
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

University of Southern Denmark

Social support timing and persistence in nascent entrepreneurship

exploring when instrumental and emotional support is most effective
Klyver, Kim; Honig, Benson; Steffens, Paul

Published in:
Small Business Economics

DOI:
10.1007/s11187-017-9964-5

Publication date:
2018

Document version:
Accepted manuscript

Citation for pulished version (APA):
Klyver, K., Honig, B., & Steffens, P. (2018). Social support timing and persistence in nascent entrepreneurship:
exploring when instrumental and emotional support is most effective. Small Business Economics, 51(3), 709-
734. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9964-5

Go to publication entry in University of Southern Denmark's Research Portal

Terms of use
This work is brought to you by the University of Southern Denmark.
Unless otherwise specified it has been shared according to the terms for self-archiving.
If no other license is stated, these terms apply:

            • You may download this work for personal use only.
            • You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
            • You may freely distribute the URL identifying this open access version
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details and we will investigate your claim.
Please direct all enquiries to puresupport@bib.sdu.dk

Download date: 23. May. 2023

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9964-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-017-9964-5
https://portal.findresearcher.sdu.dk/en/publications/b7a27bd6-daf8-45c7-a8bd-3fbac10b8e2b


Social Support Timing and Persistence in Nascent Entrepreneurship: Exploring When 

Instrumental and Emotional Support is Most Effective 

 

 

Professor Kim Klyver 
University of Southern Denmark 

Engstien 1, 6000 Kolding 
Denmark 

kkl@sam.sdu.dk 
+45 6550 1463 

 
Professor Benson Honig 

McMaster University, DeGroote School of Business 
1280 Main Street West, Hamilton, Ontario L8S4M4 

Canada 
bhonig@mcmaster.ca 

Honorary Professor, University of Southern Denmark 
Engstien 1, 6000 Kolding 

Denmark 
 

Professor Paul Steffens 
University of Adelaide, Entrepreneurship, Commercialisation and Innovation Centre 

10 Pulteney Street, South Australia 5005 
Australia 

paul.steffens@adelaide.edu.au 
 
 
 

Klyver, K., Honig, B., & Steffens, P. (2018). Social support timing and persistence in nascent 
entrepreneurship: exploring when instrumental and emotional support is most effective. Small Business 
Economics, 51(3), 709-734. 

 
 

  

mailto:kkl@sam.sdu.dk
mailto:bhonig@mcmaster.ca
mailto:paul.steffens@adelaide.edu.au


Social Support Timing and Persistence in Nascent Entrepreneurship: Exploring When 
Instrumental and Emotional Support is Most Effective 

ABSTRACT 

This paper investigates how the timing of social support, both emotional and instrumental support, 

affects entrepreneurial persistence of nascent entrepreneurs. Drawing on social support theory, we 

hypothesize that the effectiveness of support depends on when, during the venture development 

process (number of gestation activities completed), it is provided. We also propose that the impact 

of social support depends on when during the entrepreneur’s life stage (age) that support is made 

available. Testing our hypotheses using a longitudinal dataset of nascent entrepreneurs, we find that 

emotional support is most relevant earlier on during venture development, while instrumental 

support is most relevant for entrepreneurs who begin their businesses in earlier life stages. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Entrepreneurial scholars continue to grapple with factors explaining outcomes in nascent 

entrepreneurship, frequently employing measures of network structure in order to examine the 

relationships that are most likely to yield success (Bosma et al. 2004; Samuelsson and Davidsson 

2009; Klyver and Schenkel 2013; Santarelli and Tran 2013). However, while prior research 

demonstrates that network structure provides essential information and knowledge critical to startup 

activities, it fails to address the important question of factors leading to the individual 

entrepreneur’s emotional condition (Cardon et al. 2012; Hmieleski and Baron 2009). This is 

important because not only does a person’s emotional condition affect their ability to engage in 

nascent activities, but it also influences their ability to effectively and efficiently absorb new 

information (Baron et al. 2012; Foo et al. 2009; Patzelt and Shepherd 2011). Framed as social 

support theory, this is the broad research gap we address in this paper.  

Entrepreneurial activities involve both risk taking and stress, as well as the processing of new 

knowledge and information. Similar risk and stress prone situations have been shown to benefit 

from social support, including military activities (Gottman et al. 2011), extreme sports (Kristiansen 

and Roberts 2010), and illness and job loss (Cobb 1976).  An individual’s emotional wellbeing 

derived from emotional support may be a critical element to their persistence, impacting their 

ability to absorb instrumental knowledge, leading to the eventual success of their entrepreneurial 

activities (Cardon et al.  2012; Bledow et al. 2013; Toegel et al. 2013). Despite some evidence 

suggesting that emotional welfare and challenges are evident in entrepreneurial activities, including 

accounts of family stress (Davis and Harveston 1999), research examining the relationship between 

social support and entrepreneurship has been scant, though beginning to emerge. For example, Kim 

et al. (2013) examine social support with a focus on where the support originates (the task-role 



relationship).  We supplement this work by examining the issue of timing (Ancona et al. 2001; 

Kunisch et al. 2017) for both instrumental and emotional support in terms of both venture 

development timing (number of gestation activities completed) and life stage timing (age of the 

entrepreneur). We define emotional support as listening and providing empathy, and instrumental 

support as tangible assistance aimed at solving problems (Adams et al. 1996; McIntosh 1991; 

Suurmeijer et al. 1995; McGuire 2007). These kinds of support are of particular interest because 

entrepreneurship is a socially embedded activity that extends well beyond the acquisition of 

functional knowledge and information, existing in a socially constructed realm (Downing 2005).  

We maintain that social support, particularly when delivered at the appropriate critical periods, can 

enhance individual capacity to absorb new information, essentially sustaining the stressful hours 

often required of entrepreneurs facing socially constructed obstacles (Chay 1993).   

Thus, nascent entrepreneurs are embedded in social structures that simultaneously enhance and 

restrict their startup attempts through the social support or resources available to them (e.g., Birley 

1986; Davidsson and Honig 2003; Arenius and De Clercq 2005; Hanlon and Saunders 2007; Kim et 

al. 2013; Light and Dana 2013). Consistent with previous research, we maintain that instrumental 

and emotional support positively affect entrepreneurial persistence in such attempts (Hanlon and 

Saunders 2007; Kim et al. 2013). Second, we propose that the type of social support that is 

beneficial varies between the early and late periods of nascent entrepreneurship (Jacobson 1986). 

The impact of any concurrent instrumental and emotional support on entrepreneurial persistence 

depends on the advancement in the startup (number of gestation activities) and when, according to 

advancement, the support is received (DeTienne et al. 2008). Specifically, we maintain that 

entrepreneurs early in the startup process who have completed fewer gestation activities gain more 

benefit from emotional support compared with entrepreneurs late in the startup process, who have 

completed more gestation activities. Conversely, we predict that entrepreneurs late in the startup 



process gain more benefit from instrumental support compared with entrepreneurs early in the 

startup process. This critical nuance represents an important contribution to the literature.   

Further, our life-stage focus incorporates evidence as to how individuals vary across age cohorts as 

they either cope or require instrumental and emotional support (Carstensen 1995). We argue that 

older entrepreneurs in later life stages benefit less from instrumental and emotional support than 

younger entrepreneurs in earlier life stages, but for different reasons. Older entrepreneurs through 

life experience have developed more human capital that may render instrumental support redundant. 

Since older entrepreneurs are also better able to regulate and control their emotions, they are less 

influenced by emotional states and external emotional support. In contrast, younger entrepreneurs 

with less human capital who are also less experienced in controlling their emotions may be more 

positively influenced by external instrumental and emotional support. We begin with a theoretical 

discussion, before introducing our model, data, analysis, and discussion of the results.  

THEORY 

2.1 Social Networks, Social Support, and Firm Emergence 

Entrepreneurship is an inherently social process in which entrepreneurs heavily rely on their social 

surroundings to succeed (Aldrich and Ruef 2006; Starr and Macmillan 1990; Gedajlovic et al. 

2013). The social nature of entrepreneurship has been approached in various ways, generally 

relying on the assumption that entrepreneurs access various resources or support from their social 

environment, which they apply in their startup effort (Elfring and Hulsink 2003; Hanlon and 

Saunders 2007; Bastie et al. 2013; Schott and Sedaghat 2013; Li et al. 2015). While some 

scholarship focuses on the structural and relational characteristics of entrepreneurs’ social networks 

and how they affect entrepreneurship (Burt 2000; Greve and Salaff 2003), other work examines 

what types of resources and social support has been exchanged between entrepreneurs and their 



environment (Birley 1986; Jenssen and Koenig 2002; Li et al. 2015; Rooks et al. 2016). Although 

various outcomes have been examined, our focus in this paper is on nascent entrepreneurship (Katz 

and Gartner 1988). While not exhaustive, Table 1 provides a review of a number of important 

studies that examine how social networks and social support or networking activities have affected 

nascent entrepreneurship, based on at least two waves of data collections.  

-------------------- 

Insert Table 1 

-------------------- 

Several issues become evident from this review relevant for this study. While previous studies 

reveal overall optimism regarding the “network success hypothesis” introduced by Brüderl and 

Preisendörfer (1998), it is also evident that the results are not convincing and not at all consistent 

(Gedajlovic et al. 2013). While some studies provided optimistic empirical results (Davidsson and 

Honig 2003; Samuelsson and Davidsson 2009; Newbert and Tornikoski 2012; Newbert et al. 2013; 

Kim et al. 2013; Kreiser et al. 2013), others were less successful and obtained both mixed results 

(Tornikoski and Newbert 2007), no effects (Kessler and Frank 2009) or negative effects (Tornikoski 

2009).  

Two indications and possible explanations of these inconsistencies are further identified from prior 

research. First, previous studies follow a relatively formalistic sociology, in which the attention is 

primarily on the structure of relations and networks with little or no consideration to their 

substantive content — studies prioritize structure over essence (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994), 

with few exceptions (Davidsson and Honig 2003; Samuelsson and Davidsson 2009). Network 

structure might be insufficient in understanding how social surroundings impact nascent 

entrepreneurship, and instead, a focus on what is actually exchanged in relationships may provide 

more insight. 



Second, we observe an increasing tendency to study the contingencies of social networks or social 

support effects. The early studies mainly investigated the main effects (e.g. Davidsson and Honig 

2003; Tornikoski and Newbert 2007), while the more current studies are interested in the 

contingencies of these effects (Newbert and Tornikoski 2012; Kreiser et al. 2013; Samuelsson and 

Davidsson 2009; Kim et al. 2013). While some scholarship examines aspects of social network 

dynamics (e.g. Newbert and Tornikoski 2012; Newbert et al. 2013; Kreiser et al. 2013), a focus on 

the timing and when social support is obtained has not yet been examined. Thus, looking at timing 

as a contingency of social support might help us understand how social surroundings impact firm 

emergence, including both venture development timing related to the venture and individual life 

stage timing.  

One way of studying firm emergence is to look at entrepreneurs’ persistence in the startup process. 

Holland and Shepherd (2013: 331) argue that “… persistence occurs when the entrepreneur chooses 

to continue with an entrepreneurial opportunity regardless of counterinfluences or enticing 

alternatives”. Prior research suggests that both individual characteristics, such as commitment 

(DeTienne et al. 2008), human capital (Dimov 2010), founder role identity (Hoang and Gimeno 

2010) as well as external factors including external feedback (Holland and Shepherd 2013) and 

social support (Kim et al. 2013), matter for entrepreneurial persistence. In this study, we are looking 

at entrepreneurial persistence in firm emergence.  

2.2 From Social Networks to Social Support 

While much research focusses on a formalistic sociological approach to the structure and/or 

relational characteristics of networks (e.g. Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994) our aim is to highlight the 

added contribution of social support theory in terms of its distinctiveness as well as existing 

parallels.  The historical roots of social support theory and social network theory are social 

psychology and sociology, respectively (Walker et al. 1993). Historically, social support theory 



focused on explaining how social support influences health, happiness, and longevity of life 

(Gottlieb and Bergen 2010), while social network analysis used the structural and relational 

characteristics of individuals’ social network to explain a broad range of behaviors and outcomes 

(Borgatti et al. 2009). Thus, while social support theory was interested in the content of what was 

exchanged (House 1981), social network theory was primarily interested in the structural and 

relational characteristic of the social environment (Wellman 1983; Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994).  

Later, these two theories were integrated and a tradition developed in which scholars study how 

different types of social support are obtained from social networks with various structural and 

relational characteristics, in an effort to explain the effects of a range of behavioral outcomes 

(Beggs et al. 1996; Agneessens et al. 2006). This development is also seen in organizational theory 

(Borgatti and Foster 2003), including the sociology of work (McGuire 2007) and in 

entrepreneurship (e.g., Kim et al. 2013). 

