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Abstract
While academia and policymakers have long favored opportunity entrepreneurship 
for its link to innovation and economic growth, recent evidence suggests that neces-
sity entrepreneurship can manifest in diverse ways and develop into viable, long-
lasting ventures. This is why our research goes beyond the debate about which type 
of entrepreneurship should be promoted. We analyze the institutional dimensions 
(regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive) that influence both opportunity and 
necessity entrepreneurship and their survival. Using data from the Panel Study of 
Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED II), which allows for a longitudinal study, we em-
ploy a binary logistic model and survival analysis. The main results show that the 
governmental support for entrepreneurship (regulative dimension) does not explain 
opportunity entrepreneurship. However, this dimension has a positive influence on 
firm survival. Based on our results, tailored policies and resources can be developed 
for each type of entrepreneurship (opportunity and necessity), taking into account 
institutional dimensions.
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1  Introduction

Literature suggests that opportunity-driven entrepreneurs are generally more success-
ful than those motivated by necessity (Amit and Muller 1995; Caliendo and Kritikos 
2010; Belda and Cabrer-Borrás 2018). Consequently, the entrepreneurial ecosystem 
often prioritizes supporting opportunity entrepreneurship. However, there are nota-
ble cases where necessity-driven entrepreneurship has led to significant success. For 
example, Whitney Wolfe Herd founded Bumble after losing her job and overcoming 
personal challenges, and Adi Dassler established Adidas following unemployment 
after World War I. These examples illustrate that businesses born out of necessity 
can achieve remarkable success. Nowadays, there are many similar cases of neces-
sity-driven entrepreneurship with global visibility, such as Ashley Tyrner (Farmbox 
Direct), Hamdi Ulukaya (Chobani), and Angela Muhwezi-Hall and Deborah Gladney 
(QuickHire), all of whom launched successful ventures after facing unemployment or 
economic hardship. This distinction highlights the different motives that drive entre-
preneurial ventures. Opportunity or pull entrepreneurship is defined as new business 
creation motivated by a potential opportunity (Amit and Muller 1995; Reynolds et 
al. 2005), and it is associated with new firms based on knowledge and innovation 
(Hessels et al. 2008). For its part, necessity or push entrepreneurship refers to the new 
venture initiated by the unemployed, which means those forced to become entrepre-
neurs because they cannot find a new job (Amit and Muller 1995).

Extant research has explored the differences between opportunity and necessity 
entrepreneurship in terms of the factors that influence each type of entrepreneurial 
activity across countries (Nikolaev et al. 2018; Boudreaux et al. 2019; Audretsch et 
al. 2021) and the survival determinants of opportunity and necessity-driven entre-
preneurship (Belda and Cabrer-Borrás 2018; Cabrer-Borrás and Rico 2018). Build-
ing on this, the present study adopts the institutional approach, specifically, Scott’s 
(1995) framework of institutional dimensions: regulative (rules and policies), norma-
tive (social values and norms), and cultural-cognitive (shared beliefs and individual 
perceptions). These dimensions influence how individuals perceive opportunities, 
respond to constraints, and mobilize resources, making them critical for analyzing 
both the type of entrepreneurial motivation and the likelihood of survival. Institu-
tional dimensions help understand the context; they provide a broader perspective 
on the environmental conditions that go beyond discussing which type of entrepre-
neurship is better. Moreover, the institutional dimensions approach highlights the 
regulative and normative logic and considers the importance of cognitions in shap-
ing entrepreneurial decisions (Johansson et al. 2021) and the entrepreneurial process 
(Alvarez et al. 2025).

Moreover, some authors affirm that opportunity entrepreneurs contribute more to 
growth than necessity entrepreneurs (Acs and Varga 2005; Wennekers et al. 2005), 
and this reasoning comes from the idea of entrepreneurs as individuals who promote 
new combinations and possibilities in the market, also called high-impact entrepre-
neurs (Acs 2010). For instance, Reynolds and Curtin (2008) presented that knowl-
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edge-based entrepreneurship, related to opportunity entrepreneurship, adds value to 
the market; they argued that this new venture could transform an opportunity into a 
real business with higher growth expectations.

It is fundamental to acknowledge the coexistence of opportunity and necessity 
entrepreneurship within society, as well as the diverse pathways leading to firm per-
formance (Kraus et al. 2018). Both forms of entrepreneurship are important due to 
their role in generating social value (Kraus et al. 2017) to drive innovation and eco-
nomic prosperity (Boudreaux et al. 2019; Galindo-Martín et al. 2023) and reduce 
unemployment rates (Aparicio et al. 2016). These circumstances allow entrepreneurs 
and their family members to have the income to improve their living conditions and 
well-being (Amorós et al. 2021) and, in this sense, could reduce the chances of social 
crises. Also, both opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs are immersed in contexts 
with specific organizations, cultures, and ecosystems that must support them, and 
institutions matter when the individual chooses opportunity or necessity entrepre-
neurship (Audretsch et al. 2021). In this way, individuals can overcome the limita-
tions of each type of entrepreneurial activity during the life cycle of the new business. 
So, overcoming the discussion of whether new businesses are better by opportunity 
or necessity is vital. In practice, many new ventures start because their founders 
cannot find a job (necessity), but in time, they become companies with high growth 
expectations and creators of new employment. Furthermore, partly because of this 
discussion, the conceptualization of necessity entrepreneurship is limited (Dencker 
et al. 2021; Weber et al. 2023).

To improve entrepreneurship support strategies for entrepreneurship by opportu-
nity and necessity, it is necessary to find such differences in the environment at the 
regulation and social support level that influence the individual decision to start a 
new business. Furthermore, it is crucial to understand the influence of institutional 
dimensions on the closure of the new company. Business exit is a bigger problem in 
society when individuals put not only effort but also human and capital resources, 
and they must close their business because the performance is not expected, losing 
all the investment. The process of exiting a business has wide-reaching effects, not 
only on the founder but also on the company, its industry, and the broader economy. 
This has been a topic of study in the field of entrepreneurial exit (DeTienne and Wen-
nberg 2016; Beynon et al. 2021) and family business (Widz and Kammerlander 2022; 
Freixanet et al. 2024). In this sense, the aim of the paper is twofold. On the one hand, 
to analyze the influence of institutional dimensions (regulative, normative and cul-
tural-cognitive) in opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship; on the other hand, to 
study the relationship of the institutional dimensions with the survival of both types 
of entrepreneurship. Despite recent research, this remains a field that has received 
relatively little attention from scholars (Chowdhury et al. 2019). The complexity 
of reality makes it difficult to find the variables that influence these types of entre-
preneurship. To advance scholarship on the institutional approach to understanding 
entrepreneurship, this paper offers three key contributions. First, it demonstrates that 
institutional dimensions exert distinct and sometimes opposing influences on oppor-
tunity versus necessity entrepreneurship, challenging the assumption that supportive 
institutions uniformly favor all entrepreneurial activity. Second, it extends the institu-
tional perspective to include entrepreneurial survival as an outcome, moving beyond 
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the static analysis of entry to consider how institutions shape the sustainability of 
ventures over time. Third, the findings present nonlinear and even counterintuitive 
interactions between dimensions—for instance, how normative support may amplify 
overconfidence effects in high self-efficacy individuals, increasing the likelihood of 
failure. This points to a more complex institutional logic where “more support” does 
not always translate into “better outcomes,” thus challenging prevailing policy narra-
tives. Our results would enable stakeholders to deal with their problems more effec-
tively and significantly when maximizing resources.

2  Conceptual framework

Entrepreneurial activity is shaped by the broader institutional environment in which 
it unfolds—an environment composed of formal rules, cultural norms, and shared 
beliefs that condition how individuals recognize and act upon opportunities (Wel-
ter 2011; Welter and Smallbone 2011; Bosma et al. 2018). This institutional con-
text is particularly important when examining why and how individuals choose to 
pursue entrepreneurship, and under what conditions their ventures survive. Institu-
tional dimensions, from Scott’s (1995) perspective, have begun to be considered an 
important theoretical framework for explaining entrepreneurial activity from differ-
ent points of view. For instance, to analyze entrepreneurial rates between countries 
(Alvarez et al. 2014), in some cases focusing on women entrepreneurship in different 
contexts (Yousafzai et al. 2015) or innovative and high-growth new ventures (Sten-
holm et al. 2013) and specific sectors, such as hospitality (Li et al. 2020). Poček 
et al. (2022) suggest that well-designed policies can cultivate cultural traits condu-
cive to entrepreneurial activities. Likewise, the institutional dimensions provide a 
robust framework for showing differences between types of entrepreneurship, such 
as opportunity and necessity. García-Cabrera et al. (2020) show how differences in 
the regulative and normative institutions in the origin and host countries influence 
the opportunity and necessity of immigrant entrepreneurship. Based on this institu-
tional perspective, we examine how the three dimensions—regulative, normative, 
and cultural-cognitive—differentially influence entrepreneurial motivation and sur-
vival outcomes. In what follows, we develop a set of hypotheses that articulate these 
relationships.

