour 

Discussed below are factors that determine 

entrepreneurial behaviour namely· education, ex

perience motivation access to credit ethnicity and 

political connections. 

2.21 Education 

Entrepreneurs with high levels of formal education 

(that which is a tained in the normal classroom set

ting) are more likely to perform well in the projects 

they have undertaken (Harris 1968· Marris and Some

rset; 1971; Chuta and Okpechi, 1988; and Liedholm and 

Chuta, 1976)· These researchers hypothesized in

dividually that education contributes to the general 

organizational, managerial and technical skills as well 

as to particular skills which affect the ability to un-

dertake risks, be innovative, independent and self ac-

counting. 

The findings of the above researchers on the level 

of education and business success were mixed. For ex

ample, Kilby C1965) and Harris (1968) found no 

relationship between formal education and business suc

cess. Harris (1968) contends that technical skills 
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which are normal ly acquired through formal education 

will become important to entrepreneurs as business ex

pands in scale and technical complexity. Furthermore, 

Stepaneck (1960) suggests that technical knowledge is 

closely related to educational level of the manager ap

plying it, while Vepa (1967, p. 259) points out that 

one reason for the productivity of labour in Japan is 

"the highest level of literacy of workers " . 

In Africa studies of small scale entrepreneurs in 

west Africa revealed that most of the managers/ owners 

do not have any basic education <Aluko. 1973 ) . In 

Nigeria for instance, studies showed that 90% of the 

rural small scale entrepreneurs had less than primary 6 

education while 44% were virtually illiterate. In 

Sierra Leone over 75% of small scale proprietors did 

not have any formal schooling (Liedholm and Chuta, 

1976). 

Harris ( 1968 ) suggested that wile literacy can be 

useful successful entrepreneurs can be in a position 

to hire clerks who can read and interprete written 

materials to them. Arithmetic ability is useful to an 

entrepreneur but many illiterate traders seem to carry 

fairly elaborate arrays of numbers on their heads (also 

see Okelo. 1972}. Infact, "much of what passed as for-

mal schooling can even be detrimental since there is 

excessive emphasis on rote-learning; creative ability 

tends to be squelched IHarris 1968, p. 23). 
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Chuta and Okpechi's <19881 studies among West 

African firms and those by Marris and Somerset's 1971) 

in Kenya concluded that limited level of education has 

led to poor management practices among small-scale 

businesses. Problems are ill-defined or ill-conceived, 

adequate records are not kept, production plans and 

market forecasts are absent and rudimentary management 

skills are equally absent. The continued malpractices 

of small entrepreneurs may continue resulting into 

business failures 

2.22 Experience 

Child (1973 p. 87 1 stated that: 

" 1 expected profitability to be positively corre
lated with the quality of management willingness 
to adopt good management practice, in turn to be 
associated with prior experience ........ " . 

Entrepreneurs with greater experience a~e likely to be more 

successful in the projects they undertaken (Harris, 1968). 

The argument here is similar to the previous one on formal 

education. "Experience should be considered both in terms of 

years and in the usable relevance of the particular ex

perience for imparting usable skills and knowledge (Harris~ 

1968, p. 18 ) . Harris (1968 ) and Okelo (1972) have given two 

components of experience as age and occupation. 

Age at which an entrepreneur founded his business 

~rovides a measure of the number of years of prior ex-

perience (Harris 1968). It would appear reasonable to ex-

pect that individuals starting business at later ages would 
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have mo~e years of relevant expe~ience before, hence age is 

di~ectly related to experience (Okelo, 1972, p. 14). Studies 

among the Nige~ian firms by !Harris. 19681 confirmed this 

except in Lagos where be found a negative relationship be

tween the two va~iables. Harris suggested that the finding 

may be so because Lagos' political connections are more im

portant than specific expe~ience to entrepreneurial success. 

He later tested this and confirmed his p~evious finding. 

Studies by Child <1971) among the Kenyan firms were in 

agreement with Harris· findings. 

Occupational background was found to be positively 

correlated with experience in Pakistan, Turkey, Nige~ia and 

Kenya (Papaneck 1962 . Alexander . 1960; Ha~ris, 1968 and 

Marris and Somerset 1971 respectively) . Their findings are 

that previous employment in clerical or government jobs 

seemed to be important source of entrepreneurial talents and 

that majority of industrial entrepreneurs came from craft 

background. In Nigeria for example except in Lagos, Harris 

(1968) found that those who were formerly in business con

trolled a sizeable number of very large firms . In Lagos 

however Harris C1968) found that those who were in business 

before controlled smalle~ and less successful average firms 

and that ent~epreneurs with less experience in clerical or 

governmental work controlled the largest number of firms. 

Harris and SomerRet C1971, p. 225) had the following to 

say in their conclusion remark about the African 

entrepreneurs in Kenya: 
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An African entrepreneur is typically intelligent . he 
has found more responsible and skilled employment than 
most men of his education . ...... , has travelled widely, 
understood how business is run, learned crafts and this 
appears to have given him confidence in his ability. It 
has also made him dissatisfied. 

Host of the people interviewed by the two researchers were 

between 30 and 50 years old and had already followed a 

variety of occupations before they turned to business. About 

25% of them had been hawkers and petty traders and a similar 

proportion had run other kinds of businesses, worked as 

laborers and skilled employees or clerks. 17% had been 

school teachers and junior government officers and another 

17% had been soldiers or policemen. 13% were self employed 

craftsmen and only 8% had been full-time farmers . Majority 

of these people who could not get better posts in wage 

employment due to their limited education were being 

frustrated in their jobs. These frustrations increased their 

ability to recognize opportunities (Marris and Somerset. 

1961, p. 26) . 

2.23 Motivation 

Motivation is a process of providing motives for ac-

tion" (McClelland 1961, p. 26) . It provides the will to do 

or a reason for exerting some sort of effort. Thus. motiva

tion springs forth from individual need(s) ( a state of felt 

deprivition), want(s ) (desire for specific satisfiers of 

needs) and derive(s) (a strong internal stimuli impelling 
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actions !Atkinson. 1957). Hotiva ion is d1rected owards 

some desired payoff or reward. When one is motivated. one 

does something that he might not do if not motivated. 

McClelland identified a motivational force called need 

achievemen ln-achievementJ and linked it to entrepreneur

ship. People with high n-achievement are motivated by a 

desire to meet standards of excellence and to do well. They 

also prefer situations where personal responsibility is as

sumed for solving problems, have a tendency towards realis-

ic risk-taking, prefer moderate achievement goals and have 

a desire for ~oncrete feedback on their performance. 

Several studies have been conducted to determine what 

motivated people to enter into business. Marris and 

Somerset~s <1971) study among the African entrepreneurs in 

Kenya came up with several findings. The groups they inter

viewed. to a large extent, lacked formal educational 

qualifications which would have entitled them to promotion 

above the subordinates post in the occupational hierachy. 

This was the underlying cause of their frustration with for

mal employment. They wanted to show that business can gener

ate even better returns than occupations based on higher 

levels of formal education. 

From another perspective some businessmen in Kenya had 

previously been active in the struggle for independence but 

as an African government came to power their own part in 

the political life began to seem less meaningful. These 

people, thus transferred their patriotism to entrepreneur-
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sh~p. Bus~ness ecame a substitute xor bo h admin~stra ~v~ 

influence and for POlitical leadership where lack ot educa

t1onal sophistication was a drawback tHarris and Somerset. 

19711. The two researchers !Harris and Somerset) also found 

that some men were already in comparatively well paid and 

secure jobs but they saw business as their only chance ot 

being independent and creative. Business gave them a sense 

of fulfillment which they could not ind in formal employ

ment. 