In this study, we rely on social support theory to investigate the effect of what is being exchanged 

during nascent entrepreneurship, regardless of the relational or structural embeddedness of this 

support.   Social support is a multi-dimensional perspective that includes not only the informational 

aspects commonly attributed to network theory, but also the emotional elements as well as temporal 

factors that are normally overlooked (Jacobson 1986; Gielnik et al. 2012). Thoits (1982: 147) 

defines social support as “… the degree to which a person’s basic needs are gratified through 

interaction with others. Basic needs include affection, esteem or approval, belonging, identity, and 

security”. Accordingly, it is an exchange of resources from a provider to an entrepreneur with the 

intention to help (Suurmeijer et al. 1995). Social support has been categorized in many different 

ways (House 1981; Wellman and Wortley 1990; Agneessens et al. 2006); however, the consensus is 

that social support can be conceptually understood as related to two dimensions: (1) whether social 

support is social-emotional versus instrumental and (2) whether social support is problem-oriented 



versus something continuously available (Suurmeijer et al. 1995; Tardy 1995; Gottlieb and Bergen 

2010). Further, social support is provided in networks that consist of family, close friends, 

neighbors, co-workers community, and professionals (Tardy 1985). It has been shown both 

conceptually and empirically that what is most important is not social support’s actual 

materialization but rather the perception of its value (Gottlieb and Bergen 2010). 

Considering our focus on entrepreneurs’ specific attempts and activities related to starting a 

business, we follow prior research on social support in entrepreneurship (Kim et al. 2013) and 

conceptualize social support as either perceived problem-oriented emotional support and/or 

perceived problem-oriented instrumental support (Suurmeijer et al. 1995; Tardy 1995). We define 

perceived problem-oriented instrumental support as tangible assistance aimed at solving problems 

and perceived problem-oriented emotional support as listening and providing empathy (Suurmeijer 

et al. 1995; McGuire 2007).  We are interested in the way in which they collectively affect firm 

emergence and specifically entrepreneurial persistence in firm emergence. 

Not all entrepreneurs benefit the same way from social support, as social support has been proven to 

be context dependent (e.g. Beggs et al. 1996; Newbert and Tornikoski 2012; Kreiser et al. 2013; 

Kim et al. 2013). While both emotional support and instrumental support are critical, they may not 

be equally important, and may be contextually dependent on the individual’s life stage as well as 

their gestation progress in the startup process.  For example, instrumental support may be less 

relevant to older or more experienced entrepreneurs, who are more likely to have already acquired 

critical knowledge, information, resources and abilities due to their previous experiences (Unger et 

al. 2011; Klyver and Schenkel 2013). Older and more experienced entrepreneurs may also benefit 

less from emotional support because they have learned to regulate and control emotions and affects. 

They have also developed extensive support systems that make them less dependent on emotional 

support to motivate their startup activities, compared to their younger cohorts who are less 



experienced at regulating emotions and affects (Löckenhoff and Carstensen 2004). Our theoretical 

model is depicted in Figure 1.  

-------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 

-------------------- 

Thus, our main contribution to entrepreneurship literature is the development and testing of social 

support regarding nascent entrepreneurship, emphasizing venture development timing (gestation 

activities) and entrepreneur’s life stage timing (age) as crucial elements in understanding social 

support.  

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

3.1 Main Effects: Instrumental Support and Emotional Support (Baseline hypotheses) 

Before we move on to the main hypotheses of interest for this study, we will develop our two 

baseline hypotheses in line with conventional wisdom. These two hypotheses cover the main effects 

of instrumental and emotional support.  

One of the most prevalent arguments in entrepreneurship and social network literature is that 

entrepreneurs access instrumental support in the form of valuable information and help (e.g., Burt 

2000) that enhances their ability to discover, evaluate, and exploit business opportunities (e.g. 

Davidsson and Honig 2003). Hence instrumental support acts principally via a cognitive 

mechanism. We draw on expectancy theory (e.g. Vroom 1964), a leading cognitive theory of 

motivation (Steel and König 2006), to argue a link between instrumental support and 

entrepreneurial persistence. Applied to new venture development, expectancy theory suggests that 

an individual’s motivation to act is influenced by (i) expectancy – the entrepreneur’s belief 

(subjective probability) that they will successfully develop the new venture; and ii) value – the 



perceived desirability of the expected new venture outcomes to the entrepreneur. In explaining 

entrepreneurial persistence, these beliefs are updated over time and compared with other career 

options (opportunity costs) to influence the decision to persist or terminate (Holland 2011; Holland 

and Shepherd 2013).        

During the course of venture creation, entrepreneurs receive support from various role relations – 

e.g. family members, friends, business contacts – and each contact provides uniqueness and 

diversity to their instrumental support with limited overlap. Accordingly, the support received from 

various role relations is expected to be unique and distinctive (Biddle 1986; Birley 1986; 

Montgomery 1998; Arregle et al. 2015), with subsequent variation in consequences (Kim et al. 

2013). Getting support from a partner is likely to be independent and qualitatively different from the 

support provided by a colleague or an advisor, and its impact on the startup process is likely to be 

distinctive (Tardy 1985; Gottlieb and Berger 2010, Kim et al. 2013). Hence, higher levels of 

instrumental support not only provide a higher level of support, but also provide a greater diversity 

of information, knowledge and perspectives.  

Overall, Instrumental support provides information and assistance that helps the entrepreneur 

define, understand and respond to the challenges experienced throughout the startup process (Cohen 

and Wills 1985; Kim et al. 2013). The breadth of information and knowledge provided to the 

entrepreneur through instrumental support helps them to successfully define and understand the 

tasks and challenges they experience, and thereby enables them to broaden their perspectives of the 

startup process. We argue that this leads to greater entrepreneurial persistence via two mechanisms. 

First, new venture creation is a complicated, non-linear process through which the entrepreneur is 

likely to face many unexpected obstacles or challenges (Dimov, 2010).  Improved understanding 

and the ability to draw on multiple perspectives will assist the entrepreneur to overcome specific 

challenges and obstacles that they face (Björk 2012). Indeed, knowledge generally assists 



entrepreneurs to exploit opportunities (Wiklund and Shepherd 2003).  Moreover, successfully 

overcoming challenges and increasingly believing in one’s ability to control events will increase an 

entrepreneur’s expectation of successfully completing the venture creation process (Heath and 

Tversky 1991; Monsen and Urbig 2009; Urbig and Monsen 2012). With higher expectancy, the 

entrepreneur is more likely to persist in the venture creation process (Holland 2011; Holland and 

Shepherd 2013). 

Second, greater knowledge and a broader perspective will tend to provide more potential pathways 

and better solutions through the venture development process.  Knowledge assists in the discovery 

of specific entrepreneurial opportunities (Shane 2000). In essence, instrumental support provides 

information and knowledge that helps the entrepreneur better understand the venture creation task. 

In turn, this broader perspective and understanding enables the entrepreneur to formulate and derive 

a wider range of possible venture development pathways. Thus, greater knowledge acquisition 

allows entrepreneurs to formulate better technical outcomes for their ventures (Yli-Renko et al. 

2001). With more pathways more promising options are likely to be available, resulting in the 

expected outcomes of the venture creation process being perceived as more desirable by the 

entrepreneur. With a more favorable appraisal of their opportunity they are willing to allocate more 

resources and to persist during the process (Dimov 2010; Uy et al. 2015). Overall, a higher 

perceived desirability will encourage persistence in the entrepreneurial process (Holland, 2011). 

In summary, we argue that instrumental support leads to entrepreneurial persistence by increasing 

both the expectancy and perceived desirability of the new venture. Hence we hypothesize:  

Hypothesis 1: The more instrumental support nascent entrepreneurs receive, the more likely they 

are to continue their startup effort (entrepreneurial persistence).  



In contrast to instrumental support, emotional support involves individuals being encouraged and 

motivated by their peers for what they are doing (Wellman and Wortley 1990; Neergaard et al. 

2005). Again, we expect that each role-relation provides uniqueness and diversity to the emotional 

support (Biddle 1986; Birley 1986; Montgomery 1998; Arregle et al. 2015) with a variation in 

consequences (Kim et al. 2013). For example, emotional support from a colleague cannot substitute 

or replace emotional support from a partner, or vice versa – these are distinctive (Kim et al. 2013). 

Accordingly, we expect emotional support to impact entrepreneurial persistence through three main 

relative independent mechanisms that are all, however, related to affect and emotions.  

First, emotional support influences entrepreneurs’ heuristic processes in which their subjective 

perception of chances deviate from the objective chances (Busenitz and Barney 1997). 

Entrepreneurs are less able to rely on learned scripts and known cognitive schemas because of the 

uncertainty and unpredictability of the startup process; especially novice entrepreneurs (Drori et al. 

2009). Under such circumstances, emotional support is expected to play an even stronger role in 

determining the desirability of continuing the startup process. Emotional support impacts 

entrepreneurship by promoting optimism, supporting creativity, and enabling individuals to deal 

with stress (Baron 2008). Specifically, emotional support affects the way in which the external 

world is perceived, as positive emotions are more likely to cause individuals to perceive objects, 

other persons, and ideas as more favorable (Bower 1991; Isen 2002). Nascent entrepreneurs who 

receive emotional support in the form of encouragement are more optimistic about the viability of 

their business, and will appraise their opportunity more favorably (Williams and Wood 2015, Wood 

et al. 2014). With more favorable appraisal of their opportunity they are willing to allocate more 

resources and to persist during the process (Dimov 2010; Uy et al. 2015). 

Second, emotional support shapes a perception of identity and belonging because the emotional 

approval from network contacts acts as social acceptance and creates legitimacy for their startup 



activities. A sense of identity related to a vocational role increases the commitment to this role 

(Allen and Meyer 1990; Hoang and Gimeno 2010; Powell and Baker 2014). Powell and Baker 

(2014) pointed out that entrepreneurial firms’ reaction to challenges and adversity is “… shaped in 

fundamental ways by their founders’ attempts to establish and confirm valued individual identities”. 

Accordingly, identity feelings shape the way entrepreneurs respond to their challenges. Thus, 

entrepreneurs with a strong sense of entrepreneurial identity are more likely to respond in a 

committed way to their role as an entrepreneur and therefore more likely to persist in the startup 

process when faced with obstacles (Hoang and Gimeno 2010; Uy et al. 2015).  

Third, we argue that emotional support helps to promote entrepreneurial passion, understood as the 

“intense positive feelings experienced by engagement in entrepreneurial activities” (Cardon et al. 

2009: 517). Alternatively, emotional support may not necessarily raise passion but prevent passion 

from declining in the case of setbacks. Entrepreneurial passion encourages entrepreneurs to persist 

in their startup efforts (Cardon and Kirk 2015) and we should therefore expect that emotional 

support will impact entrepreneurial persistence because it increases entrepreneurial passion.  

Thus, emotional support makes entrepreneurs more optimistic about their business activities 

(Busenitz and Barney 1997), it creates a feeling of belonging and entrepreneurial identity (Hoang 

and Gimeno 2010), and it increases entrepreneurial passion (Cardon and Kirk 2015). Through these 

three mechanisms we hypothesize that increased emotional support helps entrepreneurs persist in 

their startup process.  

Hypothesis 2: The more emotional support nascent entrepreneurs receive, the more likely they are 

to continue their startup effort (entrepreneurial persistence).  



3.2 Interaction Effect: Venture Development Timing of Social Support 

Scholars have had a long-standing interest in timing issues in general (Ancona et al. 2001; Kunisch 

et al. 2017) and specifically in understanding how entrepreneurs’ social networks develop over time 

(e.g. Larson and Starr 1993; Slotte-Kock and Coviello 2010; Newbert and Tornikoski 2012). 

However, the timing of different types of social support accessed through these networks remains 

unexplored, despite the call by Hoang and Antoncic (2003) almost 15 years ago: “For research that 

seeks to explain entrepreneurial outcomes, incorporating procedural insights such as order or 

timing effects could better explain the impact of network resources on venture performance. The 

notion of timing could be a key contingency that magnifies or attenuates the benefits of accessing 

certain types of resources” (p 181).  

Timing has continued to be an important factor of social support theory providing an avenue to 

better study the mechanisms through which social support functions (Jacobson 1986; Thoits 1995). 