2.1  Institutional dimensions and entrepreneurial activity (necessity vs. 
opportunity)

Prior literature (Angulo-Guerrero et al. 2017; Boudreaux et al. 2019; Wei 2022) 
shows that opportunity entrepreneurship benefits from improvements in the regula-
tive aspect, such as legal structure, security of property rights, regulation of credit, 
and business freedom. At the same time, Boudreaux et al. (2019) explain that fewer 
people will be forced to choose necessity entrepreneurship in societies with regula-
tions that are favorable, such as higher levels of economic freedom. Those regulatory 
aspects in the economy refer to the regulative dimension, which contemplates the 
“laws, regulations and government policies that provide support for new businesses” 
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(Busenitz et al. 2000, p. 995). Angulo-Guerrero et al. (2017) propose that economic 
freedom encourages entrepreneurship motivated by opportunity; at the same time, 
this liberalization discourages entrepreneurship motivated by necessity. Those results 
are in line with those of Fuentelsaz et al. (2015), who present that opportunity entre-
preneurship benefits from improving property rights, fiscal freedom, and business 
freedom, among other factors, while those factors damage necessity entrepreneur-
ship. García-Cabrera et al. (2020) show how the differences between the regulative 
dimension in origin and host countries increase opportunity motivation in immigrant 
entrepreneurship. In contrast, some results do not follow the same line. Stenholm et 
al. (2013) found that the regulative environment, related to business freedom, mat-
ters very little in creating opportunities and high-growth new ventures. Lekovic and 
Maric (2017) propose that the availability of technology allows individuals to be con-
firmed as opportunity entrepreneurs, and entrepreneurial behavior results in high lev-
els of innovation and business internationalization. Those results are in the same vein 
as Stenholm et al. (2013), who argue that the most critical factors for high-impact 
entrepreneurship are related to an institutional environment with access to knowledge 
and venture capital. Finally, in a recent study of the hospitality sector, Li et al. (2020) 
found that business freedom, related to the regulative dimension, influences opportu-
nity entrepreneurs positively, while on necessity entrepreneurs in the same sector, the 
effect is negative. The prior literature leads us to the following hypothesis:

H1: The regulative dimension has a greater influence on opportunity entrepre-
neurship than necessity entrepreneurship.

When society has a favorable view of entrepreneurship and is concerned about taking 
risks, entrepreneurial activity becomes a viable option for individuals without stable 
employment. Likewise, individuals will be more likely to identify business opportu-
nities when a community fosters risk-taking and creativity. The “degree to which a 
country’s residents admire entrepreneurial activity and value creative and innovative 
thinking” corresponds to the normative dimension (Busenitz et al. 2000, p. 995). Pre-
vious research has found that the normative dimension, encompassing societal norms 
and cultural expectations, has a positive influence on entrepreneurial intentions 
(Bağış et al. 2024). Langevang et al.(2012) argue that the motivations and aspirations 
of entrepreneurs are related to “the socio-economic environment, social networks, 
family relations and position in the life course”. The social and family networks 
presented by these authors are related to the normative dimension. In this order, we 
confirm that the normative dimension influences the decision to start a new business 
either by necessity or by opportunity. Cullen et al.(2014) found that cultural back-
ground plays a predominant role in forming opportunity entrepreneurship. Moreover, 
they found that higher levels of family support predict opportunity entrepreneurship, 
and this result is consistent in societies with developed and undeveloped educational 
systems. Ahsan et al.(2021) showed that opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely 
to overcome obstacles and advance their ventures when they perceive higher institu-
tional support and actively utilize social and business networks. Furthermore, social 
norms and culture will affect opportunity entrepreneurship more than necessity entre-
preneurship. Since this type of entrepreneur may have other options, and they will 
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only decide to start the new business if they feel the social environment is supportive, 
this includes acceptance from family, friends, and colleagues. This means entrepre-
neurial activities should be respected over a stable job in a large company. Thus, we 
hypothesize:

H2: The normative dimension has a greater influence on opportunity entrepre-
neurship than necessity entrepreneurship.

In addition to the social assessment of entrepreneurship evident through the norma-
tive dimension, the start-up and success of a new business depend on the individual’s 
capacity to envision the future and turn their expectations into reality despite the lack 
of present proof (Lekovic and Maric 2017). Prior research shows that confidence in 
one’s skills promotes a positive effect of opportunity entrepreneurship on economic 
growth. Amine and Staub (2009) argue that improving business skills and techni-
cal knowledge (cultural-cognitive dimension) will increase opportunities for women 
entrepreneurship instead of necessity entrepreneurship in Africa. Those factors are 
associated with the cultural-cognitive dimension, which refers to the individual cre-
ation of meaning from shared conceptions (Scott 1995). In entrepreneurship research, 
this dimension is the “knowledge and skills possessed by the people in a country 
about establishing and operating a new business” (Busenitz et al. 2000, p. 995). Li et 
al. (2020) found that the individual perception of the opportunities in the market and 
the individual skills had positive and statistically significant effects on both oppor-
tunity and necessity entrepreneurship for the sample that contains different indus-
tries. As we mentioned before, this individual perception is built based on shared 
knowledge, which, in the framework of the institutional dimensions, refers to the 
cultural-cognitive dimension. Boudreaux et al. (2019) also found that entrepreneurs’ 
self-efficacy, which refers to self-perceptions about the capabilities to run a new busi-
ness and alertness to new opportunities, promotes opportunity entrepreneurship. If 
the cultural-cognitive dimension is strong, the probability of creating a new business 
does not depend only on the motivations (necessity or opportunity). First, the entre-
preneur identifies an excellent opportunity in the market, but their actual job remains 
stable. It is necessary to have self-confidence in the skills and knowledge, as well as 
support from the family and society (normative dimension), in combination with the 
favorable regulations in the market (regulative dimension), to start a new business. 
Second, regarding the necessity entrepreneurs, when this individual is unemployed 
and has been searching for a job, this person does not have many options. More-
over, if an individual possesses a certain degree of self-confidence in their skills and 
knowledge, this combination will likely lead them to pursue self-employment. For 
instance, Naiki and Ogane (2022) showed that entrepreneurs who start a business 
out of necessity and have industry-specific experience face fewer fundraising chal-
lenges than those who pursue an opportunity-based venture without such experience. 
This challenges the paradigm that entrepreneurship out of necessity is less productive 
than entrepreneurship out of opportunity. Building on these insights, we hypothesize 
that the cultural-cognitive dimension is associated with both types of entrepreneurial 
activity. At the same time, we expect a positive influence in both cases; the mecha-
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nisms through which cultural-cognitive factors operate may differ between opportu-
nity and necessity entrepreneurship:

H3: The cultural-cognitive dimension has a positive influence on both necessity 
and opportunity entrepreneurship.