Harris~ 1968) findings among the Nigerian firms were 

in agreement with those of Harris and Somerset (1971). 

Motivation or a high desire to achieve ( McClelland . 1961 

seems to be a determining characteristic of African 

businessmen and hence a source of their success that an 

entrepreneur who is highly) motivated wil l be imaginative 

more disciplined and innovative and self accounting. 

(Coughline and Ikiara 1988). 

Although the few studies cited indicate that 

entrepreneurs showed some signs of motivation a study by 

Coughline 1988) showed that most projects in Kenya espe

cially those financed by the Kenya Industrial Estates 

CK .I.E l were performing poorly. Coughline attributed this to 

a possible lack of commitment by the investors Coughline 

and Ikiara 1988). 
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2.24 Committment by investors 

A study by Okelo 119721 among the Kenyan entrepreneurs found 

that those entrepreneurs who are highly committed to their 

businnesses are almost always successful. Studies conducted 

by Marris and Somerset <1971J among the African businessmen 

in Kenya had the same findings with Okelo's <19721. The two 

researchers concluded that in a case where businessmen have 

divided loyalties arising from ownership of more than one 

business they are bound to invest more of their business 

profits into other activities and to leave the running of 

the businesses wholly in the hands of inexperienced people. 

Coughline (1988> noted that of the 600 projects of various 

sizes financed by K.I.E about 33% were 'sick'. Lack of com

mitment by the investors was reported to be a major cause of 

poor performance in such projects. ~oughline's conclusion 

suggests that some entrepreneurs (especially the non-K.I.E 

financed ones) could be equally committed to their 

businesses. This appeared to be especially true of those 

entrepreneurs who were either self-financed or got their 

finances from sources other than K.I.E. They would commit. 

themselves fully to earn profits on their hard acquired 

capital. 

2.25 Access to Credit 

Entrepreneurs with access to credit or other sources of 

capital in sizeable amounts are more likely to earn higher 

profits than those who lack such access (Harris, 1968; 
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Child, 1971; Harper 1972· and Marris and Somerset 19711. 

This proposition is based on the notion that access to capi

tal is important determinant of the scale of operation which 

is in turn related to profits tHarris 1968). Initial loans 

reflect the ability of entrepreneur to obtain credit for es

tablishing a firm whereas any other loan therea ter 

reflects the ability of an entrepreneur to obtain credit for 

expanding an existing business. ~ince capital markets in 

Africa are highly imper ect and there are practically no 

personal fortunes 

to be obtained 

which would enable 

(Harris, 1968 l. 

one wou d expect a considerable advantage 

by individuals who have access to credit 

them to start firms on large scale 

A widespread feeling among the Nigerian and Kenyan 

entrepreneurs is that lack of capital presents a big 

obstacle for industrial development CHarris, 1968; Child, 

1971· Harris and Somerset, 1971 and Harper 1972). Child's 

studies (1971) conducted among Kenya's small scale rural en

terprises however revealed that there was a tendency among 

Kenyan businessmen to keep excessive raw material inventory. 

His data confirmed that some firms kept excessive stock of 

raw materials on hand· for example, a firm offering repair 

service whose spares on hand, assuming they were composi

tions required for future use would fill the firm's need for 

four years. "This is heavy investment for a small en

terprise, not only is scarce capital stock tied up in exces

sive stocks deterioration or spoilage rate is likely to be 
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substantial " (Child, 1971 p. 28). Child sugges-ced that tht:: 

accumulation o£ capital might be a hedge against inflation. 

but this was rarely mentioned by the responden-cs . He found 

that purchase of stock is a normal business function and 

that large stock on hand is a sign of success. The concept 

of 'optimum J stocks were unfami iar to the respondents. This 

phenomena bad i ts roots i n the traditional accumulation 

where capital is seen as store of wealth for consumption in 

times of emergency or other needs like crop failure bride 

price, feast or rites of passage. The normal form oi that. 

wealth is livestock. But this was not bound to deteriorate 

as in the case ot stock held by businessmen . One would argue 

that the study was carried out in a 

problems of transport and ready 

rural setting where 

availability of raw 

materials is not guaranteed and. hence. the need to keep 

reserve stock. However research findings by Harper. (1971) 

and Marris and Somerset <1971> among the Kenyan firms con

firmed Child's results. 

Studies conducted by Harris (1968) in Nigeria found 

that individuals without access to credit had done as well 

as ( or even better than those who had such access. Harris 

concluded that capital was probably not an obstacle since a 

firm could start on a small scale and grow through rein

vested profits, and that firms in shaky conditions 

(frequently with substantial excess capacity) were the ones 

which most actively seek loans and complained the loudest 

about lack of credit facilities. 
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2 . 26 Etbnici ty 

Entrepreneurial performance is likely to vary among 

ethnic groups since different ethnic groups have different 

traditions and customs. These differences tend to have dif

ferential effects on child rearing practices, which, in 

turn condition an individual's (or groups} attitude towards 

risk and affects the modes of interpersonal relationships 

with an organization Harris 1968). These factors will also 

affect social and occupational mobility. Lack of this kind 

of mobility limits the level of experience and ability to 

adopt to any kind of environment CHarris. 19o8). 

Harris'(1968l studies in Nigeria proved that 

entrepreneurial performance varied among ethnic groups. Mar

ris and Somerset C1971) on the other hand, conducted 

studies among the Kenyan firms and found that Kenyan 

entrepreneurs had travelled widely and had understood how 

business was run. Ethnicity was therefore, not a measure of 

success as it would not hinder mobility of Kenyan 

entrepreneurs. The findings from the two countries (Nigeria 

and Kenya) are inconsistent. Thus there is need for further 

research to throw more light on the effects of ethnic dif

ferences on entrepreneurial activities. 

2.27 Eolitical Connections 

In some countries, the capacity to obtain finance may 

depend on family connections rather than on the willingness 

to pay some interest rate ( Marris and Somerset, 1971). It is 
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held tha entrepreneurs with political connect~ons are 

likely to be more successful cHarris, 1968). This proposi

tion is based on the fact that political connections are im

portant in gaining access to resources ~redits and markets 

on favorable terms <Harris and ~omerset, 1971. p. 261. 

Whereas findings from Kenya by Marris and Somerset (19711, 

Child ( 19711 and Harper <19721 appear not o have supported 

the proposition Harris's (19681 study among the Nigerian 

firms supported i . This was especially the case in Lagos 1a 

Federal capitall where the requirement for success depended 

more on political connec ions. Whether or not this is cur

rently applicable in Kenya is an issue that requires further 

research. 

The foregoing studies mostly from Kenya and Nigeria 

where most data was available. do not seem to tie 

entrepreneurial role behaviour to factors that influence 

them. They tend to be suggestive rather than conclusive. 

They have mostly been geared to such measures of performance 

(success) like profitability and sales volume. None of them 

has addressed the issue or the relationship between 

entrepreneurial role behavior identified and such influenc-

ing factors as education experience, motivation ethnicity 

and political connections among others. The aim of the cur

rent study is to fill this gap. 
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CHAPTER 3. 

RESEARCH DESIGN. 

3.1 The Population 

The population of interest in this study consisted of 

all owners of small- scale business enterprises in Kisumu 

town classified into 3 categories as:-

i) Manufacturing 

( ii) Service 

( iii ) Merchandising 

Kisumu town was chosen because it was convenient for the 

researcher. Given that Kisumu town is smaller compared to 

other towns like Nairobi and Mombasa, it was felt ap

propriate to carry out the study in the whole of Kisumu 

town. 