Essentially, it is argued that different kinds of support are appropriate in different situations and at 

various periods. Jacobson (1986) concluded that emotional support is most appropriate in situations 

characterized by crisis where the emotional support is “…reassurance that others are able and 

willing to help in the struggle to regain equilibrium” (p254).  In contrast, instrumental support is 

most appropriate in situations of transition that help individuals understand the changes they are 

experiencing. We maintain that these timing effects may yield an alignment of social support 

critical to nascent entrepreneurship. Specifically, building on Jacobson’s (1986) ideas of social 

support timing we suggest that a temporal shift from emotional support towards instrumental 

support through the venture development.   

Form the entrepreneur’s perspective, firm emergence is a challenging and stressful situation, that 

can be characterized as twin processes. The first is an emotional-oriented entrepreneurial identity 

formation (Hoang and Gimeno 2010; Powell and Baker 2014), equivalent to the “crisis” situation 



described in social support theory (Jacobson 1986). The second is a practical-oriented career 

transition of actually trying to start the business (Carter et al. 1996; Katz and Gartner 1988; 

Reynolds 2016), which involves moving from nascent entrepreneurship to entrepreneurship (or self-

employment), equivalent to the “transition” situation described in social support theory (Jacobson 

1986). The identity formation and career transition processes take place simultaneously and are 

closely related; however, the balance between them varies over time. Social support theory suggests 

that the emotionally dominated crisis situation tends to proceed the cognitively dominated transition 

situation (Jacobson 1986). Entrepreneurial identity formation issues are more prevalent in the early 

period of nascent entrepreneurship and practical transition issues are more prevalent later on in the 

process. As starting a business requires action (McMullen and Shepherd 2006), it is reasonable to 

assume that entrepreneurs who have completed more gestation activities are further in their venture 

development compared to their counterparts earlier in the nascent entrepreneurship process 

(Reynolds 2016). In this way, the venture development closely follows the number of gestation 

activities completed.  

We argue that emotional support is more important to entrepreneurs early during venture 

development, when they predominantly struggle with entrepreneurial identity issues (Hoang and 

Gimeno 2010; Powell and Baker 2014). In such situations, entrepreneurs mainly rely on the 

reassurances obtained from others about their ability and willingness to help (Jacobson 1986). Thus, 

we expect the impact of emotional support on firm emergence through more favorable opportunity 

appraisal (Williams and Wood 2015), reinforced entrepreneurial identity (Hoang and Gimeno 2010) 

and increased passion (Cardon and Kirk 2015), to be stronger for those that have completed fewer 

gestation activities because they are in an emergent career identity condition.  

In contrast, we expect instrumental support to be more important when received after many 

gestation activities have been completed, when identity issues are more settled (Hoang and Gimeno 



2010), and the focus is on the practical transition towards entrepreneurship (or self-employment) 

(Katz and Gartner 1988). In such situations, understanding the current practical challenges increases 

the expectations and desirability of entrepreneurship (Holland 2011) through ability to overcome 

obstacles (Wiklund and Shepherd 2003) and a broader range of pathways and solutions available 

(Yli-Renko et al. 2001). Cognitive guidance is often required to increase expectations and the 

desirability of entrepreneurship (Jacobson 1986). Increased instrumental support facilitates such 

cognitive guidance, which simultaneously positively influences an entrepreneur’s commitment and 

persistence (Uy et al. 2015). Thus, we maintain that entrepreneurs more advanced in their career 

transition process (DeTienne et al. 2008) rely on cognitive guidance (Jacobson 1986), enhancing the 

importance of instrumental support (Jacobson 1986). Stated as hypotheses related to venture 

development timing as observed by gestation activities:  

Hypothesis 3a: The positive effect of instrumental support on entrepreneurial persistence is 

stronger the more gestation activities an entrepreneur has completed. 

Hypothesis 3b: The positive effect of emotional support on entrepreneurial persistence is stronger 

the fewer gestation activities an entrepreneur has completed. 

3.3 Interaction effect: Life Stage Timing of Social Support  

The effect of social support on firm emergence not only varies due to when it is received but also 

due to the individuals’ life stage (Gielnik et al. 2012; Minola et al. 2016; Kautonen et al. 2017) and 

age (Delmar and Davidsson 2000; Singh and DeNoble 2003). We argue that both instrumental 

support and emotional support are less important in later stages of entrepreneurs’ lives for different 

reasons.  

Instrumental support helps entrepreneurs define, understand and cope with the entrepreneurial 

activities they face. The practical and applied information that entrepreneurs access from their 



social environment is valuable to the extent that it supplements their existing knowledge and 

complement of human capital (Unger et al. 2011). It is possible that the advice or cognitive 

guidance received from their social network is redundant. Of course, new and important 

information may also be provided to the entrepreneur resulting in additional insights to the 

entrepreneurial process. Along these lines, we argue that entrepreneurs’ existing knowledge base—

their human capital in the form of experience—affects the potential value of the instrumental 

support (Brüderl and Preisendörfer 1998; Klyver and Schenkel 2013). Specifically, we argue that 

experience and instrumental support are utilized as alternatives to one another (Klyver and Schenkel 

2013), and therefore, that entrepreneurs benefit more from instrumental support when their existing 

knowledge and experience bases are limited. Older individuals have more experiences and are more 

likely to have developed human capital that renders instrumental support redundant (Klyver and 

Schenkel 2013; Semrau and Hopp 2015).  

When individuals and entrepreneurs are older, they have built and extended their level of 

experiences through tacit activities in various domains. Essentially, older entrepreneurs, compared 

to younger entrepreneurs, are less likely to face situations or tasks that are completely new to them 

where they have no equivalent experiences to rely on for cognitive guidance. Similarly, they are 

more experienced dealing with situations that are completely new to them outside their comfort 

zones and prior domains. Older cohorts might experience problems keeping up with the latest 

development in society using newer and more modern tools and methods. However, they are more 

likely to have experienced such uncertain situations before, and therefore their experience may help 

them even though they are not working within a familiar domain. Research has shown that older 

individuals have greater well-being and contentment, less negative affect when discussing areas of 

conflict, greater cognitive maturity and enhanced emotional regulation (Charles and Carstensen, 

2004). Therefore, because older entrepreneurs are likely to have a more extensive knowledge base 



and more sophisticated experiences, the instrumental support older entrepreneurs receive from their 

social network will be less valuable as compared to younger ones.  

Hypothesis 4a: The positive effect of instrumental support on entrepreneurial persistence is 

stronger for younger cohorts of entrepreneurs compared to older cohorts of entrepreneurs. 

We also maintain that older entrepreneurs benefit less from emotional support because older 

individuals, in general, are less dependent on emotional support (Löckenhoff and Carstensen 2004). 

It is well established that older individuals place more value to emotional aspects of life and invest 

more time and resources in obtaining them (Carstensen 1995; Carstensen and Mikels 2005). They 

tend to be less dependent of emotional support because this increasing focus on emotional aspects 

of life eventually makes older individuals better able to regulate and control their emotions. The fact 

that they are better able to adjust and control their emotional reactions and experiences to their life 

situations, including starting a business, also makes them less influenced by negative and positive 

emotional states and the emotional support they receive (Löckenhoff and Carstensen 2004). Thus, 

older individuals are less dependent on emotional support to motivate and pursue their goals. In an 

entrepreneurial context, this means that older entrepreneurs are less likely to benefit from emotional 

support.  

Hypothesis 4b: The positive effect of emotional support on entrepreneurial persistence is stronger 

for younger cohorts of entrepreneurs compared to older cohorts of entrepreneurs. 

METHODS 

4.1 Data 

In order to increase the generalizability of empirical results, we followed an ongoing trend in 

entrepreneurship research by applying a nationally representative sample of nascent entrepreneurs 



(Gartner and Shaver 2012; Davidsson and Gordon 2012). Specifically, we apply a dataset consisting 

of two waves of data collected in 2012 and 2013 in Denmark.  

Using CATI technology, a representative sample of nascent entrepreneurs was identified in 2012 by 

randomly calling a stratified sample of 4.4 million mobile numbers in Denmark (the total 

population of Denmark is 5.5 million) and asking the well-established screening question for 

nascent entrepreneurs: “Are you currently alone or together with others in the process of starting a 

business?” (Davidsson and Gordon 2012). An earlier survey supports using mobile numbers as a 

sample in Denmark where almost all adults use mobiles (Danish Statistics 2012).  

The sample was stratified based on gender, age, and region, and we used population weighting for 

all analyses. Calls were made to 47,615 individuals, and we reached 19,286. There were several 

reasons for unsuccessful calls, including non-working numbers (3,854), refusals (7,795), outside the 

target group of 16 to 64 years old (1,623), and failed after 10 repeated calls (9,814). Overall, the 

approach resulted in a response rate for the first wave of 40.5%.  

From the 19,286 individuals initially contacted, a sample of 800 nascent entrepreneurs were 

identified. Six months after the first wave, we tried to contact all 800 entrepreneurs again for a 

second wave of questions. We reached 469 resulting in a 58.6 % response rate for the second wave. 

Most often, a non-response was due to unreachable respondents, even after 10 callbacks. A non-

response analysis revealed no systematic difference in the independent and moderating variables of 

interest between those who responded in the second wave compared to those who did not, except 

that respondents in the second wave were two years older (p<0.05). We did, however, find smaller 



differences in some control variables,1 but overall, we do not consider the missing respondents a 

threat to the empirical results, apart from reducing the statistical power.  

In order to eliminate those respondents who were misclassified as serious nascent entrepreneurs, we 

excluded respondents who initiated their startup efforts in 2010 and earlier (Reynolds 2016). This 

reduced the sample to 385. It was finally reduced to 380 due to uncompleted questionnaires.  

4.2 Measures 

4.2.1 Dependent variable: Entrepreneurial persistence 

There is considerable heterogeneity in the operationalization of nascent entrepreneurship as 

revealed in Davidsson and Gordon’s (2012) review on studies on nascent entrepreneurship. Some 

use objective measures either as specific single gestation activities, including first sale, hired 

employees, external funding, and positive cash flow (Davidsson and Honig 2003; Tornikoski and 

Newbert 2007; Newbert et al. 2013) or have generated indexes based on a combination of gestation 

activities (Davidsson and Honig 2003; Samuelsson and Davidsson 2009; Tornikoski 2009; Newbert 

and Tornikoski 2012; Stuetzer, Goethner, and Cantner 2012; Kreiser et al. 2013). At the same time, 

there are methodological challenges in using these objective measures and a strong tradition for 

using perceptual measures of nascent entrepreneurship; operationalized as abandonment, still trying, 

or in operation  (Kessler and Frank 2009; Tornikoski and Newbert 2007; Tornikoski 2009; Newbert 

et al. 2013; Kim et al. 2013). In fact, a majority of the studies reviewed applied a perceptual 

measure of firm emergence. 

We followed the tradition of using perceptual measures of nascent entrepreneurship (e.g., Kessler 

and Frank 2009; Newbert et al. 2013). Given the six- months’ time interval between our 

                                                 
1 Specifically, we found that respondents were less likely to have a partner (p<0.01), more likely to be married 

(p<0.05), and more likely to have children (p<0.05).  



observations, we followed the research tradition of perceptual measures of entrepreneurial 

persistence. Specifically, we followed Kim et al. (2013) in being interested in those who abandoned 

the startup effort compared to those who do not. Kim et al. (2013) argued that persistence in the 

firm emergence effort, in contrast to quitting, represents “…a key output of social support’s 

contribution to a founding effort, with persistence defined as sustained activity and ongoing 

involvement by individuals toward establishing a business” (p216).  

In the beginning of the second-wave questionnaire, we asked entrepreneurs if they had dropped 

their startup, if they were still trying to start their business, or if they had successfully started their 

business. We coded “entrepreneurial persistence” as 1 if they were still trying to start their business 

or if they had successfully started it. If they have abandoned the startup effort, entrepreneurial 

persistence was coded 0. 

4.2.2 Independent variables 

We operationalized social support as the amount of resources that entrepreneurs accessed from their 

social environment using a well-established approach to resource acquisition in entrepreneurship 

research (e.g., Birley 1986; Kessler and Frank 2009).  

We developed our formative scales of instrumental support and emotional support based on 

combinations of the position-generator approach (Lin and Dumin 1986) and the resource-generator 

approach (Snijders 1999). For instrumental support, we asked in the first wave: “We will now ask 

you questions as to whether people have specifically provided advice during your startup. Please 

evaluate whether your partner has provided you useless advice, trivial advice, good advice or no 

advice at all.” We asked this question to a range of role relations: parents, closest family members 

apart from partner and parents, best friend, the acquaintance with whom they most recently talked, 

the colleague with whom they most recently talked, and the advisor with whom they most recently 

talked. We recoded each response as 1 if “good advice” and 0 otherwise, and our formative measure 



was finally calculated as the mean. Since we are measuring “good advice” in contrast to “useless” 

or “trivial” advice we eliminate those situations in which instrumental support is provided but not 

demanded or needed by the entrepreneur. Thus, we use the evaluation of the support as “good” as in 

indication that the support was not redundant.  