2.2  Survival of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship

Several empirical studies have shown that the type of entrepreneurial motivation 
has significant implications for venture survival. Specifically, opportunity-driven 
businesses tend to exhibit higher survival rates than those initiated out of necessity. 
For example, Simon-Moya et al. (2016) show that necessity-driven ventures had a 
34% higher risk of failure during periods of growth, and this risk increased to over 
61% during periods of crisis compared to opportunity-driven ventures. This prevail-
ing view is supported by evidence showing that necessity entrepreneurs often enter 
self-employment with limited resources and lower levels of human capital (Angulo-
Guerrero et al. 2017; Calderon et al. 2017; Ferrin 2023; Karaivanov and Yindok 
2022), financial assets (Brünjes and Revilla-Diez 2013; Liu and Huang 2016; Uddin 
et al. 2014), and social capital (Leporati et al. 2021; Wei et al. 2019) compared to 
opportunity-driven entrepreneurs. In turn, these limited resource endowments result 
in constrained capabilities, such as weaker strategic orientation, inadequate prepara-
tion, and restricted access to complementary resources (Stavroulakis and Reklitis 
2008). Their ventures are frequently reactive responses to labour market exclusion 
rather than strategically planned initiatives, which can result in higher vulnerability 
to market fluctuations and institutional barriers (Caliendo and Kritikos 2010). More-
over, necessity-based firms tend to operate in more informal or saturated sectors with 
limited opportunities for scalability or innovation, which further reduces their likeli-
hood of long-term survival (Amorós et al. 2021). Opportunity entrepreneurs, on the 
other hand, have high levels of human, financial and social resources, which enable 
them to proactively identify viable markets, strategically plan their ventures, and 
operate in sectors with growth potential -factors that are positively associated with 
business continuity (Block and Sandner 2009; Stenholm et al. 2013). Nevertheless, it 
is important to highlight that there is some literature, such as Bourlès and Cozarenco 
(2018), that found that the motivation to start the business does not influence sur-
vival. In fact, in certain contexts, necessity-driven ventures may even exhibit greater 
longevity than their opportunity-driven counterparts. For example, necessity-driven 
academic spinoffs in Italy have been associated with higher survival profiles and 
rates compared to opportunity-based spinoffs (Civera et al. 2020). Likewise, firms 
founded by unemployed necessity entrepreneurs in Germany demonstrated rela-
tively high survival rates, with two-thirds remaining active during the first four years 
(Dencker et al. 2021). Authors such as Dencker et al. (2021) have highlighted the dif-
ferences and nuances within necessity entrepreneurship. While the evidence shows 
greater complexity and heterogeneity in survival rates, the overall trend suggests that 
opportunity-driven entrepreneurship tends to achieve higher survival rates than those 
driven by necessity. Based on this, we suggest the following hypothesis:
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H4: The survival probability is higher for opportunity entrepreneurship than for 
necessity entrepreneurship.

2.3  Institutional dimensions and new business survival

The cultural-cognitive dimension has emerged as a key determinant in shaping entre-
preneurial phenomena. Empirical studies have shown that this dimension explains 
the greatest variation in early-stage entrepreneurship (Alvarez et al. 2025) and plays a 
dominant role in funding decision-making processes (Johansson et al. 2021). Despite 
this evidence, the role of the individual has been undervalued when explaining the 
variables that affect the survival of new companies. In fact, most research has focused 
on financial indicators (Fuertes-Callén et al. 2022; Wang and Guedes 2024). Nev-
ertheless, the cultural-cognitive dimension emerges as a critical driver of new firm 
survival, given its proximity to action. Regulatory and normative dimensions shape 
outcomes only after they pass through the entrepreneur’s cultural-cognitive lens 
(Scott 2014).

Scott (2008, p. 429) recognizes that although the three institutional dimensions 
coexist in practice, the cultural-cognitive dimension provides the deepest foundation 
for institutional forms, providing the “infrastructure on which not only beliefs, but 
norms and rules rest”. This cultural-cognitive lens comprises individual characteris-
tics such as educational background, risk aversion, and other cultural schemas that 
guide behavior almost on autopilot.

Regarding educational background, Cauchie and Vaillant (2016) found a positive 
relationship between specific training and general education, and new business sur-
vival. Those results confirm that the specific education in entrepreneurship affects 
the cognitive dimension, making those who receive it have more abilities and, there-
fore, are more likely to survive. Also, Millán et al. (2014) found that highly quali-
fied individuals are more likely to survive, but only if they consider entrepreneurs 
who hire employees. As we mentioned, this type of entrepreneur is more associated 
with high-growth new business or opportunity entrepreneurs, and in this sense, we 
found support from Stavroulakis and Reklitis (2008). They show more survival pro-
pensity among opportunity entrepreneurs compared to necessity entrepreneurs. The 
individual characteristics related to deficient education and low business skills are the 
factors that explain this situation. Bourlès and Cozarenco (2018) affirm that necessity 
entrepreneurs have more loan repayment difficulties than opportunity entrepreneurs.

“Being a true entrepreneurial success depends on the individual’s cognitive abil-
ity to see things in a way that would later prove true, even if you currently cannot be 
proven. This approach generates the basic aim, which seeks to uphold the fact that the 
availability of technology allows individuals to be confirmed as opportunity entre-
preneurs” (Lekovic and Maric 2017). An opportunity venture is more likely to leave 
the market if it does not have enough incentives from governments or other formal 
organizations. Among other factors, there is no obligation to continue with the new 
company if the regulation is not strong enough to support this type of venture or if 
there are insufficient resources to develop the idea.

Concerning risk aversion, Howell (2015) shows that it affects the survival of new 
businesses; while cautious entrepreneurs are found to survive longer, risky entrepre-
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neurs are less efficient and less likely to survive. For their part, Riva and Lucchini 
(2015) find that migrant owners have certain unique individual aspects (or cultural 
schemas in Scott’s terminology) that translate into lower failure rates than their native 
counterparts.

While the cultural-cognitive dimension plays a central role in a new business’s 
survival, its effect is conditioned by the regulative and normative dimensions. In the 
cultural-cognitive dimension, compliance is based on taken-for-grantedness shared 
understandings (Scott 2014, p. 60), which makes other types of behavior “inconceiv-
able” (Phillips and Malhotra 2008). However, the strength of this internalized belief 
depends on the broader institutional environment. When the normative dimension 
legitimizes the behavior (Suchman 1995) and the regulatory dimension provides sta-
ble support (Aidis et al. 2008), cultural-cognitive schemas are more easily translated 
into actions for venture survival. On the other hand, in institutional environments 
lacking normative support or regulatory clarity, the influence of cognitive frames 
may be constrained, thereby reducing their positive effect on entrepreneurial sur-
vival. The lack of support from social networks and a discouraging institutional envi-
ronment also influence survival in different sectors (Stavroulakis and Reklitis 2008; 
Francois and Belarouci 2022). The type of community where the new venture is 
created determines survival; entrepreneurs in rural communities tend to have higher 
survival rates than urban ones (Deller and Conroy 2017). Finally, other institutional 
aspects related to the regulative dimension, such as economic freedom, also moderate 
the relationship between the cultural-cognitive dimension, measured by fear of fail-
ure and the individual confidence in their skills and capabilities to run a new venture 
(Boudreaux et al. 2019).

These results provide suggestive evidence that not only individual channels’ effort 
to produce entrepreneurial activities but also affect the extent to which individuals’ 
socio-cognitive resources are likely to mobilize and lead to high-growth entrepre-
neurship (Boudreaux et al. 2019). In other studies, Tsvetkova et al. (2014) consider 
a broader regulative aspect as they are the activity of metropolitan patents, and the 
authors found that the patent activity positively influences the survival of new firms 
(with more than four employees). Therefore, we suggest the following hypotheses:

H5a: The cultural cognitive dimension is more important to entrepreneurship 
survival than the regulative and normative dimensions.

H5b: The regulative dimension strengthens the relationship between the cul-
tural-cognitive dimension and the probability of entrepreneurship survival.

H5c: The normative dimension strengthens the relationship between the cul-
tural-cognitive dimension and the probability of entrepreneurship survival.

Figure 1 presents the theoretical model and the main hypothesized relationships 
explored in this study, including the expected effects of institutional dimensions on 
entrepreneurial type and venture survival.
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3  Methodology

To test the hypotheses, we conducted two analyses. First, we estimated a binary logis-
tic regression model using a panel data approach to analyze the influence of institu-
tional dimensions on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship (H1, H2, and H3). 
This model accounts for the binary nature of the dependent variable (1 = opportunity 
entrepreneurs; 0 = necessity entrepreneurs). The panel data model collects the longi-
tudinal characteristics of the sample and allows us to control for individual hetero-
geneity. Both random- and fixed-effects models were estimated, and the Hausman 
test was applied to determine the appropriate specification. The test indicated that 
the random-effects estimator was preferred, as the difference in coefficients was not 
systematic (χ² = 3.41, p = 0.49). Accordingly, we did not reject the null hypothesis 
that the unobserved individual effects are uncorrelated with the regressors, which 
supports the use of the random-effects model. Second, we employed a survival analy-
sis to examine the influence of the type of new business motivation (opportunity and 
necessity- H4) and institutional dimensions on the survival of new businesses (H5a, 
H5b, and H5c).