3.2 Sample and Sampling design 

There was no complete list of entrepreneurs or en

terprises from which the sample could be selected. However, 

the list of number of establishments by industry, Province 

and main towns employing 49 or less people prepared by the 

Central Bureau of Statistics Ministry of Planning and Na

tional Development was used. Based on this list, the number 

of establishments in the 3 categories were:-

(i) Manufacturing 77 

(ii) Service 124 

(iii) Merchandising 231 
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Thus the total population was composed of 432 en-

terprises in all the above sub-sectors . The proportions of 

the sub-sectors were 17.8% 28.7% and 53.5% respectively. A 

stratified sample of 50 entrepreneurs was selected. One 

widely used rule of thumb states that the sample size should 

be 30 or more <Daniel and Terrell, 1975 p. 97 . It was 

felt that due to limited time, it would be difficult to 

manage a sample size of more than 50. Using the same 

proportions in each sub-sector the number of respondents 

was distributed as follows: 9 from Manufacturing 14 from 

Service and 27 from Merchandising. 

3.3 Data Co l l ect i on Method. 

A semi-structured questionnaire was used to collect the 

data. It was suspected that some of the respondents did not 

know how to read and write. It was, therefore necessary for 

the researcher and her assistant to read and, where neces

sary. translate the questions to the respondents and fill in 

the blanks on their behalf. 

Although entrepreneurial theory suggests some general 

relat"onship, there was little priori basis for developing 

measures of the variables used. The researcher, therefore, 

operationalised the variables as follows: 

Risk-taking: 

It appeared from the literature that risk-taking vari

able had three attributes, namely selling above com

petitors' prices, selling on credit to customers and start-
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ing activities of a group were used by McClel l and t 19dl . 

These three attributes suggested a kind of willingness on 

the part of an entrepreneur to take c hances. 

To the above were added questions on c ertain business 

situations adopted from an instrument developed by Kenya 

Institute of Management ( K.I.M ). The situations were taken 

as indicat ors of risk ( these a re liste d as questions 12 to 

16 in appendix lB ). In each question, two options were 

given of which only one was correct. A score of 1 t one) was 

assigned t o each c o rrec t answer. The maximum s core f o r 

risk-taking variable was 8. 

Innovativeness: 

Innovativeness, by definition 

something new. The respondents were 

products/ services they sell / produce 

involves establishing 

asked whether the 

were their original 

products/ services . For those respondents who had negative 

responses to the above question, they were further asked 

whether they had made some modifications to their existing 

products/ services. The respondents were further asked 

whether or not the selling methods that they use are dif

ferent from their competitors. Those respondents who gave 

negative responses to this question were again asked whether 

their selling methods were their original ideas or copied 

from the competi tor s . The positive responses to these ques

tions suggested some form of innovativeness on the part of 

the respondents. A value of one Cl ) was assigned to each 

Positive response and zero to the negative ones. 
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.Knowledge of ReBUlta: 

The attributes used in the measure of knowledge of 

results pertained to whether or not the respondents kept 

simple financial records e.g cash book) plan their busi

ness activities and were satisfied with the performance of 

their businesses. 

Since small businessmen generally do not keep elaborate 

financial records the cash book appeared to be the most ap

propriate financial record to base the test on. To deter

mine whether or not the businessmen were result-oriented. a 

four-level classification on " how often the respondents 

analyse their financial records given as daily weekly 

monthly and annually " were used and scores ranging from 1 -

4 were assigned respectively. The same methodology was ap

plied for planning horizon with s cores ranging from 1 - 4. 

Indjyidual Responsibility: 

To measure the accountability for their businesses, the 

respondents were required to indicate, from a given a list 

of activities, those which could not be done without their 

authority. These included; purchasing of stock, selling of 

products/ services authorizing credit to customers, and, ac

cepting returned or defective goods. · Each activity was as

signed a value of one (1). The total score for individual 

responsibility was 4. 
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Formal Education: 

A six-level classification of education was used. A 

dummy variable equal to one was assigned if the entrepreneur 

had gone up to class seven or above and zero otherwise. Har

ris (1968) used 6 years and above as an indicator of higher 

level of education in his Nigerian study. Given that the 

highest level of primary education in Kenya is 7 years u.nder 

the old education system and eight years under the new sys

tem, class seven and above have been used in this study as 

indicative of higher levels of formal education. 

Formal Training: 

Dummy variable equal to one was assigned if an entrepreneur 

had had some formal training and if this was related to the 

running of his~her current business and zero otherwise. 

Experience: 

Experience was measured using two variables. The age of an 

entrepreneur at the time of starting his business provided 

a measure of the number of years of prior experience. Previ

ous studies have found a positive relationship between age 

and experience. Harris ( 1968) ,, for example had found, in 

his study, that those entrepreneurs who went into business 

at the age of thirty t30) were more likely to be successful 

in their undertakings as they had gone through social ex

periences and economic hardships. This would enable them to 

concentrate more fully in their businesses. The other 

measure was previous experience in other occupations. A 
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dummy variable equal t o 1 was assigned if an entrepreneur 

was 30 years old and had some experience and zero COl other

wise. 

Access to Resources: 

Entrepreneurs were offered a list of possible dif

ficulties that they were likely to face in running their 

businesses. These difficulties were; selling 

products/services getting loans acquiring supplies and 

finding experienced and qualified people to employ. A 

dummy variable equal to one was assigned if in two or more 

out of four cases an entrepreneur did not have difficulties 

in acquiring these resources and zero otherwise. 

Motivation: 

Respondents were asked why they decided to go into 

business and five options were offered. namely· there was no 

suitable job wanted to be independent was frustrated in 

formal employment and, business is more profitable. Each of 

the options were assigned a value of one with the total 

score being four. To confirm the motivation level of the 

respondents, they were further asked whether they would ac

cept to be employed by someone if offered a wage higher than 

their current earnings per month. A negative response to 

this question implied that the respondents were motivated 

to their businesses and this was assigned a value of 1. 

Positive responses were assigned a value of zero. The total 

score for motivation was five (5). 
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The scores for the variables: risk-taking, innova

tiveness, knowledge of reaults.individual responsibility and 

motivation were converted into probability values ranging 

from 0-1 in order to standardize them. This was neccessay 

because the total scores for these variables were different. 

Further still, standardization would allow for the com

parisons of the Beta coefficients obtained from the regres

sion analyses. Where standardization was not used as in the 

variables; education, experience, training and access to 

resources dummy variables were used. 

3.4 Data analysis tecbnigues. 

Data was analyzed using multiple linear regression and 

correlation analyses. The coefficient of Multiple Deter

mination, R2 was used to determine the explanatory power of 

the models. F-test was used to test the null hypothesis that 

all the regression coefficients are zero, while t-ratios 

were used to test the predictive power of the independent 

variables. 

below: 

The regression models that were used are given 

The Regression Models: 

The following symbols were used in the regression 

model: 

Behayjoral Characteristics 

!response variables> 

Risk-taking 

Innovativeness 
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~ 

Yl 

Y2 



Knowledge of results 

Individual responsibility 

Determining Factors 

(predictor variables! 