In her qualitative study of social support in a work context, McGuire (2007) showed that 

encouragement and excitement are closely related and can be considered equivalent to emotional 

support. Therefore, for emotional support we asked in the first wave: “We will now ask you to 

evaluate how people specifically have reacted to your startup. Please evaluate whether your partner 

has been critical, indifferent, or excited.” We asked this question to the same range of role relations. 

We recoded each response as 1 if “excited” and otherwise 0, and our formative measure was finally 

calculated as the mean.  

4.2.3 Moderating variables: Gestation activities and Age 

Katz and Gartner (1988) argued that a firm emerges as a result of an individuals’ continuous 

organizational effort—an effort that can be categorized into activities associated with intentionality, 

resources, boundary, and exchange. The organizational effort is not a linear process and does not 

follow a specific sequence; however, the firm comes closer to emergence as more activities are 

completed (Katz and Gartner 1988; Kreiser et al. 2013). In compliance with this idea, 

entrepreneurship scholars have counted the number of gestation activities completed as an 

indication of where in the firm emergence process individuals are (e.g. Semrau and Hopp 2015) – 

thus, as an indication of whether entrepreneurs are early or late in their startup endeavor  

(Davidsson and Gordon 2012). As argued by Kim et al. (2015: 193), “founders' completion of 

activities over time is a meaningful way to assess the early stages of business formation”. Reynolds 

(2016) in his analysis of the PSED harmonized dataset across four countries, also identified that 

most nascent entrepreneurs gradually increase the number of gestation activities. 



Following this tradition of “counting gestation activities,” we asked respondents in the first wave 

whether the following gestation activities had been completed or not: written a business plan, 

developed a product or a service, developed material for market promotion, developed technology, 

bought, leased or rented machinery or buildings, bought commodities, inventory items or other 

items, talked to potential customers, collected data on customers, defined your business concept, 

made a budget, checked the law and regulations, completed sales, or registered the business. Each 

activity was coded 1 if “Yes, completed,” otherwise 0. The formative measure of “gestation 

activities” was calculated as the average of the 13 activities. The exact age was recoded into 

dummies for age categories. 

4.2.4 Control variables 

We controlled for a range of demographic variables. Gender was coded 0 for males and 1 for 

females as we know gender impacts entry to entrepreneurship (Klyver et al. 2013). Dummies were 

coded for respondents’ civil status: single, partner, and cohabitant/married (Davis and Shaver 

2012). We created a dummy to control whether entrepreneurs had children (coded 1) or not (coded 

0) (Davis and Shaver 2012). We controlled whether individuals were unemployed or not and coded 

1 for unemployment (Evans and Leighton 1990). We also controlled for respondents’ education 

level: primary school, secondary school, vocational education, university shorter than three years, 

university between three and four years, and university longer than four years (Unger et al. 2011). 

Again, we created dummies for each category. We controlled for censuring issues by measuring the 

duration of the nascent period in years. Finally, although we maintain that social support effects are 

independent of the objective need of support (Gottlieb and Bergen 2010), we also included a control 

for self-efficacy to examine whether or not there was a perceived need for support. We adapted a 

general self-efficacy measure previously developed and validated by Chen et al. (2001). For the 



purpose of this survey we added “In your work-life, …” in the beginning of each of the eight items 

to make the measure task specific. Cronback alpha was .78, above the accepted level.  

4. 3 Analytical techniques 

Since our non-response analysis revealed no systematic differences in our variables of interest 

between respondents and non-respondents in the second wave, there is no selection bias and no 

need to control further for attrition of respondents. Therefore, because of the binary nature of our 

dependent variable, logistic regression is the most appropriate technique (Hosmer and Lemeshow 

2000). We use a stepwise approach by first introducing the control variables, followed by a model 

including the main effects, and finally models that included the interaction effects. Since logistic 

regression models are inherently non-linear in character, we employ post-hoc procedures to aid the 

interpretation of the marginal effects of interaction effects on the probability of entrepreneurial 

persistence. Specifically, for the continuous x continuous variable interactions, instrumental 

(emotional) support x gestation activities, we decomposed the interaction effect into structural and 

secondary components as recommended by Bowen (2012). For continuous x categorical variable 

interactions, we performed robustness tests suggested by Hoetker (2007) drawing on Allison 

(1999).    

FINDINGS 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations for the dependent, independent, and control 

variables. It reveals that 64 percent of the nascent entrepreneurs were persistent in their startup 

effort in wave 2, six months after the initial contact, while the remaining 36 percent had abandoned 

the startup process. It also reveals that, on average, nascent entrepreneurs receive emotional support 

from more contacts in their social network than instrumental support. They received instrumental 



support from 58 percent of their social network contacts, while they received emotional support 

from 70 percent of their social network contacts. On average, the entrepreneurs in the sample had 

completed a bit more than half of the 13 gestation activities.  

The Spearman correlations are also provided in Table 2. The dependent variable (entrepreneurial 

persistence) is positively correlated with instrumental support (p<0.01), gestation activities 

(p<0.01), age between 46 and 55 years old (p<0.05), children (p<0.05), and duration (p<0.05).  

-------------------- 

Insert Table 2 

-------------------- 

The highest correlation between variables (r = -0.52) is between having children and being between 

16 and 25 years old, indicating that there is no risk of multicollinearity (Knoke et al. 2002). We 

followed several of Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) procedures to reduce the risk of common method bias: 

1) we used different anchors for our scales, 2) we protected the anonymity of the respondents, and 

finally, and most importantly, 3) we separated measures of predictors and the dependent variable. 

We are therefore not surprised to find that our Harman’s single-factor test, including all our 

variables, revealed a 12-factor model in which the strongest predictor explained only approximately 

16 percent of the variance. Thus, common method bias is not a threat to our results2. 

5.2 Hypothesis Tests 

In order to test our hypotheses, we completed logistic regressions stepwise by introducing variables 

into the models (Table 3). First, in Model 1, we introduced the control variables revealing no 

significant results of gender, age, civil status, having children, unemployment, education, duration, 

                                                 
2 While acknowledging that the Harman test is a rather weak test of common method bias, we do not have available 

data for other statistical tests (Podsakoff et al. 2003). 



and self-efficacy while the number of gestation activities completed in Wave 1 was positively 

correlated with entrepreneurial persistence in wave 2 (p<0.001). 

-------------------- 

Insert Table 3 

-------------------- 

In Model 2, we introduced the independent variables of instrumental support and emotional support. 

This results indicate that instrumental support received in Wave 1 positively impacts entrepreneurial 

persistence in Wave 2 (β=1.057; p<0.05), thus supporting Hypothesis 1. The odds ratio suggests 

that entrepreneurs who receive instrumental support from each additional actor in their social 

contacts are 2.58 times more likely to be persistent and not disband. We did not find a statistically 

significant positive impact of emotional support received in Wave 1 on entrepreneurial persistence 

in Wave 2 and hence find no support for Hypothesis 2.  

In Model 3-5, we introduce the interaction effects.  In Model 3 we include the two moderations of 

each type of social support by number of gestation activities. Model 4 tests the two interactions of 

age category with each type of social support. Model 5 includes all four interactions as a robustness 

test. We conducted further robustness tests of each interaction separately (not reported) that 

indicated consistent results. 

In Model 3, the interaction coefficient is marginally significant, providing an initial indication that 

the impact of instrumental support on firm emergence may be enhanced with more gestation 

activities completed. (β=2.518; p<0.10). To further examine the nature of this (marginally) 

significant interaction, we subsequently decomposed the overall moderating effect into structural 

and secondary components of the marginal effect on the probability of persistence following the 

procedures of Bowen (2012). Figure 2 displays the resulting 90% confidence interval (5% each tail) 

of the estimated secondary component, the substantive interaction of interest, against the predicted 



probability (from the logistic regression) for each observation. The graph can be interpreted as 

providing support for a substantive moderating effect for intervals of predicted probability for 

which the majority of confidence intervals do not cross zero. This post-hoc analysis revealed that 

this moderation is estimated to have a positive marginal effect for small values of predicted 

probability (<0.2), yet a marginal negative effect for larger values of predicted probability (p > 0.7). 

Moreover, these marginal effects are not significant over any range of predicted probability of 

entrepreneurial persistence. Hence we do not find support for Hypothesis 3a in arguing that 

instrumental support is more important later in the firm emergence process.  

-------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 and 3 

-------------------- 

Model 3 provides support for Hypothesis 3b in which we argued that emotional support is less 

important later in the firm emergence process. Specifically, it reveals a significant negative impact 

of emotional support and gestation activities on entrepreneurial persistence (β=-2.844; p<0.05). 

Again, we decomposed the marginal effect of the interaction into a structural and secondary 

component. Figure 3 displays the resulting estimated secondary component for each data point with 

a 90% confidence interval. Examining this plot reveals that the marginal effect for the interaction of 

emotional support by gestation activities is negative for most data points for probabilities less than 

0.8. Moreover, most point estimates of the interaction effects are also negative for predicted 

probabilities of firm emergence probability between 0.8 and 1.0, although the 90% confidence 

intervals include 0. This implies that while we can have confidence that this interaction has a 

negative marginal effect for predicted probabilities less than 0.8, we have less confidence for 

predicted probabilities over 0.8.  



Hence, we find support for Hypothesis 3b, that emotional support’s impact on entrepreneurial 

persistence is stronger the fewer gestation activities the entrepreneurs had completed when 

receiving the emotional support. Thus, although emotional support does not have a direct impact on 

entrepreneurial persistence overall, the interaction effect reveals it does have an impact early in the 

firm emergence process (p<0.05).  

In Model 4, Hypothesis 4a and 4b are tested. The initial results suggest that, compared to 

entrepreneurs older than 56 years old, the impact of instrumental support on the entrepreneurial 

persistence is stronger for younger entrepreneurs (between 16 and 25 years old: β=3.758, p<0.10; 

between 26 and 35 years old: β=4.101, p<0.10; between 36 and 45 years old: β=5.651, p<0.05, 

between 46 and 55 years old: β=5.445, p<0.05). Post-hoc tests of other between-age-group 

differences reveal no significant differences.  Since tests of co-efficient differences between groups 

are very sensitive to non-equality of error term variance for logistic regression, (Allison 1999; 

Hoetker 2007), we employed several recommended robustness tests. Specifically, we conducted a 

statistical test for equality of error variances; a test to identify if any coefficients vary between the 

groups, as well as estimating separate logistic regressions for each age-group separately and testing 

whether the coefficients differ (using seemingly unrelated regression). These tests all confirmed the 

group differences. In Figure 4, we display plots of marginal effects on the probability for different 

values of instrumental support (all other variables at means) of each age-group (vs 56-64). The plot 

reveals that, as compared to age 56-64, for all four of the other age groups the marginal effect on 

probability increases as instrumental support increases. These findings provide partial support for 

Hypothesis 4a which stated that instrumental support on entrepreneurial persistence is stronger for 

younger cohorts compared to older cohorts. Although all cohorts had stronger effects on 

entrepreneurial persistence compared to the oldest cohort of between 56 and 64 years old, we find a 

non-linear decrease in the strength of influence of instrumental support, decreasing from the age of 



56 and older. Instrumental support also appeared to have a stronger effect for two mid age groups 

36-45 and 46-55 (both coefficients around 5.5) compared with the two youngest cohorts 16-25 and 

26-35 (both with coefficient around 4). This would imply a curvilinear relationship for instrumental 

support with age, first increasing at around age 36, then decreasing after 55. However post-hoc tests 

revealed that none of the difference for the four age cohorts between 16-55 are statistically 

significant. 

-------------------- 

Insert Figure 4 

-------------------- 

We did not find support for Hypothesis 4b because there are no significant differences in the impact 

of emotional support on entrepreneurial persistence across age categories. Model 5 reveals the 

results are consistent when all interaction effects are included.  

 

DISCUSSION 

6.1 Overview of Results 

Relying on two waves of data collection from a national representative sample of nascent 

entrepreneurs in Denmark, we investigated the impact of social support timing on firm emergence. 

Specifically, we tested how instrumental support, emotional support, and their timing affect nascent 

entrepreneurs’ tendency to continue their efforts to start a business. Anchored in social support 

theory, we developed six hypotheses of which three were supported. Empirically, our study 

provides strong evidence of the importance of social support for persistence in firm emergence, but 

we also reveal that the impact of this support is contingent on its timing – with respect to both the 

venture’s development and the entrepreneur’s life stage.  