Thus, we study the time duration until an event happens, in this case, the exit of 
the new firms in the sample. Specifically, we use the semi-parametric Cox propor-
tional hazards model (Cox 1972) and the Parametric Survival Model. The Cox hazard 
model is semi-parametric, as it consists of both non-parametric and parametric com-
ponents. The non-parametric representation is given by the baseline hazard function, 
which is a non-negative function without a common specification for all subjects in 
the sample. The parametric part is expressed by an exponential function, where the 
coefficients are parameters to be estimated by the maximization of the function of 
partial likelihood (Cox 1972); this function only considers the observations where 
the exit of the new business happens, which is called partial. Later, all the observa-
tions are considered to calculate the probability of survival. We selected the Cox 

Fig. 1  Institutional Dimensions in Necessity and Opportunity Entrepreneurship and New Business Sur-
vival Model
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model over alternatives such as the Accelerated Failure Time (AFT) model due to 
its flexibility and robustness when analyzing multiple covariates without requiring 
a specific distribution for survival times. In the model, the risk proportionality is a 
vital assumption. Thus, considering the same vector of variables for two subjects, the 
risk ratio is constant over time. Graphically, this assumption can be proved through 
the parallel separation of the logarithmic transformation of the survival curves of 
each category. To validate this assumption in our study, we performed diagnostic 
tests based on Schoenfeld residuals, which did not indicate significant violations. The 
residuals chart only includes the observations relevant to the event, in this case, the 
exit or non-survival of the new firms in the sample. The null hypothesis establishes 
that the risks of the population are proportional, at least against the hypothesis that 
one population does not present a proportional hazard to the others.

3.1  Sample

We test our hypotheses on a sample of 477 new businesses tracked in the Panel Study 
of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED II). This nationally representative U.S. study 
provides high-quality longitudinal data on the business start-up process (Reynolds 
and Curtin 2008). This dataset includes detailed information on entrepreneurial activ-
ities, stakeholder involvement, firm characteristics, and the demographics of nascent 
entrepreneurs. The initial interviews were conducted between 2005 and 2006, with up 
to six annual follow-ups through 2011. One of the key strengths of the PSED II is its 
panel design, which enables the analysis of venture survival over time. After select-
ing cases with complete data for the variables of interest, our final panel comprises 
3,792 observations across the six waves, corresponding to 477 unique businesses.

3.2  Operationalization of institutional dimensions and entrepreneurship

The study includes two dependent variables. First, Entrepreneurial activity distin-
guishes between Opportunity entrepreneurship and Necessity entrepreneurship. This 
classification follows the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) framework and is 
consistent with prior research (Amorós et al. 2019). Second, Entrepreneurship sur-
vival captures the time between the respondent’s initial interview and the recorded 
disengagement of the new business. This time-to-event variable enables us to analyze 
entrepreneurial persistence using longitudinal data, following the approach proposed 
by Cabrer-Borrás and Rico (2018).

To measure the institutional dimensions in this study, we used established proxies 
aligned with prior literature. For the regulative dimension, we included two items: 
Government support and Financial support. These proxies reflect perceptions of the 
local institutional environment regarding support for new businesses and have been 
widely used in previous research (Díez-Martín et al. 2016; Bosma et al. 2018; García-
Cabrera et al. 2020; Bağış et al. 2023; Beynon et al. 2021).

The normative dimension was captured using eight variables regarding social 
norms and culture that support entrepreneurship: Support for success, Risk-taking, 
Creativity, Responsibility, Support for young entrepreneurs, Support from groups, 
and the Presence of Role Models among friends, relatives, and parents. These items 
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assess shared cultural values and societal encouragement toward entrepreneurship 
and have been operationalized similarly in several studies (Busenitz et al. 2000; Tork-
keli and Fuerst 2018; Demiray et al. 2021; Handrito et al. 2023).

Regarding the cultural-cognitive dimension, we used Know entrepreneur, Previ-
ous experience, Skills self-confidence, Entrepreneur goals, Effort self-confidence, 
and Risk aversion. These proxies reflect individual-level cognitive and experiential 
resources shared in the society, relevant to entrepreneurial action. Their validity is 
supported by prior research (Stenholm et al. 2013; Urbano and Alvarez 2014; Amorós 
et al. 2019; Ghazali et al. 2021; Alvarez et al. 2025).

Table 1 shows the description of the variables used in the empirical study.

3.3  Descriptive analysis of the data

Table 2 presents the pairwise correlations between the variables in our panel logit 
model and the descriptive statistics of the number of observations in each variable, 
the mean and the standard deviation.

To assess potential multicollinearity, we calculated Variance Inflation Factors 
(VIFs) for all explanatory variables using a pooled OLS model. The results show that 
all VIF values fall well below the conservative threshold of 5, with most variables 
below 2. The highest VIF observed corresponds to regional dummies, with a maxi-
mum of 3.40. These values suggest that no problematic collinearity is present among 
the independent variables, and multicollinearity is not likely to bias the estimated 
coefficients in the logit models.

The correlation matrix revealed moderate correlations between some variables 
within the normative institutional dimension, particularly between Responsibility 
(5 N) and Support for Young Entrepreneurs (6 N), with a coefficient of 0.641. While 
this level of association does not pose multicollinearity issues (as confirmed by the 
VIF analysis), we acknowledge that this correlation is expected, as both variables 
capture aspects of the same underlying construct.

As we mentioned, to verify the proportional hazards assumption in the Cox model, 
we conducted Schoenfeld residual tests for each covariate and a global test. All indi-
vidual p-values were above the 0.05 threshold, and the global test was not significant 
(χ² = 6.77, df = 10, p = 0.75). These results confirm that the assumption of propor-
tional hazards is satisfied, supporting the validity of our survival model specification.

4  Empirical results

4.1  Panel logistic regression

Firstly, a binary logistic model on panel data is specified and estimated, in which the 
probability of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship is determined by the three 
institutional dimensions: regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive, measured 
through different proxies.

Table 3 shows the estimation of three different models. The first model was esti-
mated using the variables of control, gender, age, sector of the new company, region, 
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Variable Proxy Description Source
Dependent 
variables
 Entrepreneurial 
activity

Necessity and Opportu-
nity Entrepreneurship

1. Opportunity entrepreneurship
0. Necessity entrepreneurship

(Amorós 
et al. 
2019)

Entrepreneurship 
survival

Time until the event occurs. The time between the first 
interview and the disengagement of the new business

(Cabrer-
Borrás 
and Rico 
2018)

Independent 
Variables
 Regulative 
dimension

Government support State and local governments in your community provide 
good support for those starting (new) businesses. Five-
point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

(Díez-
Martín et 
al. 2016; 
Bosma et 
al. 2018; 
García-
Cabrera et 
al. 2020; 
Beynon et 
al. 2021; 
Bağış et 
al. 2024)

Financial support Bankers and other investors in your community go out of 
their way to help (new) businesses get started. Five-point 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

 Normative 
dimension

Support for success The social norms and culture of the community where 
you live are supportive of success achieved through one’s 
efforts. Five-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree)

(Busenitz 
et al. 
2000; 
Torkkeli 
and Fuerst 
2018; 
Demiray 
et al. 
2021; 
Handrito 
et al. 
2023)

Risk-taking The social norms and culture of your community 
encourage entrepreneurial risk-taking. Five-point scale 
(1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

Creativity The social norms and culture of your community encour-
age creativity and innovativeness. Five-point scale 
(1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

Responsibility The social norms and culture of your community empha-
size the responsibility that the individual has in managing 
his or her own life. Five-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 
5 = strongly agree)

Support for young 
entrepreneurs

Young people in your community are encouraged to be 
independent and start their businesses. Five-point scale 
(1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

Support from groups Community groups provide good support for those 
starting (new) businesses. Five-point scale (1 = strongly 
disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

Role models - friends Many of your friends have started (new) businesses. Five-
point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

Role models -relatives Many of your relatives have started (new) businesses. 
Five-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

Table 1  Description of the variables
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Variable Proxy Description Source
 Cultural-cogni-
tive dimension

Know entrepreneur Do you know someone personally who started a business 
in the past two years?