Formal education 

Training 

Experience 

Access to resources 

Motivation 

The following hypotheses were tested:-

Y;:J 

Y4 

Ed 

Tr 

Ex 

Ac 

Mot 

( 1) Entrepreneurs with high levels of formal education (Ed), 

(those who have completed class 7 or above in formal educa

tion) will show greater entrepreneurial behaviour as com

pared with those with low levels of education.From this 

hypothesis the following hypotheses were derived: 

la) entrepreneurs with high levels of formal education 

will show greater inclination towards risk-taking 

as compared to those with low levels of formal 

education. 

lb) Entrepreneurs with high levels of formal education 

will show greater inclination towards 

innovativeness as compared to those with low levels 

of formal education. 

lc) Entrepreneurs with high levels of formal education 

will show greater concern for know~edge of results 

as compared to those with low levels of formal 
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educat~on. 

ld) Entrepreneurs with high levels of formal education 

will show greater sence of individual res 

-ponsibility as compared to those with low 

levels of formal education. 

2 ) Entrepreneurs who have had some training (Tr) 

relevant to their present undertakings will show 

greater entrepreneurial behaviour as compared to 

those who have had very little or no such training. 

From this the following hypotheses were derived: 

2a ) Entrepreneurs who have had some training relevant 

to their present undertakings will show greater 

tendency towards risk-taking as compared to those 

who have had no training or those whose training 

was not relevant to their present undertakings. 

2b ) Entrepreneurs who have had some training relevant 

to their current businesses will show greater 

tendency towards innovativeness as compared to 

those who have had no training or those whose 

training was not relevant to the running of their 

current businesses. 

2c) Entrepreneurs who have had some training relevan~ 

to the running of their current businesses will 

show greater need for knowledge of results as 

compared to those with no or with training not 

relevant to the current running of their 

businesses. 
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2d) Entrepreneurs who have had some training relevant 

to the running of their current businesses will 

show greater degree of individual responsibility 

than those who have had no training or those whose 

training was not relevant to their curren~ 

undertakings. 

3) Entrepreneurs with experience Ex) will show more 

entrepreneurial behaviour as compared to those with 

little or no experience. The following hypotheses were 

derived from the above hypothesis: 

3a Entrepreneurs with experience will show greater 

tendency towards risk-taking as compared to with 

little or no such experience. 

3b) Entrepreneurs with experience will show greater 

inclination towards innovativeness as compared to 

those with little or no such experience. 

3c) Entrepreneurs with relevant business experience 

will show a greater desire for knowledge of results 

as compared to those with little or no such 

experience. 

3d) Entrepreneurs with relevant experience wi ll show 

greater degree of individual responsibility as 

compared to those with little or no such 

experience. 
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4) Entrepreneurs with greater access to resources tAcl 

will show greater entrepreneurial behaviour as compared ~o 

those with little or no access to resources. From this 

hypothesis. the following hypotheses were derived: 

4a) Entrepreneurs who have access to resources will 

s how greater tendency towards risk-taking as 

compared to those with no access to resources. 

4b) Entrepreneurs who have access to resources will 

show greater tendencv towards innovativeness as 

compared to those with no such access to resources. 

5) Entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives 

cHotl will show grea~er entrepreneurial behaviour as 

compared to those with low levels of achievement 

mo~ive. Given below are the hypotheses that were 

derived from this hypothesis: 

5a) Entrepreneurs with stronger a chievement motives 

will show greater risk-taking ability as compared 

to those with low levels of achievement motives. 

5b) Entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives 

will show greater innovativeness as compared to 

those with low levels of achievement mo~ives. 

5c) Entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives 

wi 11 have a strong desire for knowledge of resu l ts 

as compared to those with low levels of achievement 

motives. 

5d) Entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives 
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will show greater individual responsibility as 

compared to those with low levels of achievement 

motives. 

The Relationships: 

~iven that the influencing factors are independent oi 

each other and that they affect the dependent variables; 

risk-taking. innovativeness knowledge o results and in-

dividual responsibility, in an additive manner the 

relationships can be written symbolically as:-

Yl = a + al Ed + a2 Tr + a3 Ex + a4 Ac + aS Mot + E 

Y2 = a + al Ed + a2 Tr + a3 Ex + a4 Ac + aS Mot + E 

Y3 = a + al Ed + az Tr + a3 Ex + a4 Ac + aS Mot + E 

Y4 = a + al Ed + a2 Tr + a3 Ex + a4 Ac + aS Mot + E 

Where:-

a = a constant 

E= a random error term 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the results of the regression 

analyses are presented for all the hypotheses. The data ob

tained from the respondents on risk- taking innovativeness 

knowledge of results and individual responsibility are 

presented in appendix 2 , while tho se on education. ex

perience training, access to resources and motivation are 

presented in appendix 3. Each model representing each 

criterion variable was regressed once on all the predictor 

variables 

resources 

<education training 

and motivation ) . The 

experience 

coefficient 

acc ess to 

of multiple 

Determination, R~, was used to determine the proportion of 

the variation of each criterion variable Crisk-taking in

novativeness knowledge of results a .nd individual respon

sibility ) which is explained by the relevant criterion 

variable while correlation coefficients were used to detect 

the presence of multi-collinearity. t-statistics were used 

to test each Beta coefficient for significance. Stepwise 

regression analyses - forward selections were performed 

using all predictor variables to determine how well each 

performed in predicting the criterion variables. 
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4.2 Risk- taki n g 

Regression Resu lts. 

All the five hypotheses presented in chapter 3 tha~ re

lated to risk-taking behaviour were tested using multiple 

regression analysis. The results of these tests are 

presented in table 1. 

It was hypothesised that entrepreneurs with stronger 

achievement motives would show greater risk-taking as com

pared to those with low levels of achievement motives 

<hypothesis 5al. As shown in table 1, the hypothes1s was 

confirmed t~6 = 0.16 p<0.05 df = 5! 44). This indicates 

that those respondents who went into business primarily be

cause they pr eferred it as a career have greater inclination 

towards risk-taking as compared to those who went into busi

ness because they expected higher returns. 

It was hypothesised that entrepreneurs with high levels 

of formal education (those have gone up to class seven or 

above) would show greater inclination towards risk-taking as 

compared to those with low levels of formal education 

(Hypothesis lal. As shown in table 1 the hypothesis was not 

confirmed, showing that risk-taking behaviour is not af

fected by the level of education attained by the 

entrepreneurs who were interviewed. 

It was also hypothesised that those entrepreneurs who 

have had some training relevant to their present undertak

ings would show greater tendency towards risk-taking as com

pared to those who have had very little or no such training 
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t Hypothesis 2al. Again. this hypothes1s was not confirmed as 

shown by the results in table 1. This implies that 

entrepreneurs with training related to the current running 

of their businesses may not necessarily have greater in

clination towards risk-taking . One did not, therefore need 

to have training in the relevant business undertaking to be 

able to take greater risks. 

Hypothesis 3a stated that entrepreneurs with experience 

would show a greater tendenc towards risk-taking as com

pared to those with little or no such experience. As shown 

by the results table 1 this hypothesis was not confirmed . 

This indicates that experience did not seem to be a deter

minant of risk-taking among the entrepreneurs interviewed. 

Hypothesis 4a predicted that entrepreneurs who have ac

cess to resources would show greater tendency toward risk

taking behaviour as compared to those with no access to 

resources . From the results in table 1 this hypothesis was 

not confirmed. This suggests that access to resources did 

not appear to be a determining factor in risk-taking be

haviour of an entrepreneur. 