We found that instrumental support has a direct impact on entrepreneurial persistence (Hypothesis 

1), but find no support that this impact is stronger later in the firm emergence process, when more 

gestation activities have been completed (Hypothesis 3a). Thus, potentially both early and late 

stages of firm emergence can be considered a practically oriented transition process to self-

employment. Therefore, instrumental support is important both in early and late stages of firm 

emergence.  

Unexpectedly, we did not find a direct effect of emotional support on entrepreneurial persistence 

(Hypothesis 2), but our interaction model revealed that emotional support is important when 

received earlier compared to later in the firm emergence process, when fewer gestation activities 

have been completed (Hypothesis 3b). In these early stages, entrepreneurs may be struggling with 

entrepreneurial career identity issues, and reassurance from others in the form of emotional support 

may be important for their continued efforts. Without the reassurance that others support their 

intended transition to self-employment, many appear to abandon their startup efforts.  

Our empirical results show the timing contingencies of social support indicating that emotional 

support is more important early in the firm emergence process, characterized by a period of 

entrepreneurial identity formation.  We found that instrumental support is important during the 

transition process to firm emergence both early and late in the process. Thus, exactly when social 

support is needed appears to depend on when in the startup process the entrepreneur operates, as 

well as the type of support involved.   

We also found support for life stage contingencies regarding instrumental support. We found that 

instrumental support has a decreasing impact for the oldest cohort of nascent entrepreneurs 56 years 

old and older.  For the oldest cohort, we maintain that the decreasing effect is because older 

entrepreneurs are able to rely on alternative sources of knowledge — their human capital and tacit 

experience — due to their longer life experience. We argue that human capital and instrumental 



support are utilized as alternative sources of knowledge and are exchangeable. The hypothesized 

effects, their mechanisms and the empirical findings are summarized in Table 4. 

6.2 Theoretical Implications  

Our study contributes in several ways to the existing research on firm emergence, social networks, 

and social support. First, research separating different elements of social support is sparse (Malecki 

and Demaray 2003), nor has scholarship previously examined its timing issue in organizational 

emergence. By breaking down social support into two distinctive components, which act differently 

at various periods according to the nature of the cohort and commitment to firm emergence, we 

enhance the predictive power of the theory, and expand its application base. Thus, we go beyond 

asking whether social support matters, to address the important questions of what components of 

social support have an impact, depending on when they are given in the firm emergence and when 

they are received in people’s lives.  

Further, we move the discussion regarding how social surroundings affect firm emergence from the 

previous formulaic sociology focusing on relational and structural characteristics (e.g., Newbert and 

Tornikoski 2012; Kreiser et al. 2013) to a focus on the essence and content of the emergent activity. 

We do this by integrating social support theory into the understanding of firm emergence. 

Previously, the content of exchange processes has been an unexplained ‘black-box’ mechanism 

used to justify why relational and structural characteristics are expected to have an impact. In this 

study, we bring the contents out of the black box as the main focus of inquiry. We do this by 

exploring and contrasting the instrumental and emotional support provided not only by family 

members and close friends, which has been previously examined (Malecki and Demaray 2003; 

Adams et al. 1996; Wallsten et al. 1999) but also by an extended the range of interactions toward 

partners, colleagues, and advisors. This change of focus allows for a nuanced and complex picture 



of social support that highlights the limitations of previous research relying solely on relational and 

structural characteristics of an entrepreneur’s social surroundings.  

Understanding the social support exchanged in social structures should help scholars understand the 

impact of these social structures on entrepreneurship and firm emergence (Gedajlovic et al. 2013). 

Our nuanced study contrasting emotional support and instrumental support also highlights the lack 

of a direct effect for emotional support, a finding confirmed elsewhere (Gottlieb and Bergen 2010). 

For example, Cohen and Wills (1985) discussed two main arguments focusing on different 

mechanisms through which emotional support may function. The first argument follows an 

embeddedness and social integration logic and is empirically captured in a main effect of emotional 

support. Our emotional support hypothesis was originally developed following this logic. Another 

argument, however, follows a stress buffer logic empirically captured as a dependent effect. 

Converting this idea to the empirical context of this study infers that emotional support should not 

have a direct effect but rather only an effect when entrepreneurial career identity issues have high 

priority and attention is given to high stress situations. When identity issues are most prevalent, 

emotional support has a positive impact and becomes a buffer between the emotional stress of 

committing and successfully continuing firm emergence behavior. 

We stress that the salience of social support is largely due to its availability, whereby it plays a 

supportive role regardless of more objective needs for that support.  Gottlieb and Bergen emphasize 

that it is the availability of support that influences individuals rather than what support is 

specifically accessed: “It appears that people who have a strong psychological sense of support fare 

better in the face of adversity than those who are less sanguine about the support they can garner. 

Paradoxically, a strong sense of support seems to give people the confidence to cope without 

needing to marshal their network's resources” (Gottlieb and Bergen 2010: 512). For instance, some 

entrepreneurs might have high self-efficacy (Chen et al. 2001), might be over-confident (Hayward 



et al. 2009), or optimistic (Cassar and Craig 2009) and may objectively require less exchanged 

emotional support. However, as it is the availability of emotional support that matters, the perceived 

emotional support still promotes optimism, entrepreneurial identity, and entrepreneurial passion. 

Accordingly, the effect is expected to persist even in situations where there is no need for it, e.g. 

when the entrepreneur has high self-efficacy, is self-confident, and is optimistic. 

In sum, we enhanced the study of social support theory by breaking it down into component parts 

(instrumental and emotional) as well as examining when each component was provided and the 

implications of the receiver’s age. We also replicated the empirical test of the “social support 

hypothesis” in a unique population by arguing that social support matters for firm emergence. In 

doing so, the study not only serves as confirmation that social support matters, but also provides a 

broader and additional sense of external validity to what could be termed the “social support 

hypothesis.” Our study revealed even stronger empirical support compared to the original social 

support study by Kim et al. (2013). Our study extends prior knowledge by adding the periodic 

based contingencies (venture development timing and individual life stage timing) of social support 

inclusive of advisors and colleagues to our model. This is meaningful in that it extends our 

understanding of social support to the business arena composed of a variety of actors inclusive of 

social actors common in business networks.  The timing contingencies we observed concerning how 

social support impacts firm emergence strengthens our contention that it is necessary to 

theoretically consider social support as a non-linear contribution to firm emergence. 

This study also more specifically adds to our understanding of entrepreneurial persistence. While 

prior studies have primarily focused on individuals’ characteristics to explain entrepreneurial 

persistence (e.g. DeTienne et al. 2008, Dimov 2010, Hoang and Gimeno 2010) with exceptions (e.g. 

Kim et al 2013), we supplement this work by showing how social support timing – in terms of 



venture development timing and individual life stage timing – influence whether entrepreneurs 

decide to persist or disband the startup process.  

6.3 Practical implications 

Our study has practical implications for two main constituents, entrepreneurs, and entrepreneur 

support facilitators. For entrepreneurs, the results emphasize the importance of understanding when 

various inputs are most useful to the career transition and firm emergence process (Jacobsoen 1986; 

Hoang and Antoncic 2003). Recognizing the early importance of a support network, rather than 

pursuing entrepreneurship as a ‘lone hero’, increases the chances for success. In particular, the 

importance of emotional support early on provides important insight for early stage nascent 

entrepreneurs. Likewise, later on in the process there is less of a need to rely on emotional support, 

allowing entrepreneurs to turn their attention to other matters.   Thus, the results also highlight the 

importance of timing (Kunisch et al. 2017). Entrepreneurs need to be aware of when they need what 

type of support (Kim et al. 2013). Rather than developing extensive networks that may be 

overloaded with various types of support, entrepreneurs can be encouraged to selectively focus their 

attention on the support that is most appropriate, aligned and purposeful for their current challenges.  

For managers of incubators, accelerators, startup hotels, etc. the finding that social support timing is 

influential has considerable implications for how they may match entrepreneurs and their 

companies with various networks. Depending on the entrepreneur’s age and the venture 

development timing, different types of social support are required. Considering the entrepreneurs’ 

human capital, age, and venture development timing should facilitate more effective  matching not 

only for the provision of events and seminars, but may also impact other practical relationships such 

as which venture teams are  located where in particular incubators.  



6.4 Future Avenues of Research 

In this study, we highlighted the impact of instrumental versus emotional social support, contingent 

on when during the venture development and when during the entrepreneur’s life stage the support 

is provided. These relationships suggest numerous fruitful opportunities for future research. One 

obvious relationship worthy of study relates to examining these relationships by industry. Would 

service industries, for example, operate in a similar manner to manufacturing?  Would social 

enterprises require the same inputs as for-profit firms (Choi and Majumdar 2014)? Other factors of 

interest include variations by culture, as well as the interactions of gender, cultural capital, and pre-

existing (e.g. already established) networking resources and serial entrepreneurship (Gedajlovic et 

al. 2013).  Future research might also examine how the intentional facilitation of various support 

networks provided by incubators and accelerators (Amezcua et al. 2013), either through 

munificence or constraint, impact the speed and success of new venture formation.  Also, 

examining these relationships at the firm level by aggregating the collective resources of team 

members may yield a more refined and effective set of policies and recommendations for nurturing 

firm growth. Finally, looking into the support dynamic (Jacobson 1986) – in particular, how social 

support develops over time and impacts entrepreneurial outcomes, is likely to be an important 

avenue for future research.  

6.5 Strengths and Limitations 

Empirically, one strength of this study involves the two-wave design that enables the test of social 

support and its affiliated causality. Although it is conventional that multiple wave designs allow for 

causality claims due to time-wise separation of dependent and independent variables, this is not 

without concerns. We still cannot eliminate all causality biases. For instance, we cannot rule out the 

possibility that people are more likely to provide social support if they expect firm emergence to 

succeed compared to the situation in which they expect individuals to abandon the firm emergence 



process. If such expectations to the future are not completely distributed by random, the future 

status of firm emergence interferes with our causality claim, even though we collect data in various 

waves.  

Another contribution involves the representativeness of the sample that enables generalization to 

other contexts. However, this has limitations as well. Culture might be playing a particular role 

(Klyver and Foley 2012; Rooks et al. 2016). Entrepreneurs behave differently in various cultural 

contexts, and the functions and mechanisms of social support vary between cultures. Examining 

these relationships in other cultural contexts would provide important validating evidence.  

Given the short 6 month period between our data collections in the two waves, we studied 

entrepreneurial persistence in firm emergence operationalized as nascent entrepreneurs whom either 

started their business or are still trying to do so (in contrast to those who abandoned the startup 

process). However, we acknowledge other possible relevant variables such a reaching sales or 

profitability may function through different mechanisms and provide different results (Davidsson 

and Gordon 2012). This is something we believe future research may explore.  

Further, although we have studied firm emergence, our results might be generalizable and have 

consequences for other modes of entrepreneurship. Firm emergence essentially involves discovery, 

evaluation and exploitation of opportunities (Shane 2012). These processes of discovering, 

evaluating, and exploiting are found in other settings and in other modes as well, for which the 

results may well be applicable, including growing and developing an idea within an existing 

business (Burgelman 1983).  

Finally, we studied instrumental and emotional support as separate effects. However, instrumental 

and emotional support are obviously closely related and intermingled. As Cohen and Wills (1985, p. 

313) state: “Although support functions can be distinguished conceptually, in naturalistic settings 



they are not usually independent”. Semmer et al. (2008) noted that situations that individuals 

describe as instrumental were interpreted as emotional—specifically, they argue that 

“…instrumental acts may well carry emotional meaning” (p236). It is an important task for future 

research to dig deeper into the interrelations of different types of social support. As well, while our 

measurement of emotional support captures an important component, it is not the entire construct, 

since it is focused on what could be termed positive reinforcement.  

CONCLUSION 

In this paper, we investigated how social support is composed of both instrumental and emotional 

support, given by various actors (including advisors and colleagues) to nascent entrepreneurs. We 

also studied the effects of social support timing and its impact on entrepreneurial persistence in firm 

emergence. We contribute to research on how the social surroundings influence entrepreneurship in 

two important ways. First, the study demonstrates that a formalistic sociology focusing exclusively 

on structural and relational dimensions of the social context is insufficient in order to understand the 

processes through which social surroundings shape entrepreneurship. This study emphasizes the 

importance of the substance and essence of exchange (e.g. instrumental vs. emotional) with the 

social context rather than the structural or relational characteristics of the context. Second, this 

study clearly illustrates that certain types of support are more valuable at various periods, and 

contingently to different actors in a predictable fashion.  Thus, we add to our prior understanding of 

how social support impacts entrepreneurship by considering the timing of that support. In particular, 

emotional support is most relevant earlier during the firm emergence, while instrumental support is 

most relevant for younger entrepreneurs.  