(Stenholm 
et al. 
2013; Ur-
bano and 
Alvarez 
2014; 
Amorós et 
al. 2019)

Previous experience How many years of work experience have you had in the 
industry where this (new) business will compete? (number 
of years)

(Ghazali 
et al. 
2021)

Skills self-confidence Overall, my skills and abilities will help me start this 
new business. A five-point scale was used (1 = strongly 
disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

(Busenitz 
et al. 
2000; 
Torkkeli 
and Fuerst 
2018; 
Demiray 
et al. 
2021; 
Handrito 
et al. 
2023; 
Alvarez et 
al. 2025)

Entrepreneur goals If I start this new business, it will help me achieve 
other important goals in my life. (1 = strongly disagree, 
5 = strongly agree)

Effort Self-confidence I am confident I can put in the effort needed to start this 
new business. (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

Risk aversion I enjoy the uncertainty of going into a new situation with-
out knowing what might happen. A five-point scale was 
used (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

(Alva-
rez and 
Urbano 
2012; 
Alvarez et 
al. 2025)

 Interaction 
between Institu-
tional dimensions

Skills self-confidence x 
Financial support

The interaction term between Skills self-confidence and 
Financial support (cultural-cognitive and regulative)

Skills self-confidence x 
Support for success

The interaction term between Skills self-confidence and 
Support for success (cultural-cognitive and normative)

 Control variables Sector What kind of business are you starting? NAICS 6-DIGIT 
CODES

Age Years at the moment of answering the interview (Cabrer-
Borrás 
and Rico 
2018)

Gender Are you male or female?
Education level What is the highest level of education you have 

completed?
Up to eighth grade – Some high school
High school degree – Technical or vocational degree
Some college – Community college degree
Bachelor’s degree – Some graduate training
Master’s degree - Law, MD, PhD, EDD, degree

Entrepreneurial parents Did your parents ever work for themselves or run their 
businesses, alone or together?

Region New England - Middle Atlantic
East North Central -West North Central
South Atlantic - East South Central
West South Central – Mountain -Pacific

Table 1  (continued) 
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and level of education. Neither the sector, nor the region is statistically significant in 
explaining entrepreneurship by opportunity compared to entrepreneurship by neces-
sity. Age is negatively and significantly associated with opportunity entrepreneurship 
(β = −0.025, p < 0.01), suggesting that older individuals are less likely to engage in 
opportunity-driven ventures compared to necessity-driven ones. Gender is statisti-
cally significant (β = −0.669, p < 0.05); men are more likely to become entrepreneurs 
by necessity than by opportunity compared to women. Some levels of education 
explain opportunity compared to necessity entrepreneurship.

Table 3 presents the results of the panel logit models analyzing the determinants of 
opportunity versus necessity entrepreneurship across three model specifications. The 
regulative dimension does not exhibit a statistically significant effect on the likeli-
hood of opportunity entrepreneurship. However, in Model 3, Financial support shows 
a negative and marginally significant association (β = − 0.476, p < 0.1), suggesting a 
potential inverse relationship between perceived financial support and the likelihood 
of being an opportunity entrepreneur. These results do not support H1.

Regarding the normative dimension, two proxies are consistently and significantly 
associated with the outcome. Social norms supporting success (β = − 0.426, p < 0.01 
in M3) and social norms encouraging risk-taking (β = − 0.295, p < 0.05) are both 
negatively associated with opportunity entrepreneurship. These findings indicate that 
in environments where success and risk-taking are culturally valued, individuals are 
more likely to engage in necessity rather than opportunity entrepreneurship. These 
results do not support H2.

To test H3, we considered different proxies to measure the cultural-cognitive 
dimension, such as to know an entrepreneur, years of experience in the industry, 
the perception that entrepreneurship helps to achieve goals, and the individual self-
confidence to put the effort needed into the new business. The results show that none 
of these variables are associated with a higher probability of opportunity entrepre-
neurship relative to necessity entrepreneurship. Most proxies exhibit a negative and 
statistically significant association with opportunity entrepreneurship, suggesting 
that these cultural-cognitive proxies may be more closely related to necessity-driven 
entrepreneurial activity within our sample.

In Model 3, we also tested the interaction between the cultural-cognitive and 
regulative dimensions, specifically between effort self-confidence and financial sup-
port. The interaction term is positive and marginally significant (β = 0.231, p < 0.1), 
suggesting that higher self-confidence may moderate the negative effect of financial 
support on the likelihood of being an opportunity entrepreneur. Figure  2 presents 
the predicted probability of being an opportunity entrepreneur as a function of per-
ceived Financial Support (regulative dimension), conditional on three levels of effort 
self-confidence (cultural-cognitive dimension): low, medium, and high. Across all 
effort self-confidence levels, the plot reveals a negative slope, indicating that higher 
perceived financial support is associated with a lower likelihood of opportunity entre-
preneurship relative to necessity entrepreneurship. However, the interaction pattern 
suggests that this negative association is less pronounced among individuals with 
higher effort self-confidence. For those with medium or high effort self-confidence, 
the decline in predicted probability is more moderate, pointing to a buffering or mod-
erating effect: effort self-confidence may mitigate the potentially discouraging influ-
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Variables N Mean Std 
Dev

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

(1) 
Necessity/
Opportu-
nity

1.000

(2R) Gov-
ernment 
support

4155 2.97 1.29 0.004 1.000

(3R) 
Financial 
support

4155 3.22 1.30 -
0.058*

0.396* 1.000

(4 N) 
Sup-
port for 
success

4155 2.171 1.063 -
0.094*

0.209* 0.211* 1.000

(5 N) 
Risk-
taking

4155 2.395 1.152 -
0.061*

0.239* 0.185* 0.528* 1.000

(6 N) 
Creativity

4155 2.287 1.096 -
0.033*

0.239* 0.219* 0.511* 0.641* 1.000

(7 N) 
Responsi-
bility

4155 2.026 0.938 -
0.031*

0.189* 0.178* 0.464* 0.429* 0.486* 1.000

(8 N) 
Support 
for young 
entrepre-
neurs

4155 2.873 1.308 -
0.027*

0.272* 0.255* 0.366* 0.451* 0.433* 0.344* 1.000

(9 N) 
Support 
from 
groups

4155 2.724 1.206 -0.015 0.388* 0.368* 0.225* 0.323* 0.303* 0.258* 0.355*

(10 N) 
Role 
models 
- friends

4155 3.044 1.186 -
0.044*

0.061* 0.071* 0.176* 0.203* 0.218* 0.174* 0.202*

(11 N) 
Role 
models 
- relatives

4155 3.208 1.204 -
0.030*

0.095* 0.074* 0.130* 0.141* 0.143* 0.106* 0.177*

(12 C) 
Previous 
experience

4269 10.748 12.576 -0.016 0.010 -0.014 0.053* 0.038* 0.022 0.036* 0.089*

(13 C) 
Skills 
self-confi-
dence

4269 1.494 0.613 -
0.039*

0.012 0.001 0.058* 0.078* 0.076* 0.041* 0.036*

(14 C) 
Entre-
preneur 
goals

4269 1.569 0.776 -
0.032*

0.029* 0.006 0.052* 0.115* 0.083* 0.060* 0.022

Table 2  Correlation matrix and descriptive statistics
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ence of external financial support. Although confidence intervals overlap, indicating 
statistically modest differences, the visual trend aligns with the marginally significant 
interaction term found in the regression model (p < 0.1). Overall, the figure supports 
the idea that cultural-cognitive attributes, such as self-confidence, play a meaningful 
role in how individuals respond to institutional conditions.

Regarding control variables, results show that if the level of education is a bache-
lor’s (p < 0.1), master’s (p < 0.05) or postgraduate degree (p < 0.05), the probability of 
opportunity entrepreneurship increases in comparison to necessity entrepreneurship.