The Coefficient of multiple Determination, R2. shows 

that 17% of the total variation in risk-taking behaviour is 

explained by all the predictor variables as shown in table 1 

(R2 = 0 .17). The R2 value indicates a weaker relationship 

between the criterion (risk-taking) and predictor variables 

education training experience. access to resources and 

motivation. This suggests that the predictor variables com-
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bined might not have been good explanatory variables in the 

model . The unexplained variation in risk-taking might have 

been due to other factors not considered in the model. This 

further confirms the low and statisticallv insignificant 

Beta coefficients of the predictor variables (see table 11. 
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TABI..K 1 

Sets of Beta weights and coefficient of determinat1on for risK-taKing 

Beta weights for Predictor Vari4bles 

Criterion R2 Education Training Experience Access to Motivation 

Variables resources 

( f>2) l f3 3) I J3 5 I 

Risk-taking 0.17 -0.75 0.09 v.Ol -0.05 0 . lti* 

* p < 0.05, df = 5! 44 
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To detect the presence ot mult1-coll inearity, cor

relation matrix was used. The results are as shown in 

table 2. The verv low and statistically insignificant 

correlation coefficients suggest very low or no multi

collinearity effects. 

To confirm the findings further, stepw1se regres

sion- f o rward selection was performed at P < 0 . 0 5. At 

this confidence level motivation and training entered 

the model. Training however, had a very low Beta coef

ficient as shown in table 1 t~2 = 0.09 at P < 0 .05 ), 

hence not statistically significant. The results con

firmed that only motivation appeared to predict risk-

taking behaviour of an entrepreneur. 

presented in the foregoing section 

From the results 

it is evident that 

only motivation appeared to predict risk-taking be

haviour of the entrepreneurs. 
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Table 2 

Correlation matrix for risk-taking behaviour and predictor variables 

Risktaking Education Training Experience Access to Motivation 
Ri sk taking 1 resources 
Education -o.o9 l 

Tr aining 0.25 0.042 l 

Experience -0.013 - 0.124 -0.169 1 

Acess to 

resources -0.167 - 0.107 0.05 -0.02 1 

Hotivation 0.025 - 0.074 -0.074 -0.24 -0.11 1 
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4.3 lnnova t iyeneas 

Regression Results 

The hypotheses presented in chapter 3 that relate to 

innovative behaviour of an entrepreneur were tested using 

multiple linear regression analysis. The results of these 

tests are presented in table 3. 

Hypothesis lb predicted that entrepreneurs with high 

levels of formal education tthose who have completed seven 

or more years of formal education) would show greater in

clination towards innovativeness as compared to those with 

low levels of formal education tless than 7 years). As shown 

in table 3 this hypothesis was not confirmed. This indi

cated that education did not predict innovativeness on the 

part of the entrepr eneur s. 

Hypothesis 2b stated that entrepreneur s who have had 

some training r elevant to their current businesses would 

show greater tendenc towards innovativeness as compared to 

those who have had no training or those whose training was 

not relevant to their current undertakings . From the results 

presented in table 3 this hypothesis was rejected . This 

suggests 

did not 

that training relevant to the current undertakings 

predict innovativeness on the part of an 

entrepreneur. 

It was hypothesised that entrepreneurs with experience 

woul d show greater inclination towards innovativeness as 

compared to those with little or no exper ience (hypothesis 

3b). From the results in table 3. it is evident that this 
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hypothesis was not confirmed. This implies that experience 

did not seem to determine innovativeness on the part of an 

entrepreneur. 

Hypothesis 4a stated that entrepreneurs who have access 

to resources would show greater tendency towards innovative

ness as compared to those with no such access to resources. 

The result from table 3 show that this hypothesis was 

rejected. Access to resources, therefore did not seem to 

predict innovativeness on the part of an entrepreneur. 

Hypothesis 5b predicted that entrepreneurs with 

stronger achievement motives would show greater innovative

ness than those with low levels of achievement motives. As 

shown in table 3 the hypothesis was not confirmed. This 

indicates that those respondents who went into business 

basically because they preferred it as a career did not ap

pear to have inclination towards innovativeness any more 

than those who went into business because they expected 

higher returns. Motivation therefore , did not seem to pre

dict innovative behaviour on the part of an entrepreneur. 

The coefficient of multiple Determination <R2 l value 

indicates a very weak relationship in which about 3% of the 

variation in innovativeness has been accounted for by the 

predictor variables in the regression equation. As shown in 

table 3 R2 = 0.03. The unexplained variation (97%) in in

novativeness might have been due to other factors not con-
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s1dered in the model. This confirms the very low and statis
tically insignificant Beta coefficients of the predictor 
variables presented in table 3. 
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Sets of Beta weights and coefficient of determination for innoyativeneas 

Beta weights for Predictor Variables 

Criterion 

Variables 

R2 Education Training Experience Access to Motiva-

t ~ 3) 

lnnovativeness 0.03 -0.09 0.017 0.093 
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To detect the effects of multi-collinearity, correla

tion matrix was used. The results are presented in table 4. 

As shown by the results there, appears to be very low or no 

multi-collinearity effects since the Beta coefficients are 

low and insignificant ( e.g fo 1 = -0.05. j!J 3 = -0. 12 ~ 4 = 

-0.084 fo 5 = -0.05 and /¢ 2= 0. 047). 

Stepwise regression - forward selection, was performed 

at P < 0.05 for further confirmation of the results. None of 

the predictor variables entered the model. This further 

shows that none of the variable is statistically sig

nificant. In other words, none of the variables (education. 

training, experience. access to resources and motivation! 

appear to predict innovative behaviour of an entrepreneur. 
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Table 4 

Correlation matrix for innovativeness behaviour and predictor variables 

-------------------------------------~---------------------------------------

lnnovativeness Education Training Experience Access to Hot iva-

lnnovativeness 1 resources at ion 

Education -0.05 1 

Training 0.047 0.04 1 

Experience - 0.12 - 0.12 -0.17 1 

Acess to 

resources -0 .084 - 0.11 -0 . 05 0.02 1 

Motivation 0.05 0. 14 -0.074 -0.024 -0.11 1 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
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4.4 Knowledge of results 

Regression Results 

Regression results of the tests of hypothesis pertaining to 

knowledge of results variable are presented in table 5. 

Hypothesis lc predicted that entrepreneurs with high 

levels of formal education would show greater concern for 

knowledge of results as compared to those with low levels of 

formal education. From table 5, the results show that this 

hypothesis was not confirmed. Education. therefore, did not 

appear to predict and entrepreneur's desire to know the 

results of his business operation . 

It was stated in hypothesis 2c that entrepreneurs who 

have had some training relevant to the running of their cur

rent businesses would show greater need for knowledge of 

results as compared to those with no or with training not 

relevant to the current running of their businesses. This 

hypothesis was rejected as shown by the results in table 5. 

This indicates that training relevant to the current busi

ness undertaking of an entrepreneur was not a predictor of 

the need for knowledge of results. In other words, those who 

went into business after attaining some training in those 

lines related to their businesses did not show greater 

desire £or knowledge of results as compared to those who 

went into business without training or with training but in 

unrelated areas. 
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It was stated 1n hypothesis 3c that entrepreneurs with 

relevant business exper ience would show a greater desi r e for 

knowledge of results as compared to those with little or no 

experience. From table 5, the results show that this 

hypothesis was not confirmed. This indicates that experience 

did not seem to be a good predictor of an entrepreneur 

desire for knowledge of results. 

It was hypothesised that entrepreneurs with stronger 

achievement motives would have a stronger desire for 

knowledge o results as compared to those with low levels of 

achievement motives lhypothesis 5cl . As shown in table 5, 

this hypothesis was not confirmed. This indicates that 

motivation did not account for a desire for knowledge of 

results of the entr epr eneurs investigated. 

The coefficient of multiple Determination value CR2 = 
0.16) indicates a weaker relationship in which only about 

16% of the variation in knowledge of results has been ex

plained by the regression eguation as shown in table 5. The 

uneA~lained variation might have been due to other factors 

not considered in the model. 
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Table 5 

Sets of Beta weights and coefficient of determination for knowledge of results . 