REFERENCES 

Adams, G. A., King, L. A., & King, D. W. (1996). Relationships of job and family involvement, 
family social support, and work–family conflict with job and life satisfaction. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 81(4), 411. 
Agneessens, F., Waege, H., & Lievens, J. (2006). Diversity in social support by role relations: A 
typology. Social Networks, 28(4), 427-441.  
Aldrich, H., & Ruef, M. H. (2006). Organizations Evolving. Stanford University Press.  
Allen, N. J. & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, continuance, and 
normative commitment. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63(1), 1-18. 
Allison, P.D. (1999). Comparing logit and probit coefficients across groups. SMR/Sociological 
Methods and Research, 28(2), 186–208. 
Amezcua, A. S., Grimes, M. G., Bradley, S. W., & Wiklund, J. (2013). Organizational sponsorship 
and founding environments: a contingency view on the survival of business-incubated firms, 1994–
2007. Academy of Management Journal, 56(6), 1628-1654. 
Ancona, D. G., Okhuysen, G. A., & Perlow, L. A. (2001). Taking time to integrate temporal 
research. Academy of Management Review, 26(4), 512-529. 
Arenius, P., & De Clercq, D. (2005). A network-based approach on opportunity recognition. Small 
Business Economics, 24(3), 249-265. 
Arregle, J. L., Batjargal, B., Hitt, M. A., Webb, J. W., Miller, T., & Tsui, A. S. (2015). Family Ties 
in Entrepreneurs' Social Networks and New Venture Growth. Entrepreneurship Theory and 
Practice, 39(2), 313-344. 
Baron, R. A. (2008). The role of affect in the entrepreneurial process. Academy of Management 
Review, 33(2), 328-340. 
Baron, R. A., Hmieleski, K., & Henry, R. A. (2012). Entrepreneurs' dispositional positive affect: 
The potential benefits – and potential costs – of being “up”. Journal of Business Venturing, 27(3), 
310.324. 
Bastié, F., Cieply, S., & Cussy, P. (2013). The entrepreneur’s mode of entry: the effect of social and 
financial capital. Small Business Economics, 40(4), 865-877.  
Beggs, J. J., Haines, V. A., & Hurlbert, J. S. (1996). Situational contingencies surrounding the 
receipt of informal support. Social forces, 75(1), 201-222. 
Biddle, B. J. (1986). Recent development in role theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 12, 67-92. 
Birley, S. (1986). The role of networks in the entrepreneurial process. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 1(1), 107-117.  
Björk, J. (2012). Knowledge domain spanners in ideation. Creativity and Innovation Management, 
21(1), 17-27. 
Bledow, R., Rosing, K., & Frese, M. (2013). A dynamic perspective on affect and creativity. 
Academy of Management Journal, 56(2), 432-450. 
Borgatti, S. P., & Foster, P. C. (2003). The network paradigm in organizational research: A review 
and typology. Journal of Management, 29(6), 991-1013. 
Borgatti, S. P., Mehra, A., Brass, D. J., & Labianca, G. (2009). Network analysis in the social 
sciences. Science, 323(5916), 892-895. 
Bosma, N., Van Praag, M., Thurik, R., & De Wit, G. (2004). The value of human and social capital 
investments for the business performance of startups. Small Business Economics, 23(3), 227-236. 
Bowen, H. P. (2012). Testing moderating hypotheses in limited dependent variable and other 
nonlinear models: Secondary versus total interactions. Journal of Management, 38(3), 860-889. 
Bower, G. H. (1991). Mood congruity of social judgments. New York: Pergamon Press. 



Brüderl, J., & Preisendörfer, P. (1998). Network support and the success of newly founded 
business. Small Business Economics, 10(3), 213-225.  
Burgelman, R. A. (1983). A process model of internal corporate venturing in the diversified major 
firm. Administrative Science Quarterly, 223-244.  
Burt, R. S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. Research in Organizational Behavior, 
22, 345-423.  
Busenitz, L. W., & Barney, J. B. (1997). Differences between entrepreneurs and managers in large 
organizations: Biases and heuristics in strategic decision-making. Journal of Business Venturing, 
12(1), 9-30.  
Cardon, M. S., Foo, M.D., Shepherd, D., & Wiklund, J. (2012) Exploring the heard: Entrepreneurial 
emotions is a hot topic. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(1), 1-10. 
Cardon, M. S., & Kirk, C. P. (2015). Entrepreneurial Passion as Mediator of the Self-Efficacy to 
Persistence relationship. Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 39(5), 1024-1050. 
Cardon, M. S., Wincent, J., Singh, J., & Drnovsek, M. (2009). The nature and experience of 
entrepreneurial passion. Academy of Management Review, 34(3), 511-532. 
Carstensen, L. L. (1995). Evidence for a life-span theory of socioemotional selectivity. Current 
Directions in Psychological Science, 4(5), 151-156.  
Carstensen, L. L., & Mikels, J. A. (2005). At the intersection of emotion and cognition: Aging and 
the positivity effect. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14(3), 117-121.  
Carter, N. M., Gartner, W. B., & Reynolds, P. D. (1996). Exploring start-up event sequences. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 11(3), 151-166.  
Cassar, G. & Craig, J. (2009). An investigation of hindsight bias in nascent venture activities. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 24, 149-164. 
Charles, S. T., & Carstensen, L. L. (2004). A life-span view of emotional functioning in adulthood 
and old age. Recent Advances in Psychology and Aging, 15, 133-162. 
Chay, Y. W. (1993). Social support, individual differences and well‐being: A study of small 
business entrepreneurs and employees. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 
66(4), 285-302. 
Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a new general self-efficacy scale. 
Organization Research Method, 4(1), 62-83. 
Choi, N., & Majumdar, S. (2014). Social entrepreneurship as an essentially contested concept: 
Opening a new avenue for systematic future research. Journal of Business Venturing, 29(3), 363-
376. 
Cobb, S. (1976). Social support as a moderator of life stress. Psychosomatic Medicine, 38(5), 300-
314. 
Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering hypothesis. 
Psychological Bulletin, 98(2), 310.  
Danish Statistics (2012). Hver anden dansker går på nettet med mobilen. Nyt fra Danmark 
Statistisk, 376.  
Davidsson, P., & Gordon, S. R. (2012). Panel studies of new venture creation: a methods-focused 
review and suggestions for future research. Small Business Economics, 39(4), 853-876.  
Davidsson, P., & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent 
entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(3), 301-331.  
Davis, P. S., & Harveston, P. D. (1999). In the founder's shadow: Conflict in the family firm. 
Family Business Review, 12(4), 311-323. 
Davis, A. E., and K. G. Shaver (2012). Understanding Gendered Variations in Business Growth 
Intentions Across the Life Course. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(3), 495–512. 



Delmar, F., & Davidsson, P. (2000). Where do they come from? Prevalence and characteristics of 
nascent entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 12(1), 1-23. 
DeTienne, D. R., Shepherd, D. A., & De Castro, J. O. (2008). The fallacy of "only the strong 
survive": The effects of extrinsic motivation on the persistence decisions for under-performing 
firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 23(5), 528-546. 
Dimov, D. (2010). Nascent Entrepreneurs and Venture Emergence: Opportunity Confidence, 
Human Capital, and Early Planning. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6), 1123-1153. 
Downing, S. (2005). The social construction of entrepreneurship: Narrative and dramatic processes 
in the coproduction of organizations and identities. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(2), 
185-204. 
Drori, I, Honig, B., & Scheaffer, Z. (2009) The Life-Cycle of an Internet Firm: Scripts, Legitimacy 
and Identity. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 715-738. 
Elfring, T., & Hulsink, W. (2003). Networks in entrepreneurship: The case of high-technology 
firms. Small Business Economics, 21(4), 409-422. 
Emirbayer, M., & Goodwin, J. (1994). Network analysis, culture, and the problem of agency. 
American Journal of Sociology, 1411-1454.  
Evans, D. S., and L. S. Leighton (1990). Small business formation by unemployed and employed 
workers. Small Business Economics, 2, 319–330. 
Foo, M.-D., Uy, M. A., & Baron, R. A. (2009). How do feelings influence effort? An empirical 
study of entrepreneurs’ affect and venture effort. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(4), 1086-1094.  
Gartner, W. B., & Shaver, K. G. (2012). Nascent entrepreneurship panel studies: progress and 
challenges. Small Business Economics, 39(3), 659-665.  
Gedajlovic, E., Honig, B., Moore, C. B., Payne, G. T., & Wright, M. (2013). Social Capital and 
Entrepreneurship: A Schema and Research Agenda. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37(3), 
455-478.  
Gielnik, M. M., Zacher, H., & Frese, M. (2012). Focus on opportunities as a mediator of the 
relationship between business owners' age and venture growth. Journal of Business Venturing, 
27(1), 127-142. 
Gottlieb, B. H., & Bergen, A. E. (2010). Social support concepts and measure. Journal of 
Psychosomatic Research, 69, 511-520. 
Gottman, J. M., Gottman, J. S., & Atkins, C. L. (2011). The Comprehensive Soldier Fitness 
program: family skills component. American Psychologist, 66(1), 52. 
Greve, A., & Salaff, J. W. (2003). Social networks and entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, 28(1), 1-22.  
Hanlon, D., & Saunders, C. (2007). Marshaling resources to form small new ventures: Toward a 
more holistic understanding of entrepreneurial support. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
31(4), 619-641.  
Hayton, J. C., & Cholakova, M. (2012). The role of affect in the creation and intentional pursuit of 
entrepreneurial ideas. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(1), 41-68.  
Hayward, M. L. A., Shepherd, D. A., & Griffin, D. (2009). A hubris theory of entrepreneurship. 
Management Science, 52(2), 160-172. 
Heath, C., & Tversky, A. (1991). Preference and belief: Ambiguity and competence in choice under 
uncertainty. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 4, 5-28. 
Hmieleski, K. M. & Baron, R. A. (2009). Entrepreneurs' optimism and new venture performance: A 
social cognitive perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 52(3), 473-488. 
Hoang, H., & Antoncic, B. (2003). Network-based research in entrepreneurship: A critical review. 
Journal of Business Venturing, 18(2), 165-187.  



Hoang, H., & Gimeno, J. (2010). Becoming a founder: How founder role identity affects 
entrepreneurial transitions and persistence in founding. Journal of Business Venturing, 25(1), 41-53. 
Hoetker, G. (2007). The use of logit and probit models in strategic management research: Critical 
issues. Strategic Management Journal, 28(4), 331-343. 
Holland, D. V. (2011). Utility maximization? An expectancy view of entrepreneurial persistence. 
Management Research Review, 34(3), 337-352 
Holland, D. V., & Shepherd, D. A. (2013). Deciding to Persist: Adversity, Values, and 
Entrepreneurs’ Decision Policies. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37(2), 331-358. 
Hosmer, D. W., & Lemeshow, S. (2000). Model‐Building Strategies and Methods for Logistic 
Regression. 
House, J. S. (1981). Work stress and social support. Addison-Wesley Publishing Company 
Reading, MA. 
Isen, A. M. (2002). Missing in action in the AIM: Positive affect's facilitation of cognitive 
flexibility, innovation, and problem solving. Psychological Inquiry, 13(1), 57-65.  
Jacobson, D. E. (1986). Types and timing of social support. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 
27(3), 250-264.  
Jenssen, J. I., & Koenig, H. F. (2002). The effect of social networks on resource access and business 
start-ups. European Planning Studies, 10(8), 1039-1046.  
Kautonen, T., Kibler, E. & Minniti, M. (2017). Late-career entrepreneurship, income and quality of 
life. Journal of Business Venturing, 32(3), 318-333. 
Katz, J., & Gartner, W. B. (1988). Properties of emerging organizations. Academy of Management 
Review, 13(3), 429-441.  
Kessler, A., & Frank, H. (2009). Nascent Entrepreneurship in a Longitudinal Perspective the Impact 
of Person, Environment, Resources and the Founding Process on the Decision to Start Business 
Activities. International Small Business Journal, 27(6), 720-742.  
Kim, P. H., Longest, K. C., & Aldrich, H. E. (2013). Can you lend me a hand? Task-role alignment 
of social support for aspiring business owners. Work and Occupation, 40(3), 213-249.  
Kim, P. H., Longest, K. C., & Lippmann, S. (2015). The tortoise versus the hare: Progress and 
business 
viability differences between conventional and leisure-based founders. Journal of Business 
Venturing, 30(2), 185-204. 
Klyver, K., & Foley, D. (2012). Networking and culture in entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship & 
Regional Development, 24(7-8), 561-588.  
Klyver, K., Nielsen, S. & Evald, M. R. (2013). Women’s self-employment: an act of institutional 
(dis)integration? A multilevel, cross-country study. Journal of Business Venturing, 28(4), 474-488. 
Klyver, K., & Schenkel, M. T. (2013). From Resource Access to Use: Exploring the Impact of 
Resource Combinations on Nascent Entrepreneurship. Journal of Small Business Management, 
51(4), 539-556.  
Knoke, D., Bohrnstedt, G. W., & Mee, A. P. (2002). Statistics for social data analysis: Wadsworth 
Publishing Company. 
Kreiser, P. M., Patel, P. C., & Fiet, J. O. (2013). The Influence of Changes in Social Capital on 
Firm‐Founding Activities. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37(3), 539-568.  
Kristiansen, E., & Roberts, G. C. (2010). Young elite athletes and social support: Coping with 
competitive and organizational stress in “Olympic” competition. Scandinavian Journal of Medicine 
& Science in Sports, 20(4), 686-695. 
Kunisch, S., Bartunek, J., Mueller, J., & Huy, Q. (2017). Time in strategic change research. 
Academy of Management Annals, 11(2), 1005-1064. 