Variables N Mean Std 
Dev

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

(15 C) 
Risk 
aversion

4269 2.812 1.195 -0.000 0.017 0.010 -0.008 0.029* 0.033* 0.031* 0.040*

(16 C) 
Effort 
self-confi-
dence

4269 1.439 0.567 -
0.053*

0.080* 0.050* 0.033* 0.038* 0.046* 0.040* 0.050*

Variables N Mean Std 
Dev

(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

(9 N) 
Support 
from 
groups

4155 2.724 1.206 1.000

(10 N) 
Role 
models 
friends

4155 3.044 1.186 0.100* 1.000

(11 N) 
Role 
models 
relatives

4155 3.208 1.204 0.082* 0.297* 1.000

(12 C) 
Previous 
experience

4269 10.748 12.576 0.052* -0.025 0.041* 1.000

(13 C) 
Skills 
self-confi-
dence

4269 1.494 0.613 0.040* 0.059* 0.092* -
0.144*

1.000

(14 C) 
Entre-
preneur 
goals

4269 1.569 0.776 0.061* 0.107* 0.085* -
0.251*

0.487* 1.000

(15 C) 
Risk 
aversion

4269 2.812 1.195 0.033* 0.086* 0.025 0.012 0.103* 0.126* 1.000

(16 C) 
Effort 
self-confi-
dence

4269 1.439 0.567 0.039* 0.024 0.063* -
0.068*

0.480* 0.377* 0.086* 1.000

*Shows significance at the 90% level

Table 2  (continued) 
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Variables Operationalization (1) (2) (3)
M1 M2 M3

Dependent Opportunity vs. Necessity
Government support 0.062 0.063

(0.131) (0.131)
Financial support -0.111 -0.476*

(0.106) (0.248)
Normative 
dimension

Support for success -0.447*** -0.426***
(0.139) (0.139)

Risk-taking -0.279** -0.295**
(0.140) (0.140)

Support for young entrepreneurs 0.165 0.161
(0.128) (0.127)

Creativity 0.101 0.103
(0.174) (0.173)

Responsibility -0.025 -0.020
(0.168) (0.168)

Support from groups 0.049 0.062
(0.131) (0.129)

Role models - friends -0.174 -0.168
(0.125) (0.124)

Role models - relatives 0.035 0.043
(0.133) (0.133)

Cultural-cognitive 
dimension

Know entrepreneur -0.240*** -0.241***
(0.075) (0.075)

Previous experience -0.022** -0.022**
(0.011) (0.011)

Effort self-confidence -0.501* -1.296**
(0.283) (0.608)

Entrepreneur goals -0.353* -0.367**
(0.187) (0.187)

Risk aversion -0.020 -0.015
(0.125) (0.125)

Control variables Age -0.024*** -0.018*** -0.019***
(0.009) (0.011) (0.011)

Gender -0.668* -0.672* -0.679*
(0.292) (0.315) (0.316)

Education level. Some school
High school degree 2.816 3.856 3.806

(3.190) (3.307) (3.316)
Technical or vocational degree 4.206 4.984 4.890

(3.129) (3.343) (3.351)
Some college 5.607* 5.168* 5.125*

(3.156) (3.308) (3.317)
Community college degree 5.815* 5.070 5.036

(3.127) (3.357) (3.365)
Bachelor’s degree 5.663* 5.845* 5.817*

(3.167) (3.313) (3.321)
Some graduate training 6.484** 4.584 4.556

(3.131) (3.375) (3.383)
Master’s degree 5.476* 6.885** 6.841**

(3.189) (3.376) (3.382)
Law, MD, PhD, EDD, degree 7.797 *** 6.799** 6.822**

(3.187) (3.418) (3.425)
Entrepreneurial parents 0.929*** 0.825*** 0.805***

(0.279) (0.299) (0.302)
Interaction be-
tween institutional 
dimensions

Effort self-confidence X Financial support
(cultural-cognitive and regulative)

0.240*
(0.145)

Table 3  Panel logit model
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4.2  Survival analysis

As we mentioned before, after the binary logistic model, we conducted a survival 
analysis in order to test the hypotheses H4, H5a, H5b, and H5c related to the influ-
ence of the type of motivation (opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship) and insti-
tutional dimensions on entrepreneurial activity persistence. As robustness checks for 
the obtained results, we measured the event of failure and included different control 
variables. The checks yielded consistent results.

For the non-parametric analysis, in Fig.  3, we plot smoothed hazard estimates 
over time for the two types of entrepreneurs according to their motives for starting 
the business. Due to the curves following a parallel trajectory, the hazard rate is pro-
portional over time, and the Cox proportional hazard model is adequate (Cleves et 
al. 2016).

Using the Kaplan–Meier (KM) estimator, we calculate the unconditional prob-
ability of an entrepreneur surviving beyond time. Figure 4 compares the estimated 
survivor function of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs without controlling 
for differences in their observed and unobserved characteristics. The curves show 
minimal divergence, and the difference is not statistically significant according to 
the log-rank test (χ² = 0.57, p = 0.448). Based on this result, we do not find empirical 
support for Hypothesis 4, as the type of entrepreneurial motivation does not appear to 
significantly influence venture survival.

Following the analysis of entrepreneurial motivation and survival (H4), we now 
turn to examine how institutional dimensions influence survival outcomes more 
broadly. Hypotheses H5a, H5b, and H5c explore the direct effects of regulative and 
normative support, as well as their interaction with cultural-cognitive traits, on the 
probability of venture survival.

Table 4 shows how institutional dimensions influence the survival of the new firms, 
independent of the type of entrepreneurship. Although the regulative dimension does 
not influence the type of entrepreneurship, regarding H5a, the positive governmental 
support for entrepreneurship has a positive influence on the survival of the firm (dis-
engagement is less likely because of the negative coefficient). This result is statisti-
cally significant, with a confidence of 99%. Although there is a counterintuitive result 
with the support of the financial system, which is that when this kind of support is 
higher, the likelihood of the new firm disengaging increases; this result is also statisti-
cally significant at 95% confidence. Regarding H5b, we found that when individuals 
rely on their entrepreneurial effort (Effort self-confidence) and there is a culture that 
supports success, the probability of the new firm surviving decreases, and the result 

Variables Operationalization (1) (2) (3)
M1 M2 M3

Constant 6.578*** 3.655 3.258
(0.835) (3.346) (3.454)

ln(σ²u) 2.929*** 2.862*** 2.852***
-0.16 -0.158 -0.159

Observations 3792 3792 3792
ρ (intra-class corr.) 0.850 0.839 0.840

Standard errors in parentheses * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Table 3  (continued) 
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is statistically significant (p < 0.01), which does not support H5b. Finally, empiri-
cal evidence supports the H5c after running different models of interaction between 
cultural-cognitive and regulative dimensions proxies. We found that the probability 
of disengagement decreases with 90% confidence when the individual’s effort into 
the new company is supported by a financial system favorable to entrepreneurship.

The global test of the proportional-hazards assumption in Table 5 is not statisti-
cally significant. Therefore, we do not reject the assumption of proportional hazards. 
It means there is no evidence that the proportional-hazards assumption has been vio-
lated; consequently, survival analysis is adequate for the overall model.

5  Discussion

The regulative dimension does not exhibit the expected positive association with 
opportunity entrepreneurship, contrary to prior studies (Fuentelsaz et al. 2015; 
Angulo-Guerrero et al. 2017). This result warrants careful interpretation. One plausi-
ble explanation lies in the limited variance of perceived regulatory conditions within 
the PSED II dataset. Since the sample comprises nascent entrepreneurs across all 50 
U.S. states, embedded within a largely uniform federal legal framework, individual 
assessments of government support, legal clarity, or bureaucratic burden tend to 
cluster around consistently high values, standard deviation < 0.6 on a five-point scale 
(Reynolds and Curtin 2008). This interpretation is consistent with previous analyses 

Fig. 2  Predicted Probability of Opportunity Entrepreneurship by Financial Support and Effort Self-
confidence Levels
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using the same data, which found that perceived regulatory barriers were not signifi-
cantly associated with venture continuation or success (Kwapisz 2019). In contrast, 
studies that do report a positive influence of the regulative dimension typically draw 
on international datasets, such as the Country Institutional Profiles applied across 
multiple OECD economies (Busenitz et al. 2000) or various GEM panel studies 
(Stenholm et al. 2013; Amorós et al. 2019), where institutional heterogeneity is much 
greater. In environments where the baseline legal infrastructure is already highly sup-
portive, as in the U.S. context, subtle differences in regulatory perception may have 
limited salience. Under such conditions, normative and cultural-cognitive dimensions 
appear to play a more decisive role in shaping opportunity recognition. Nonetheless, 
previous research suggests that specific regulations can shape entrepreneurial types 
(Coeurderoy and Murray 2008). For example, in the case of the hospitality sector, the 
regulative dimension positively influences opportunity entrepreneurs but negatively 
affects necessity entrepreneurs (Li et al. 2020). Regarding immigrant entrepreneur-
ship, the regulative dimension has a negative effect on opportunity entrepreneurship 
(García-Cabrera et al. 2020). These findings highlight the importance of conducting 
more targeted studies that examine how regulatory frameworks affect different sec-
tors and minority groups.