Criterion 

Variables 

Knowledge of 

results 

Beta weights for Pred1ctor Variables 

R2 Education Training Experience Access to Hotivat1on 

resources 

( f>2) 

0 .16 0.18 0.077 0.01 0 .14 0 .13 
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To detect the effects of multi-collinearity. correla

tion matrix was used. The results are presented in table 6. 

Multi-Collinearity effects are low or non-existence as shown 

by the extremely low and insignificant correlation coeffi

cients. 

To confirm the findings further, stepwise regression -

forward selection, was performed at P < 0.05 . The Beta coef

ficient for access to resources is, however. low as shown in 

table 5 ( ~ 4 = 0.14). Further still, the F value is also not 

significant (P < 0.05 df = 5 / 44) . 

From the foregoing findings it can be concluded that 

the variables education, training experience and motivation 

are not predictive of the desire for knowledge of results. 

This is contrary to the expectations. 
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Table 6 

Correlation matrix for knowledge of results behaviour and predictor variables 

Knowledge of 

results 

Education 

Training 

Experience 

Acess to 

resources 

Motivation 

Knowledge Education Training Experience Access to Hotiv-

of results resources ation 

1 

0.16 

0.11 

0.15 

0.23 

-0.05 

1 

0.042 

- 0.12 

- 0.11 

0.13 
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. 5 IndiYidual r.emxmaibilitv 

Ra&:r.eJ:Wion _Retrults 

Like in the other entrepreneurial behaviours already 

discussed the hypotheses presented in chapter 3 that relate 

to individual responsibility of an entrepreneur were all 

tested using multiple linear regression analysis. The 

results of the tests are presented in table 7. 

Hypothesis ld stated that entrepreneurs with high 

levels of formal education would show greater sense in

dividual responsibility as compared to those with low levels 

of formal education. As is the case with all other 

entrepreneurial behaviours already presented this 

hypothesis was rejected as the results in table 1 show. 

Education. therefore did not appear to predict individual~s 

sense of responsibility. 

Hypothesis 2d stated that entrepreneurs who have had 

some training relevant to the running of their current 

businesses would show greater degree of individual respon

sibility than those who have had no training or those whose 

training was not relevant to their current undertakings. 

Again from the results in table 7 

confirmed_ 

this hypothesis was not 

Th i s indicates that those who went into business with 

relevant training would not show greater concern for in

dividual responsibility as compared to those who went into 

business without or with training but not relevant to the 

running of their current businesses. 
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It was predicted in hypothesis 3d that entrepreneurs 

with relevant experience would show greater individual 

responsibility as compared to those with little or no ex

perience. This hypothesis was not confirmed as shown by the 

results in table 7. This indicates that entrepreneurs with 

experience did not appear to have a greater sense of in

dividual responsibility as compared to those with little or 

no experience. 

66 



Table 7 

Sets of Beta weights and coefficient fo determination for knowledge of results . 

Criterion 

Variables 

Individual 

Beta weights for Predictor Variables 

R2 Education Training Experience Access to Motivation 

resources 

l /':>3 J l 1?>4 J 

responsibility 0 .09 -0.079 0 .08 -0 .088 -0.12 0.11 
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Hypothesis 5d stated that entrepreneurs with stronger 

ach~evement motives would show greater individual respon

sibility as compared to those with low levels of achievement 

mot ~ves. This hypothesis was rejected as shown by the 

results in table 7 . Motivation did not appear to predict in

dividual responsibility of an entrepreneur. 

The value of the coefficient of determination indicates 

a very weak relationship in which only about 9% of the 

variation in individual responsibility was explained by the 

regression equation as shown in table 7 . Again, the un

explained variation in individual responsibility might have 

been due to other factors not considered in the model. This 

is in conformity with very low and statistically insig

nificant coefficients as presented in table 7. 

As can be seen in the correlation matrix presented in 

t able 8 there appears to be no effects of multi-collinearity 

since the Beta coefficients are very low and statistical in

significant. 

To confirms the findings further stepwise regression 

forward selection was performed at P < 0.05 none of the 

predictor variables entered the model. This implies that 

none of the predictor variables appeared to predict in

dividual responsibility of an entrepreneur. 

As evident form the above results, it is logical to 

conclude 

tant in 

that none of the variables in the model was impor

predicting individual responsibility of an 

entrepreneur. This is contrary to the expectations. 
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.Ia.ble 6 

Correlation matrix for 1ndividual responsibility behaviour and predictor variablr 

Individual Education Training Experience Access to Hotiv-

responsibility resources at1on 

Individual 

responsibility 1 

Education 

Training 

Experience 

Acess to 

resources 

Motivation 

-0 .032 

0.15 

0 .15 

0.20 

0.10 

1 

0.042 

- 0 .12 

- 0.11 

- 0.14 

o9 

1 

-0.17 

-0.05 

-0.074 

1 

0.20 

-0.024 

1 

-0.11 1 



CHAPTER 5 

DiscuSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Included in this chapter· are: discussion of the 

results of the regression analyses, conclusions recommenda

tions, ljmitations of the study and suggestions for further 

research. 

5.1 Discussion and conclusion. 

From the regression results presented in chapter 4 

motivation variable was statistically significant in pre

dicting risk-taking. This was in agreement with the findings 

of McClelland (1961). On the other hand, motivation did not 

predict innovativeness, knowledge of results and individual 

responsibility on the part of the entrepreneurs interviewed. 

These results contradicted McClelland's (1961) findings. It 

could well be that those factors that motivated these 

businessmen and women into business (namely: lack of 

suitable jobs desire for independence . frustrations in for

mal employment and business being more profitable and chal

lenging) were not directly related to the entrepreneur1al 

behaviours mentioned above. Among the businessmen and women 

who were interviewed the major cause of their taking up 

businesses was frus ration in formal employment. Business 

was therefore, seen by these respondents as a substitute 

for formal employment and that so long as they could get 
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r ~urns enougn to ~eep ~hem going these bus1nessmen ano 

women appeared no~ to be bothered with other entrepreneurial 

activities. 

From the foregoing discussion, it can be concluded that 

entrepreneurs who had high achievement motives had a ten

dency towards risk-taking among the businessmen and women 

who were interviewed. Motivation on the other hand did not 

predict innovativeness, knowledge of results and individual 

responsibility among the respondents interviewed. 

Level of formal education was found to have no sig

nificant influence on any of the en repreneurial behaviours 

considered. This is 1n agreement ~he findings of various 

researchers (for example. Kilby. 1965, and Harris. 1968). It 

is possible that formal education is not related to risk

taking innovativeness. knowledge of results and 1ndividual 

responsibility because the current system of educa~ion does 

not involve those types of situations ~o a sign1fican~ 

degree. 

Formal schooling. as gathered from the respondents, is 

required for the advancement in higher paying jobs. The 

respondents indicated that they were motivated to enter into 

businesses because they were deterred from entering or ad

vancing in the formal wage employment due to their lack of 

formal qualifications . They indicated a strong desire to 

prove to all hat they could succeed despite the fact that 

they could not make it for higher paying jobs. 
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On he basis of the above discuss1on. it is apparent 

that lev el of fo r ma l education does not determine the 

entrepreneurial behaviours considered. namelv: risk-taking, 

innovat1veness. knowledge of results and individual respon

sibility . 

Formal training like in education variable, was not 

significant 1n any of regression analyses in which it was 

included. It is thus logical to conclude that formal train

ing may not have any connection with risk-taking and innova

tiveness on the part of an entrepreneur. The most likely 

reason for this is that the formal training system may not 

involve these kinds of situations to some degree as is the 

case with education. Formal training might however, in

fluence knowledge of r esults and individual responsibility. 