Larson, A., & Starr, J. A. (1993). A network model of organization formation. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 17, 5-16.  
Li, H., Zubielqui, G. C. d., & O'Connor, A. (2015). Entrepreneurial networking capacity of cluster 
firms: a social network perspective on how shared resources enhance firm performance. Small 
Business Economics, 45(3), 523-541.  
Light, I., & Dana, L. P. (2013). Boundaries of social capital in entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 37(3), 603-624. 
Lin, N., & Dumin, M. (1986). Access to occupations through social ties. Social Networks, 8(4), 
365-385.  
Löckenhoff, C. E., & Carstensen, L. L. (2004). Socioemotional selectivity theory, aging, and health: 
The increasingly delicate balance between regulating emotions and making tough choices. Journal 
of Personality, 72(6), 1395-1424.  
Malecki, C. K., & Demaray, M. K. (2003). What Type of Support Do They Need? Investigating 
Student Adjustment as Related to Emotional, Informational, Appraisal, and Instrumental Support. 
School Psychology Quarterly, 18(3), 231-252. 
McGuire, G. M. (2007). Intimate Work A Typology of the Social Support That Workers Provide to 
Their Network Members. Work and Occupations, 34(2), 125-147.  
McIntosh, N. J. (1991). Identification and investigation of properties of social support. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 12(3), 201-217. 
McMullen, J. S., & Shepherd, D. A. (2006). Entrepreneurial action and the role of uncertainty in the 
theory of the entrepreneur. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 132-152. 
Minola, T., Criaco, G. & Obschonka, M. (2016). Age, culture, and self-employment motivation. 
Small Business Economics, 46(2), 187-213. 
Monsen, E., & Urbig, D. (2009). Perceptions of efficacy, control, and risk: A theory of mixed 
control. In A. L. Carsrud & M. Brännback (eds), Understanding the entrepreneurial mind – opening 
the black box. Springer, 259-281. 
Montgomery, J. D. (1998). Toward a Role-Theoretic Conception of Embeddedness. American 
Journal of Sociology, 104(1), 92-125. 
Neergaard, H., Shaw, E., & Carter, S. (2005). The impact of gender, social capital and networks on 
business ownership: a research agenda. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & 
Research, 11(5), 338-357.  
Newbert, S. L., & Tornikoski, E. T. (2012). Supporter networks and network growth: a contingency 
model of organizational emergence. Small Business Economics, 39(1), 141-159.  
Newbert, S. L., Tornikoski, E. T., & Quigley, N. R. (2013). Exploring the evolution of supporter 
networks in the creation of new organizations. Journal of Business Venturing, 28, 281-298.  
Patzelt, H. & Shepherd, D. (2011). Negative emotions of an entrepreneurial career: Self-
employment and regulatory coping behaviors. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(2), 226-238. 
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases 
in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879.  
Powell, E. E., & Baker, T. (2014). It's what you make of it: founder identity and enacting strategic 
responses to adversity. Academy of Management Journal, 57(5), 1406-1433. 
Reynolds, P. D. (2016). Start-up actions and outcomes: What entrepreneurs do to reach profitability. 
Foundations and Trends in Entrepreneurship, 12(6), 443-559. 
Rooks, G., Klyver, K., & Sserwanga, A. (2016). The context of social capital: A comparison of 
rural and urban entrepreneurs in Uganda. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 40(1), 111-130. 
Santarelli, E., & Tran, H. T. (2013). The interplay of human and social capital in shaping 
entrepreneurial performance: the case of Vietnam. Small Business Economics, 40(2), 435-458. 



Samuelsson, M., & Davidsson, P. (2009). Does venture opportunity variation matter? Investigating 
systematic process differences between innovative and imitative new ventures. Small Business 
Economics, 33(2), 229-255.  
Schott, T., & Sedaghat, M. (2014). Innovation embedded in entrepreneurs’ networks and national 
educational systems. Small Business Economics, 43(2), 463-476. 
Semmer, N. K., Elfering, A., Jacobshagen, N., Perrot, T., Beehr, T. A., & Boos, N. (2008). The 
emotional meaning of instrumental social support. International Journal of Stress Management, 
15(3), 235-251.  
Semrau, T., & Hopp, C. (2015). Complementary or compensatory? A contingency perspective on 
how entrepreneurs’ human and social capital interact in shaping start-up progress. Small Business 
Economics, 46(3), 407-423. 
Shane, S. (2000). Prior knowledge and the discovery of entrepreneurial opportunities. Organization 
Science, 11(4), 448-469. 
Shane, S. (2012). Reflections on the 2010 AMR Decade Award: Delivering on the Promise of 
Entrepreneurship as a Field of Research. Academy of Management Review, 37(1), 10-20.  
Singh, G., & DeNoble, A. (2003). Early Retirees as the Next Generation of Entrepreneurs. 
Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, 27(3), 207-226. 
Slotte‐Kock, S., & Coviello, N. (2010). Entrepreneurship research on network processes: a review 
and ways forward. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(1), 31-57.  
Snijders, T. A. (1999). Prologue to the measurement of social capital. Tocqueville Review, 20, 27-
44.  
Starr, J. A., & MacMillan, I. (1990). Resource cooptation via social contracting: Resource 
acquisition strategies for new ventures. Strategic Management Journal, 11, 79-92.  
Steel, P., & König, C.J. (2006). Integrating theories of motivation. Academy of Management 
Review, 31(4), 889-913. 
Stuetzer, M., Goethner, M., & Cantner, U. (2012). Do balanced skills help nascent entrepreneurs to 
make progress in the venture creation process? Economics Letters, 117(1), 186-188. 
Suurmeijer, Th. P. B. M., Doeglas, D. M., Briangon, S., Krijnen, W., Krol, B., Sanderman, R., et al. 
(1995). The measurement of social support in the ''European research on incapacitating diseases and 
social support'': The development of the social support questionnaire for transactions (SSQT). 
Social Science and Medicine, 40, 1221-1229. 
Tardy, C. H. (1985). Social support measures. American Journal of Community Psychology, 13(2), 
187-202. 
Thoits, P. A. (1982). Conceptual, methodological, and theoretical problems in studying social 
support as a buffer against life stress. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 23(2), 145-159. 
Thoits, P. A. (1995). Stress, coping, and social support processes: Where are we? What next? 
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 53-79.  
Toegel, G., Kilduff, M., & Anand, N. 2013. Emotion helping by managers: An emergent 
understanding of discrepant role expectations and outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 
56(2), 334-357. 
Tornikoski, E. (2009). Legitimating behaviors and firm emergence: a resource dependence 
perspective. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 5(2), 121-138.  
Tornikoski, E. T., & Newbert, S. L. (2007). Exploring the determinants of organizational 
emergence: A legitimacy perspective. Journal of Business Venturing, 22(2), 311-335.  
Unger, J. M., Rauch, A., Frese, M., & Rosenbusch, N. (2011). Human capital and entrepreneurial 
success: A meta-analytical review. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(3), 341-358.  



Urbig, D., & Monsen, E. (2012). The structure of optimism:“Controllability affects the extent to 
which efficacy beliefs shape outcome expectancies. Journal of Economic Psychology, 33(4), 854-
867. 
Uy, M. A., Foo, M.-D., & Ilies, R. (2015). Perceived progress variability and entrepreneurial effort 
intensity: The moderating role of venture goal commitment. Journal of Business Venturing, 30(3), 
375-389  
Yli‐Renko, H., Autio, E., & Sapienza, H. J. (2001). Social capital, knowledge acquisition, and 
knowledge exploitation in young technology‐based firms. Strategic Management Journal, 22(6‐7), 
587-613. 
Vroom, V. (1964). Work and Motivation. Wiley, New York. 
Wallsten, S. M., Tweed, D. L., Blazer, D. G., & George, L. K. (1999). Disability and depressive 
symptoms in the elderly: The effects of instrumental support and its subjective appraisal. The 
International Journal of Aging and Human Development, 48(2), 145-159. 
Walker, M. E., Wasserman, S., & Wellman, B. (1993). Statistical models for social support 
networks. Sociological Methods & Research, 22(1), 71-98. 
Wellman, B. (1983). Network analysis: Some basic principles. Sociological theory, 1(1), 155-200. 
Wellman, B., & Wortley, S. (1990). Different strokes from different folks: Community ties and 
social support. American Journal of Sociology, 558-588.  
Wiklund, J., & Shepherd, D. (2003). Knowledge‐based resources, entrepreneurial orientation, and 
the performance of small and medium‐sized businesses. Strategic Management Journal, 24(13), 
1307-1314. 
Williams, D. W., & Wood, M. S. (2015). Rule-based reasoning for understanding opportunity 
evaluation. The Academy of Management Perspectives, 29(2), 218-236. 
Wood, M. S., McKelvie, A., & Haynie, J. M. (2014). Making it personal: Opportunity individuation 
and the shaping of opportunity beliefs. Journal of Business Venturing, 29(2), 252–272. 
  



Table 1: Overview of Studies Based on Multiple Waves on Social Support/Social Networks Explaining Firm Emergence  

Study Datasets DV IVs Model Structure 
or content 

Timing / 
dynamics 
in support 

Conclusion 
(Network effect: Optimism, pessimism, or both) 

        
Davidsson & 
Honig  
(JBV 2003) 

Swedish PSED 
 

Gestation activities 
Sales 
Profitable 

Parents in business 
Encouragement 
Friends in business 
Assistance agency 
Team 
Business network 
Married 

Main Mostly 
structure 

No Most variables impact progression in the process measure as 
gestation activities. Member of a business network and having 
friends and neighbors in business are the only important factors 
for sales and profit (only member of business network) 
(Optimism) 

        
Kessler & Frank  
(ISBJ 2009) 

Austria 
(not 
representative) 

Started or not (perceptual) Network index (contact with a range of 
business roles) 
Role models 

Main Structure No No effect of network structure on the likelihood of starting a 
business.  
(Pessimism) 

        
Samuelsson & 
Davidsson (SBE 
2009) 

Swedish PSED 
 

Gestation activities Human capital 
Strategy 
Environment 
Social reinforcement 
Instrumental social capital 

Interaction Content Yes Social reinforcement and instrumental social capital both 
positively impact venturing progress measured as gestation 
activities. Instrumental social capital increases in magnitude from 
earlier to later stages of the process.  
(Optimistic)  

        
Tornikoski & 
Newbert 
(JBV 2007) 

US PSED I First sale 
Hired employees 
External funding 
Started (perceptual) 

Defined marketing opportunities 
Asked funds 
Established credit 
Took business class 
Outside assistance 

Main Structure No Both negative and positive effects of networking  
(Both) 

        
Tornikoski  
(IEMJ 2009) 

France 
(not 
representative) 

Emergence: started, still 
trying, stand-by, quit 
(perceptual) 
Gestation activities 

Network index (contact with suppliers, R&D 
partners, and technology partners) 

Main Structure No Networking activity has negative impact on firm emergence 
(Pessimism) 

        
Newbert & 
Tornikoski  
(SBE 2012) 

US PSED I Gestation activities 
(Hired employees,  
First sale,  
External funding) 

Network size 
Contact frequency 
Duration of contact 
Multiplexity 
Value of resources 
Network growth 