Additionally, our results show a negative effect of financial support on firm sur-
vival. This counterintuitive outcome suggests that public or private financial aid, 
when not complemented by strategic guidance or capacity-building mechanisms, 
may lead to overdependence or inefficient resource use. In this sense, future research 
should broaden the operational scope of the regulative dimension to include not only 

Fig. 3  Smoothed hazard estimates for the new business according to the type of motivation.
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entrepreneurship support from government and financial support, but also the avail-
ability of new technologies (Lekovic and Maric 2017; Johansson et al. 2021), which 
are often accessed through venture capital and knowledge exchange (Stenholm et al. 
2013; Naiki and Ogane 2022). These elements can enhance the effectiveness of finan-
cial assistance by increasing the strategic capabilities of new ventures. For instance, 
policy interventions may be more impactful when embedded in broader innovation 
ecosystems that promote triple helix collaboration among governments, firms, and 
universities. Such integrated approaches can reinforce the long-term sustainability 
of both opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs (Wurth et al. 2022), enabling, for 
instance, the evolution of ex-ante necessity entrepreneurs into opportunity-driven 
profiles over time (Bourlès and Cozarenco 2018, p. 951).

Previous literature considered education as a proxy of informal institutions to 
explain entrepreneurship (Schillo et al. 2016) and entrepreneurship survival (Cabrer-
Borrás and Rico 2018). In this study, it could be considered a proxy of the cultural-
cognitive dimension. Although we analyze this variable as a control, it is not an 
institution directly related to entrepreneurship. However, the results related to the 
influence of each educational level on the type of entrepreneurial activity and sur-
vival are essential because of their practical implications. One of the most remarkable 
results when comparing the two models is that the level of education that influences 
the type of entrepreneurship differs from the type of education that is statistically 
significant in explaining the survival function.

Fig. 4  Estimated levels of survival according to the type of motivation, using Kaplan-Meier
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Variables Operationalisation (1) (2) (3)
M1 M2 M3

Independent Opportunity/Necessity 0.074
(0.162)

Government support -0.162*** -0.161*** -0.138***
(0.040) (0.038) (0.039)

Regulative 
dimension

Financial support 0.061 0.075* 0.198**

(0.043) (0.041) (0.082)
Normative 
Dimension

Support for success 0.018 -0.028 -0.302**
(0.066) (0.063) (0.147)

Risk-taking -0.018 0.031 0.040
(0.065) (0.059) (0.059)

Creativity 0.105 0.104* 0.109*
(0.067) (0.063) (0.062)

Responsibility -0.173** -0.138** -0.132**
(0.069) (0.066) (0.066)

Support for young entrepreneurs 0.122** 0.088* 0.094*
(0.059) (0.048) (0.049)

Support from groups -0.085 -0.082* -0.101**
(0.052) (0.050) (0.050)

Role models - friends 0.085* 0.075* 0.075*
(0.045) (0.043) (0.043)

Role models - relatives -0.110** -0.120*** -0.128***
(0.048) (0.045) (0.046)

Cultural-cognitive 
dimension

Previous experience -0.022*** -0.020*** -0.019***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Skills self-confidence 0.109 0.088 -0.297
(0.084) (0.081) (0.207)

Effort Self-confidence -0.155* -0.129 0.156
(0.084) (0.079) (0.180)

Risk aversion 0.086* 0.090** 0.080*
(0.045) (0.043) (0.043)

Control variables Education level. Some school
High school degree -0.095 -0.005 -0.008

(0.263) (0.253) (0.254)
Technical or vocational degree 0.510 0.583* 0.628**

(0.333) (0.314) (0.316)
Some college -0.168 0.012 0.009

(0.257) (0.244) (0.245)
Community college degree -0.597* -0.465 -0.502

(0.337) (0.320) (0.321)
Bachelor’s degree -0.144 0.021 0.016

(0.259) (0.246) (0.247)
Some graduate training -0.256 -0.213 -0.234

(0.358) (0.347) (0.346)
Master’s degree -0.536* -0.450 -0.504*

(0.302) (0.287) (0.288)
Law, MD, PhD, EDD, degree 0.255 0.444 0.449

(0.451) (0.426) (0.427)
Entrepreneurial parents -0.020 0.010 0.029

(0.115) (0.108) (0.109)
Relationship be-
tween institutional 
dimensions

Skills self-confidence X
Support for success (cultural-cognitive and 
normative)

0.171**

(0.084)
Effort self-confidence X Financial support 
(cultural-cognitive and regulative)

-0.075*

(0.044)

Table 4  Survival analysis and institutional dimensions
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We found that support from society (normative dimension) facilitates necessity 
entrepreneurship compared to opportunity entrepreneurship. Although this finding 
does not support H2, it demonstrates an interesting pattern that confirms the questions 
raised by Langevang et al. (2012), who highlight the complexity of entrepreneurial 
motivation and the variety of future aspirations. For this reason, even entrepreneurs 
starting their business out of necessity, their aspiration may be to turn it into a high-
impact new venture.

The proxies regarding individual experience, perceptions about skills and self-
confidence to put effort into the new venture, which is related to the cultural-cogni-
tive dimension, decrease the probability of opportunity entrepreneurship compared 
to necessity. This result does not align with prior literature that indicates the positive 
relationship between the cultural-cognitive dimension and opportunity entrepreneur-
ship (Boudreaux et al. 2019). Moreover, the results regarding the positive perceptions 
of skills that increase the probability of necessity entrepreneurship support the recent 
study by Li et al. (2020), which argues the same. Along these lines, the institutional 
variables that influence the type of entrepreneurship differ significantly from the vari-
ables that determine the survival of new companies. While the regulative dimension 
does not influence entrepreneurship by opportunity or necessity, survival is influ-
enced negatively by the government’s support and positively by the financial system.

The finding that regulative dimension (financial support) influences firm survival 
but does not significantly affect opportunity entrepreneurship calls for deeper theoret-
ical interpretation. While such support mechanisms can reduce early-stage business 
risks, they may not necessarily stimulate innovative or opportunity-driven behavior. 
Drawing on resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978), one explana-
tion is that entrepreneurs who access public support may become reliant on exter-
nal structures, which promotes stability and continuity but potentially reduces the 
incentive to pursue riskier, opportunity-based ventures. This dynamic suggests that 
supportive regulative environments can buffer failure without necessarily expanding 
entrepreneurial ambition. Even in the U.S. context, institutional asymmetries, such 
as uneven access to quality programs or sector-specific constraints, may help explain 
why survival is enhanced while opportunity entrepreneurship remains unaffected.

Time χ2 df Prob>χ2

Global
Test

18.15 25 0.8361

Table 5  Test of the proportion-
al-hazards assumption
 

Variables Operationalisation (1) (2) (3)
M1 M2 M3

Constant -1.522*** -1.581*** -1.484***
(0.396) (0.357) (0.489)

Shape parameter (p) 1.327*** 1.331*** 1.343***
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Observations 477 477 477
Standard errors in parentheses * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 - The shape parameter (p) is computed as exp(ln(p)). 
Standard errors are based on the log-scale estimates reported by the model

Table 4  (continued) 
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There is no difference between the survival of necessity and opportunity entre-
preneurship. This result explains how entrepreneurs with a strong cultural-cognitive 
dimension, such as high self-confidence in skills, can turn necessity entrepreneurship 
into a sustainable business. Furthermore, in this type of case, it does not matter the 
initial motives of the new business. This result discusses the results of prior literature 
that has found that entrepreneurship by opportunity has a better chance of survival 
than entrepreneurship by necessity (Amit and Muller 1995; Caliendo and Kritikos 
2010; Cabrer-Borrás and Rico 2018). At the same time, our empirical analysis con-
firms the results of Bourlès and Cozarenco (2018) regarding the lack of differences 
between survival considering motivation. Also, results show that necessity entrepre-
neurs with more experience than opportunity entrepreneurs face fewer problems with 
fundraising. These findings invite a broader reflection on the role of institutions in 
shaping entrepreneurial dynamics. The lack of support for several hypotheses, rather 
than representing empirical noise, points to a more complex institutional logic, in 
which the effects of each dimension are contingent on their interplay with individual 
attributes and ecosystemic conditions. This suggests that institutional influence is 
not linear nor uniformly enabling, but shaped by sector, geographical location and 
cultural context.