This is so because much of what is involved in the two kinds 

of behaviours can be incorporated in the formal training 

system . For example. how to keep books of accounts and how 

to manage business effectively, among others. have all been 

incorporated in business training courses. The businessmen 

and women involved in such kinds of training would then put 

these skills acquired in training into practice in the 

process of running their businesses. The findings of this 

study were however. not in agreement with the arguments 

raised. Most of the entrepreneurs interviewed indicated that 

the kind of training they received was not in line with 
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heir current undertakings. This implies that for tormaJ 

training to be meaningful. it has to be related to the cur

rent job that one is involved in. 

Formal trainin~ therefore, was not a determinant of anv 

of the entrepreneurial behaviors considered. 

Experience gained by the entrepreneurs did not appear 

to predict any of the entrepreneurial behaviours considered. 

This was contrary to the findings of various researchers 

C for example Papaneck 1962· Alexander. 1960; Harris. 1968 

and Harris and Somerset. 1971J. In the first place, it was 

expected that individuals starting business at la~er ages 

(30 years and above!. would have more years of ~eneral ex

perience in life than those who started business at earlier 

ages. The findings of the study did not confirm this expec

tation. Most of the entrepreneurs interviewed entered into 

business when thev were young \e.g 18 years old!. Thev might 

not have had general experience as pOstulated. 

entrepreneurs who had this kind of experience 

For those 

it could be 

that their exPeriences were totallv irrelevant to running oi 

their business. Further still. the type of general ex

periences these entre~reneurs had gone throu~h like the 

financial difficulties . especiallv in their homes. might 

have been short-lived· no sooner had they started getting 

positive returns from their businesses than thev forgot all 

about their past sufferings. 

f CUllY Of- CO ME C 
GRAOU.t.lE liS RY 
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Secondly. it was postulated that prev1ous exper1ence in 

other similar occupations seemed to be important source of 

entrepreneurial behaviour. namely risk-taking, innovative

ness knowledge of results and individual responsibility . 

The findings of this study were contrary to the expecta

tions. Most entrepreneurs interviewed indicated that they 

had eA~erience in other kinds of occupations totally 

deferent from their current ones. while others had not 

worked elsewhere before. 

From the discussions above it can be concluded that 

both general and similar occupational experiences. did not 

determine any of the entrepreneurial behaviour discussed . 

5.2 Recpmmendation 

On the basis of the findings of this study a factor 

that needs consideration by the relevant bodies is motiva

tion. 

Motivation was found to have a significant influence on 

risk-taking . In line with this, there would appear to be 

need for the kenyan government. donor agencies and financial 

institutions to identify those people with high need for 

achievement and need for independence and whose working en

vironment does not allow for these so as to give them the 

necessary ass1stance. This is likely to encourage this king 

of behaviour. To do this the concerned bodies, together with 

the other tests used should administer need fo r achievement 

and independent tests on those potential and current 
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businessmen and women who applv ior ~oans. Those businessmen 

and women that score highlv in these tests should ~et the 

financial assistance. 

5.3 Limitations of the B~dY 

This study had some limitations as given below:-

(!) It was difficult to develop measures for the var~ables 

included in the regression models. The measures developed 

were not tested for validity and reliability. The results 

would have probably been more meaningful if these were done. 

(2) Due to limited time, only a few variables that determine 

entrepreneurial behaviour were included in the regression 

models. The findings would have been different if more vari

ables were considered. 

3) The researcher and her assistant had to convert the lan

guage used in the questionnaire to those understandable by 

the respondents. This was a limitation since some words were 

difficult to translate in~o appropriate languages. 

5.4 Suggestions for further research 

From the findings of this study, it is evident that 

further research may be necessarv. The following areas could 

be studied. 
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l'he current study was conducted on businessmen and 

women in Kisumu town. The findings might be unique to this 

particular town. Similar studies should be conducted in 

other parts of the country both Ln urban and rural ares to 

compare the results. 

A comparative study should be conducted between 

businessmen and women to find ou~ which group is more 

entrepreneurial than the other. The current study did not 

allow for the compariso n since there were fewer women (five 

in numberl than men tforty-five in number ) . 

A similar study should be conducted to find out if 

entrepreneurial behaviour exist more among business owners 

of some sub-sectors like manufacturing service and merchan

dising. A sub-sector like manufacturing for example, might 

have entrepreneurial behaviours te . g risk-taking) that might 

be completely different from those oi service sub-sector. 

The current study was more general. 

~inally due to limitations encountered in this study 

( like time factor), it was not possible to incorporate more 

factors te.g cultural and political) that might determine 

entrepreneurial behaviour. A similar stud should be con

duc t ed that can incorporate more determining factors for 

meaningful conclusions to be made. 
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APPENDIX LA 

Letter to the respondent 

Dear Respondent : 

I am a Postgraduate student in the Faculty of Commerce 

at the Un iversity of Nairobi. I am conducting a research 

for my final year Project . For this reason I would ap

preciate if you would kindly give me a few minutes oi your 

time to fill in the blanks in the attached list of quest1ons 

to the best of your knowledge as they apply to yourself and 

your business. 

The results of this study will hopefully enable the 

Government and the dono r s to identify the business qualities 

which should be developed and given subsequent support . 

The i n fo r ma tion you provid e will be treated as strictly 

confidential . Neither your name nor that of your business 

will be r ecorded. 

Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you in advance. 

Yours faithfully 

OMBOK MARGARET ALICE <MRS) 

M.B . A. STUDENT 
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1. Is Your business 

APPENDIX lB 

Questionnaire 

Cal Manufacturing oriented? 

~b) Service oriented? 

(c) Merchandising oriented? 

tput a tick in the appropriate blank) 

Yes( 

Yest 

Yes( 

Not 

Not 

Not 

2. How old were you when you started this business? ....... years. 

3. How long have you been in this business? ____________ _ 

4. What class did you reach in your formal education? 

tal No schooling 

(b) Std 1 - 5 

(C) Std 6- 8 

(d) Form 1 - 2 

(e) Form 3 - 4 

(f) Above Form 4 

5. Did you have any formal training'? Yes( 

years. 

No( ) 

6. If your answer to No. 5 is yes was the formal training you ha 

related to the running of your business? Yes( ) No( 

7. Did you work elsewhere before you started the current business ·r 

Yes( No( 

8. Do you find any difficulty in: 

Ia) selling your products/services? 

( b) getting loans? 

( C) acquiring supplies? 

(d) finding experienced and qualified 

people to employ? 
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Yes( No( 

Yes( No< 

Yest No! 

Yes( 



( e l Other t spec ify 1 ••••••••••••••••.•••••••• • 

(tick the appropriate onesl 

9. Which of the following reasons would explain your decision to 

go into business? 

(a) there was no suitable iob 

(b) business is more challe .ging 

(c ) business is more profitable 

(d) wanted to be independent 

(e) was frustrated in formal employment 

(f) Other tspecifyl ______________________________ __ 

(tick the appropriate blanks) 

10. Suppose you are offered a job in the formal sector at 

a wage higher than your current earnings per month, 

would you take it? Yes ( No ( 

(tick onel 

11. Indicate your choice by ticking the appropriate blank: 

(aJ selling a good 

or service, quoted 

10% above competi

tion 

( b> starting activities 

of my group 

(c) selling on credit 

Like Indifferent Dislike 
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to customers 

From question 12 to 16, tick the action You would take when 

faced with the situations given. 