Interaction Mostly 
structure 

Yes Network growth, value of received resources and multiplicity of 
relationships are positively related to firm emergence. The 
network growth effect is moderated by network size, contact 
frequency, and value of resources.  
(Optimism) 
 

        
Newbert, 
Tornikoski & 
Quigley  
(JBV 2013) 

US PSED I Positive cash flow 
Started (perceptual) 

Heterogeneity over time in duration, exchange 
history, frequency, and emotional intensity 

Main Structure Yes With small variations, heterogeneity over time in duration, 
multiplicity, frequency, and emotional intensity impact firm 
emergence (perceptual and positive cash flow) and the pace of it.  
(Optimism) 

        
Kim, Longest & 
Aldrich 
(WO 2013) 

US PSED I Hazard rate of quitting start-
up effort 
(or continuering; perceptual) 

Task-role support combinations Interaction Content No The effect of social support  for firm emergence depends on 
alignment of task (information or emotional) and roles (family or 
non-family) 
(Optimism) 

        
Kreiser, Patel & 
Fiet 
(ETP 2013) 

US PSED I Increase in gestation 
activities 

Change in tie strength 
(=change in intensity of network use) 
Change in numbers of ties 

Interaction Structure Yes Change in tie strength has a negative impact on firm emergence 
while change in numbers of ties has a positive impact. Change in 
number of ties is moderated by social competences. 
(Optimism) 

 



Table 2: Means, Standard Deviation, and Spearman correlations 

 Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
1. Firm emergence—persistence  .64 .48 1                       

2. Instrumental support .58 .27 .14** 1                      

3. Emotional support .70 .3 .04 .22** 1                     

4. Gestation activities .55 .26 .33** .21** .14** 1                    

5. Age 16-25 .17 .38 -.10 .01 -.04 -.12* 1                   

6. Age 26-35 .25 .44 -.07 .03 .07 -.02 -.30** 1                  

7. Age 36-45 .32 .47 .02 .00 -.06 .08 -.31** -.42** 1                 

8. Age 46-55 .19 .39 .11* -.05 .05 -.01 -.21** -.28** -.30** 1                

9. Age 56-64 .07 .25 .08 .00 -.02 .08 -.12* -.16** -.17** -.11* 1               

10. Gender (female) 1.32 .47 -.03 .08 .21** .02 -.11* -.10* .04 .14** .08 1              

11. Civil status: single .22 .42 -.03 .01 .05 -.06 .17** .07 -.08 -.13** -.04 .01 1             

12. Civil status: partner .11 .32 .04 -.05 .05 .00 .25** -.05 -.08 -.05 -.09 .03 -.20** 1            

13. Civil status: cohabitant/married .67 .47 .00 .02 -.08 .05 -.32** -.03 .13* .15** .09 -.02 -.76** -.49** 1           

14. Children .6 .49 .12* .01 -.13* .14** -.52** -.19** .28** .30** .20** .18** -.36** -.22** .46** 1          

15. Work status: Unemployed .11 .31 -.08 -.04 -.06 -.14** -.16** -.02 .10 .06 .02 .06 -.06 -.04 .08 .13** 1         

16. Education: primary school .05 .21 .02 .00 -.03 -.06 .09 -.06 -.09 .07 .05 -.08 -.01 .04 -.02 -.03 .01 1        

17. Education: secondary .09 .28 -.03 .01 -.04 .00 .35** -.20** -.07 -.02 -.04 -.08 .11* .12* -.18** -.18** -.10* -.07 1       

18. Education: vocational .23 .42 -.02 .15** .14** .07 -.06 -.02 .07 .04 -.06 -.09 -.16** .02 .13* .06 .06 -.12* -.17** 1      

19. Education: higher education < 3 years .1 .29 -.08 -.05 .01 -.05 .07 -.01 -.10* .04 .03 .07 .01 .02 -.02 -.06 -.02 -.07 -.10* -.18** 1     

20. Education: higher education 3-4 years .31 .46 -.01 -.04 -.06 -.10* -.12* .12* -.03 -.01 .05 .14** .08 -.06 -.03 .08 -.02 -.15** -.21** -.36** -.22** 1    

21. Education: higher education > 3 years .24 .43 .09 -.07 -.04 .11* -.14** .06 .12* -.08 -.01 -.02 .00 -.07 .05 .03 .04 -.12* -.17** -.30** -.18** -.37** 1   

22. Self-efficacy 4.14 .48 .06 .12* .11* .15** .09 -.03 -.05 -.01 .02 .07 -.01 .03 -.01 .03 -.11* .01 -.03 .09 -.04 .00 -.05 1  

23. Duration .36 .64 .12* .07 .07 .13** -.01 -.02 -.01 -.04 .13* .03 .08 -.05 -.04 .00 -.12* -.01 -.03 .01 .02 -.02 .02 .08 1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 (two-sided) 

  



Table 3: Hierarchical Logistic Regression Predicting Entrepreneurial Persistence  

    Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   Model 4   Model 5 
    B   SE   B   SE   B   SE   B   SE   B   SE 
Contols  

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
 

 Constant -.491 
 

1.295  -.765 
 

1.336  -1.184 
 

1.522  1.860 
 

2.506  2.052 
 

2.715 
 Gender -.367 

 
.263  -.426 

 
.273  -.421 

 
.273  -.504 ϯ .281  -.515 ϯ .283 

 Age (ref 56-64)  
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 
    16-25 -1.060 

 
.663  -1.101 ϯ .666  -1.086 

 
.668  -2.756 

 
2.446  -2.922 

 
2.510 

    26-35 -.888 
 

.586  -.911 
 

.588  -.899 
 

.593  -3.706 
 

2.256  -3.955 ϯ 2.325 
    36-45 -.651 

 
.561  -.632 

 
.560  -.658 

 
.564  -3.726 ϯ 2.233  -4.076 ϯ 2.292 

    46-55 .139 
 

.597  .229 
 

.599  .249 
 

.605  -2.789 
 

2.258  -3.094 
 

2.339 
 Civil Status (ref Married)  

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
 

    Partner .783 ϯ .429  .850 ϯ .434  .826 ϯ .434  .889 * .441  .839 ϯ .441 
    Single .249 

 
.316  .242 

 
.319  .205 

 
.320  .205 

 
.332  .143 

 
.332 

 Children .150 
 

.328  .123 
 

.337  .137 
 

.340  .149 
 

.344  .173 
 

.348 
 Unemployed -.505 

 
.381  -.511 

 
.381  -.461 

 
.386  -.515 

 
.390  -.420 

 
.395 

 Education (ref Primary)  
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 
    Secondary -.383 

 
.686  -.413 

 
.695  -.279 

 
.696  -.618 

 
.711  -.498 

 
.712 

    Voccational -.476 
 

.610  -.539 
 

.621  -.497 
 

.619  -.628 
 

.631  -.600 
 

.628 
    High <3years -.611 

 
.669  -.578 

 
.680  -.519 

 
.677  -.706 

 
.687  -.644 

 
.684 

    High 3-4 years -.141 
 

.599  -.120 
 

.611  -.077 
 

.608  -.178 
 

.619  -.122 
 

.617 
    High > 4 years .090 

 
.617  .140 

 
.627  .261 

 
.629  .142 

 
.635  .276 

 
.635 

 Self Efficacy .117 
 

.254  .071 
 

.256  .108 
 

.258  .114 
 

.265  .138 
 

.268 
 Duration .274 

 
.195  .272 

 
.197  .261 

 
.199  .292 

 
.203  .279 

 
.205 

  Gestation Activities 2.413 *** .481   2.300 *** .490   2.803 ϯ 1.547   2.252 *** .504   2.192   1.654 
 

  



Table 3: Hierarchical Logistic Regression Predicting Entrepreneurial Persistence (cont.) 

    Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   Model 4   Model 5 
    B   SE   B   SE   B   SE   B   SE   B   SE 
Main effects  

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
 

 Instrumental Support  
 

  1.057 * .460  -.033 
 

.944  -3.677 ϯ 2.656  -5.724 ϯ 2.961 
 Emotional Support  

 
  -.092 

 
.435  1.142 ϯ .858  0.423 

 
1.886  1.642 

 
2.051 

Interactions  
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 
 Instrumental Sup. x Gestation Act.  

 
   

 
  2.518 ϯ 1.689   

 
  3.341 * 1.787 

 Emotional Sup. x Gestation Act.  
 

   
 

  -2.844 * 1.652   
 

  -2.680 ϯ 1.742 
 Instrumental Sup. x Age (ref 56-

64) 
 
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

     
    Instrumental Sup. x Age (16-25)  

 
   

 
   

 
  3.758 ϯ 2.922  4.578 ϯ 3.008 

    Instrumental Sup. x Age (26-35)  
 

   
 

   
 

  4.101 ϯ 2.817  4.575 ϯ 2.878 
    Instrumental Sup. x Age (36-45)  

 
   

 
   

 
  5.651 * 2.794  5.972 * 2.852 

    Instrumental Sup. x Age (46-55)  
 

   
 

   
 

  5.445 * 2.840  6.315 * 2.936 
 Emotional Sup. x Age (ref 56-64)  

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
 

    Emotional Sup. x Age (16-25)  
 

   
 

   
 

  -1.135 
 

2.201  -1.542 
 

2.229 
    Emotional Sup. x Age (26-35)  

 
   

 
   

 
  .119 

 
2.055  .050 

 
2.057 

    Emotional Sup. x Age (36-45)  
 

   
 

   
 

  -.704 
 

2.033  -.518 
 

2.038 
    Emotional Sup. x Age (46-55)  

 
   

 
   

 
  -.537 

 
2.088  -.751 

 
2.100 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 
-2 Log Likelihood 432.6    427.2    422.2    419.9    414.1   

Nagelkerke R Square .200       .217       .239       .217       .256     
 ϯ p < 0.10 * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
The significance levels are reported as two-tailed tests for control variables and as one-tailed tests for independent variables.   
  



Table 4: Overview of Hypothesized Effects, Their Mechanisms and the Empirical 

Findings  

Independent 
Variable (IV) 

Main effect: 
Influence of IV on 
entrepreneurial 

persistence  

Moderate Main Effect by Timing of 

 Venture development 
 

Entrepreneur’s life stage 
 

Instrumental 
support 

 Effect (H1): Positive 
 

Mechanism:  
(1) Knowledge => 

overcome obstacles 
=> higher 

expectation  
 (2) Knowledge => 

pathways and 
solutions =>  higher 

desirability 
 

Result: Supported 

Effect (H3a): Increasing 
 

Mechanism: Late venture 
stage => career transition 

situation dominates => 
relying on cognitive 

guidance => instrumental 
support more important 

late 
 
 
 

Result: Not supported 
 

Effect (H4a): Decreasing 
 

Mechanism: Older age => 
increased human capital 
=> instrumental support 

redundant 
 
 
 
 
 

Result: Partially 
supported 

 
Emotional 
support 

Effect (H2): Positive 
 

Mechanism: 
Opportunity 

appraisal, identity, 
passion 

 
 
 

 
 

Result: Not 
supported 

Effect (H3b): Decreasing 
 

Mechanism: Early venture 
stage => entrepreneurial 
career identity situation 
dominates => need for 

reassurances from others 
=> emotional support 
more important early 

 
Result: Supported 

 

Effect (H4b): Decreasing 
 

Mechanism: Older age => 
better able to regulate 

and control emotions => 
less influenced by 

emotional states => 
emotional support less 

important 
 
 

Result: Not supported 
 

 

  



Figure 1: Theoretical model of support timing 
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Figure 2: Estimated Marginal Effect on Probability of Entrepreneurial Persistence with 90% confidence interval – Secondary 
Component of Institutional Support x Gestation Activity Interaction for different values of predicted probability 

  
The plot displays the 90% confidence of the estimated secondary (substantive) moderating effect against the predicted probability (from the 
logistic model) for each observation. Support for a substantive moderating effect is provided for intervals of predicted probability for which 
the majority of confidence intervals do not cross zero.  
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Figure 3: Estimated Marginal Effect on Probability of Entrepreneurial Persistence with 90% confidence interval – Secondary 

Component of Emotional Support x Gestation Activity Interaction for different values of predicted probability 

 

The plot displays the 90% confidence of the estimated secondary (substantive) moderating effect against the predicted probability (from the 
logistic model) for each observation. Support for a substantive moderating effect is provided for intervals of predicted probability for which 
the majority of confidence intervals do not cross zero. 
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Figure 4: Estimated Marginal Effect on Probability of Entrepreneurial Persistence with 90% confidence interval for Different Age 

Categories versus Age 56-65 – variation with level of Instrumental Support 
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