The result that does not support H5b is interesting because the coefficient is 
statistically significant but with the opposite sign. This result shows that when an 
individual has a good perception of their skills and this confidence is moderated 
by favorable normative dimension (perception of the social norms supporting new 
business creation), the probability of failure increases. It may be due to the excess 
of confidence of the individual that may not correspond to reality, which is encour-
aged by society, which leads the individual to fail; this overconfidence is an aspect 
addressed in previous studies (Invernizzi et al. 2017). This result is particularly rel-
evant because it illustrates how institutional forces, when aligned with strong internal 
perceptions, can produce unintended consequences. In the case of H5b, rather than 
reinforcing venture viability, the simultaneous presence of strong normative encour-
agement and high self-confidence may create an illusion of preparedness or inevita-
bility of success. This alignment might lower critical evaluation and risk assessment, 
ultimately increasing the probability of failure. Such a pattern supports emerging 
research on the “dark side” of institutional support, where favorable environments 
may over-legitimize fragile entrepreneurial efforts. On the contrary, the probability of 
surviving increases when the regulative dimension moderates the cultural-cognitive 
dimension. Specifically, when the support of banks and investors for those starting 
new businesses moderates the effort that the individual puts into the new venture, 
this result explains the importance of the interaction between the institutional dimen-
sions before running the regression with the interaction term; the cultural-cognitive 
dimension regarding effort self-confidence was not statistically significant. This con-
trast between H5b and H5c underscores that institutional support is not inherently 
positive; its effect depends on how it interacts with the cultural-cognitive dimension. 
While strong social norms may reinforce overconfidence, financial support aligned 
with personal effort seems to foster more sustainable outcomes.

While this study is grounded in the institutional approach, it is important to rec-
ognize that institutional elements interact within broader entrepreneurial ecosystems. 
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As highlighted by Wurth et al. (2022), these ecosystems comprise interdependent 
actors and institutional configurations that co-evolve over time. From this perspec-
tive, institutional dimensions (regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive) may 
produce differentiated effects depending on how they are embedded within local eco-
system dynamics, such as access to talent, market maturity, and other factors.

6  Implications and conclusions

6.1  Theoretical implications

The main objective of this study was to analyze the institutional dimensions (regula-
tive, normative and cultural-cognitive) that influence both opportunity and necessity 
entrepreneurship and their survival. From a theoretical perspective, our contributions 
can be summarized as follows. First, it reveals that institutional dimensions influence 
opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship in differentiated ways, going beyond the 
discussion of which motivation leads to desirable entrepreneurship, questioning the 
notion that institutional support benefits all entrepreneurs equally (Block and Sand-
ner 2009; Naiki and Ogane 2022). Second, it broadens the institutional approach by 
incorporating survival as a key outcome, shifting attention from entry dynamics to the 
long-term viability of ventures (Belda and Cabrer-Borrás 2018). This also responds 
to prior calls for longitudinal analyses in the field (Bağış et al. 2024). Third, while 
interactions among institutional dimensions are increasingly explored, this analysis 
contributes to that discussion by showing how institutional forces can sometimes 
interact or compensate for one another (Lopez et al. 2025; Alvarez et al. 2025). Spe-
cifically, our results highlight how the cultural-cognitive dimension—often framed as 
the space of individual agency and interpretation —is itself shaped by the surround-
ing normative and regulative conditions. For example, strong normative support, 
when combined with certain elements of the cultural-cognitive dimension, may unin-
tentionally amplify overconfidence and increase the likelihood of failure (Invernizzi 
et al. 2017). Conversely, when the effort invested by the entrepreneur is supported by 
favorable financial conditions (regulative dimension), survival prospects improve, 
highlighting a positive synergy. These findings suggest that institutional support does 
not operate in a linear or uniformly positive manner; this supports a more relational 
and interdependent view of institutions, where the effectiveness of one dimension is 
contingent on the configuration of others (Bağış et al. 2024).

6.2  Policy implications

The results show that, on the one hand, there are differences in the institutional dimen-
sions that influence the likelihood of necessity or opportunity entrepreneurship. This 
allows us to go beyond generic recommendations and propose differentiated policy 
responses grounded in the specific institutional mechanisms. First, the differentiated 
effects of institutional dimensions on opportunity versus necessity entrepreneurship 
suggest the need for targeted and nuanced support strategies. For example, while 
financial support positively affects survival, it is negatively associated with oppor-
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tunity entrepreneurship. This apparent paradox suggests that financial aid, in isola-
tion, may inadvertently attract necessity entrepreneurs or even reduce the perceived 
challenge for opportunity-driven profiles. Therefore, financial instruments should be 
paired with mechanisms that stimulate autonomy, strategic planning, and innovation, 
such as milestone-based funding or embedded mentoring, especially for opportunity-
oriented ventures.

At the same time, the normative dimension appears to reinforce necessity entre-
preneurship, which raises the question of how social legitimacy and cultural values 
shape the type of ventures individuals pursue. In highly supportive environments, 
entrepreneurship can become a default path rather than a strategically chosen one, 
potentially triggering survival-oriented ventures without robust foundations. Public 
campaigns that celebrate not just entrepreneurial activity but sustainable and pur-
poseful ventures could help reshape these narratives.

One of the most policy-relevant findings is the dual role of education. While 
higher education levels are positively associated with opportunity entrepreneurship, 
technical and vocational training appear more strongly related to survival. This sug-
gests that fostering high-potential entrepreneurship is not just a matter of increasing 
access to university education, but of building hybrid educational models that com-
bine entrepreneurial vision with operational capability. Programs in secondary and 
tertiary education should integrate practical business management skills, financial 
literacy, and strategic decision-making alongside innovation and creativity. More-
over, the results call attention to a less intuitive insight: social and cultural support, 
though generally perceived as positive, can also produce unintended consequences. 
Our analysis shows that in individuals with high self-confidence, strong normative 
support may amplify overconfidence, reducing survival. This implies that policies 
promoting entrepreneurship culture should be accompanied by measures that culti-
vate critical reflection, risk awareness, and informed decision-making. Entrepreneur-
ial ecosystems should aim not only to inspire but also to prepare, especially those 
entrepreneurs with fewer resources. Finally, the positive interaction between finan-
cial support and self-confidence in predicting survival highlights the importance of 
coordinated policy design. Entrepreneurs with strong internal resources benefit more 
from external support, but only when both align. This suggests a need for stage-sen-
sitive and profile-aware support mechanisms that adapt over time rather than offering 
one-size-fits-all solutions (Alvarez et al. 2025).

In sum, our findings advocate for an institutional logic of policy: one that does not 
assume “more support” is always better, but asks which type of support, for whom, at 
what stage, and under which conditions.

6.3  Limitations and future research

As with all studies, our research has certain limitations that present valuable oppor-
tunities for exploration in future investigations. There is a limitation regarding the 
data, given that the study cannot be generalized to contexts different from the United 
States, since the database obtained thanks to the PSED II project is still in its initial 
stage in other countries. Several suggestions are offered for future studies. First, com-
parative studies between different countries should be conducted. It is evident that the 
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result of the influence of the institutional dimensions in entrepreneurship, especially 
the regulative dimension, has differences according to the type of new business that 
is analyzed and the sample used. This type of result precisely shows the need for 
comparative and specific studies. Second, conduct a multilevel analysis considering 
variables at the regional level for normative and regulative dimensions, which are 
not available for the regions in this study. This study presents different proxies for 
measuring institutional dimensions, and some of them are statistically significant in 
explaining entrepreneurship by opportunity and necessity; however, these variables 
must continue to be validated for other samples. Likewise, we made an effort to 
analyze the interaction between the institutional dimensions. However, this line of 
research still has much potential to explore. Finally, the integration of the institutional 
dimensions framework with entrepreneurial ecosystem research presents a promising 
direction for enhancing our understanding of the cultural-cognitive dimension within 
entrepreneurship.
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