12. You read an invitation for tender in the newspaper. The tender 

includes onlyproducts which you can make but it seems that the te 

-er might bft too big for your financial resources • . 
Which would you do'? 

a) Write to the tender board to get the tender documents 

or b) Assume that I will not win the tender and do not 

waste valuable time applying for the tender. 

13. You have been in business ior some years. Over that time 

there has been growth in sales and profits although 

it has been slower than you would have liked. 

Which would You do? 

al Look for an additional area in which to extend my 

business. 

or b) Concentrate on existing products and maintain the 

current rate of growth. 

14. Your business has been using a given method of production 

for years. Although the demands of your business keep 

growing, You are able to meet these demands. 

Which would You do? 

a) Try to develop new products or services that can be 

made by the existing processes. 

or b) Work to maintain the existing successful production 

program. 

15. In the same situation as 14 above, which would You do? 
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a) Not to hire better qualified staff until the 

existing sta£f cannot cope anymore with 

the growing demand. 

or b) Begin looking for better qualified staff. 

16. You have learned through discussions with other 

businessmen that there is a need for a product that is 

similar to the one you are already making. 

Which would you do? 

a) see the new product as a new opportunity to 
' 

build and expand my business . 

or b) Focus my efforts on making the products I am now 

providing and which have been profitable so far. 

17. For the products/services that You sell 

a) Were they Your original products/services? Yes( ) No( ) 

b) If the answer to 17 (a) is no, have You made some 

modifications to your existing products/services? 

Yes( l No( ) 

c) Are Your selling methods different from those used by 

Your competitors? Yes( NoC 

d) If Your answer to question 17(c) is no, are Your selling 

methods Your original ideas or copied from competitors? 

Original ideas 

Copied from competitors 

(tick one) 

18. Do You manage Your business alone? Yes( ) Not 

19. Which of the following may not be done without Your 

authority? 
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a1 Purchas1ng of stock 

bl selling of products/services 

cl authorising credit to customers 

dl accepting returned or defective 

goods 

(tick the appropriate onelsl 

20 . Do you keep financia 

Yes( 

records le.g a cash book!? 

No I 

If your answer to question 18 is Yes. how often do you analyse yo1 

f1nancial records to determine the per~ormance of your business? 

l a l daily 

lbl week y 

(c) monthly 

(d) annually 

Other (specify! __________________________________________ ___ 

(tick one) 

21 . <il Do you prepare schedules for your business activities'? 

Yesl No! 

(ii) If your answer to question 20Cil is Yes, how often do you 

prepare plans? 

(a) daily 

(b) weekly 

(cl monthly 

(d) annually 

t tick one l 
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t)ther r spec i t: , 1 • • . .•• ••.••••• • • • ••••••• 

22 . 111 Are you satisfied with he perrormanc e or your business ·~ 

Yes( No< 

t i i l If your answer to question 21 \ il is Yes. in wna ways 

are you satisfied with the performance of your business ·? 

taJ volume of sales have increased 

tbl number of employees have increased J 

lCJ the profits have increased 

Other\ specify 1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

<i i i I If your answer to question 2llil is No, in what ways are 

you dissatisfied with the pert:ormanc e or your business~ 

(a) low profits 

{b) low sales 

Other( specify) .............................. . 

(tick the appropriate blank) 

Thank You very much for your co-operation. 
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APPENDIX 2: Data on entrepreneurial behaviour 

Risk- Innova- Individual Knowledge 

Respondent_ taking tiveness Responsibility of results 

---------- ------ -------- -------------- ----------
1 0.375 0 u.9 0.4 

2 0.584 0 0.7 0.4 

3 0.625 1 1 u.o 

4 0.584 1 1 0 .8 

5 0.5 0.5 0.7 v.4 

6 0.431 1 1 0.4 

7 u.584 0.5 0.8 1 

8 0 .334 0 .5 1 0.4 

9 0.5 1 0 .5 1 

10 0.625 0.5 u.o 1 

11 0.413 0.5 0.4 1 

12 0 .584 0.5 0 1 

13 0.582 0.5 0 . '( 1 

14 0 .5 0 0 .8 0 

15 0.413 0.5 u 0.6 

16 0 .5t33 0.5 u 1 

17 0.084 0 .5 0 . 7 1 

18 0.459 0.5 0.9 0.2 

19 0.084 0.5 0.5 1 

20 0.163 1 1 1 

21 0.788 0.5 0.9 1 

22 0.875 1 0.7 0.6 

23 U.584 1 v.7 1 
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t Appendu 2. continued 1 

24 0.913 1 0 .9 0.4 

25 0.5 1 0 1 

26 u.s 0.5 0.4 1 

27 0.663 1 0.6 1 

28 0.625 0.5 1 1 

29 0.913 1 0.8 1 

30 0.375 1 0.5 0.6 

31 0.709 1 0.6 1 

32 0.5 1 0.9 l 

33 0.788 1 1 0.6 

34 0.!:>38 0 0.9 0.9 

35 0.625 1 0.7 1 

36 0.625 1 0.9 1 

:n 0.709 1 1 1 

38 0.375 1 0.4 0.4 

39 0.75 1 0.8 1 

40 0.75 1 0.9 0.4 

41 0.334 0.5 0.8 1 

42 0 0 0.5 0.04 

43 0.5 0.5 0.6 1 

44 0.538 0 0.5 0.2 

'15 0.5 1 1 1 

'16 0.913 0 0.4 0.4 

47 0.625 1 0.6 0.6 

48 0.5 0.5 0 . 6 0 

'19 0.538 0.5 0.4 0.4 
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APPENDIX 3 : Data on factors that determine entrepreneurial behaviour. 

Access to 

Respondent &ducation Training Experi ence Resources Motivati on 

---------- --------- -------- ---------- --------- ---------
1 1 0 1 1 1 

~ 1 1 0 1 0.9 

3 1 0 () 0 1 

4 1 1 0 0 0 .9 

5 l 1 1 0 0 . 1 

6 1 1 0 1 o.z 
7 1 1 u 1 0.9 

8 1 1 0 1 0.1 

8 0 1 1 0 U.b 

10 0 1 u 1 0.1 

11 1 u 0 u O. ti 

12 1 u 1 0 0.9 

13 1 u 0 1 U . l 

14 1 u 1 0 o.o 

15 1 u u () 0.9 

16 1 1 u l 0.7 

17 1 1 0 0 0.9 

18 1 1 0 1 0.1 

19 0 0 1 0 0.~ 

~0 1 0 1 0 () .1 

~1 1 1 1 0 0.9 

22 1 1 1 0 0.9 

23 1 1 0 0 0.9 
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1 Appendix 3. cont1nued 1 

24 u 1 1 1 0.7 

25 1 1 u u U.9 

26 1 1 0 u 0.8 

27 1 1 0 u 0.1 

28 1 1 u u 1 

29 1 u 0 u 0.6 

30 1 0 0 0 0.9 

31 1 0 0 1 0.9 

32 1 0 0 1 U.7 

33 1 1 1 1 0.8 

34 1 1 1 1 0.6 

35 1 1 1 0 0.8 

36 1 0 1 1 0.7 

37 1 0 u u 0.'7 

38 1 0 0 1 0.7 

J9 1 u 1 u u.B 
40 1 u 1 1 0.8 

41 1 u 1 1 0.6 

42 1 u 1 1 0.6 

43 1 0 0 1 0.6 

44 1 u 1 u 0.6 

45 1 u 1 1 0.7 

46 1 0 0 0 0.9 

47 1 0 0 0 0.1 

48 0 0 1 0 0.6 

49 0 0 0 1 0.9 
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