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Executive Summary 

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) is the most important and comprehensive 

international study of entrepreneurship and the entrepreneurial environment. The GEM study 

in 2013 covers 75% of the world’s population and 90% of the world’s GDP. In Romania the 

study is conducted by the Babeş-Bolyai University of Cluj-Napoca, Faculty of Economics and 

Business Administration. A total of 2,021 adults were interviewed in the Adult Population 

Survey (APS) for this study in 2013. In order to assess the national conditions influencing 

entrepreneurial activity 36 national experts completed a closed questionnaire on factors 

related to entrepreneurial environment. 

The early-stage entrepreneurial activity rate in Romania in 2013 is 10.1% of the adult 

working age population. This rate is slightly higher than it was in 2012 (9.22%), it is higher 

than the rate registered in Croatia, Hungary and Slovakia and it is similar to the Central-

Eastern European efficiency-driven economies’ (CEE) average measured in 2013. The 

share of nascent entrepreneurs decreased from 7.94% in 2012 to 6.2% in 2013. This rate is 

similar to Croatia, Hungary, Slovenia, and to the CEE average, but it is lower than the 

average of the world’s efficiency-driven economies. The share of young business 

entrepreneurs increased to 4.2% in 2013, from 3.81% in 2012.  

The opportunity-driven early-stage activity rate is 6.8% in 2013, similar to the 2012 value 

(6.92%). This value is higher than it is in Croatia, Hungary and Slovakia, and is also higher 

than the average of the CEE efficiency-driven economies. However, this rate lags behind the 

average of the world’s efficiency-driven economies (10.5%). The necessity-driven early-

stage entrepreneurship rate is 3.2%. The ratio of opportunity motivated and necessity 

motivated early-stage entrepreneurs increased compared to 2011 (from 1.39 in 2011 to 2.13 

in 2013). 

In Romania early-stage entrepreneurial activity appears to be more oriented towards 

consumer-oriented services (39.06%), followed by the transforming sector (21.99%) and the 

extracting sector (21.17%). In Romania 16.71% of the early-stage entrepreneurs use very 

latest technology, 30.13% new technology and 53.16% no new technology. The most of the 

early-stage entrepreneurs (61.9%) offer 1-5 jobs. 

The entrepreneurial framework conditions present the less proper conditions in government 

policies, entrepreneurial finances and government entrepreneurship programs. The best 

rated conditions are the physical infrastructure (except for roads) and the entry regulations.  

  



 

10 

1 Theoretical aspects of GEM research 

The main aim of Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) research project is to explore and 

assess the role of entrepreneurship in economic growth, enhancing the national 

characteristics of the entrepreneurial activity (Bosma et al., 2012, p. 9). Since its beginning, 

GEM’s focus has been on individuals, who are involved in different stages of the 

entrepreneurial dynamics, as units of observation (Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 18).  

GEM defines entrepreneurship as any attempt at new business or new venture creation, 

such as self-employment, a new business organization, or the expansion of an existing 

business, by an individual, a team of individuals, or an established business (Bosma et al., 

2012, p. 9). The GEM project has focused on entrepreneurship as a process comprising 

different phases, from intending to start, to just starting, to running new or established 

enterprises and even discontinuing a business (Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 19).  

GEM has the following objectives: to allow for comparison with regard to the level and 

characteristics of entrepreneurial activity among different economies, to determine the extent 

to which entrepreneurial activity influences economic growth within individual economies; to 

identify factors which encourage and/or hinder entrepreneurial activity, to guide the 

formulation of effective and targeted policies aimed at stimulating entrepreneurship (Xavier 

et al., 2013, p. 12). GEM is based on the following premises: first, an economy’s prosperity is 

highly dependent on a dynamic entrepreneurship sector, and second, an economy’s 

entrepreneurial capacity is based on individuals with the ability and motivation to start 

businesses, and may be strengthened by positive societal perceptions about 

entrepreneurship (Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 17).  

The GEM research framework conceptualizes the entrepreneurship process and the 

operation definition according to the phases of multiphase process (Amorós and Bosma, 

2014, p. 19). The GEM project views entrepreneurship as a process comprising different 

phases, from intending to start, to just starting, to running new or established enterprises, 

and even discontinuing a business (Xavier et al., 2013, p. 13). Potential entrepreneurs are 

identified as those individuals, who manifest entrepreneurial attitudes as potential 

prerequisites of the entrepreneurial. These individuals believe they possess the capabilities 

to start a new business, they see opportunities for entrepreneurship, and would not be 

dissuaded from doing so by fear of failure (Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 19). For some 

potential entrepreneurs, their intentions to start businesses are underpinned by the 

perceptions society holds of entrepreneurs, the status these individuals enjoy in their society, 

and whether the media positively represents entrepreneurs (Xavier et al., 2013, p. 13). The 

next phase is the nascent entrepreneurial activity, with individuals starting a new business 

less than 3 months old. New business owners are defined as those former nascent 
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entrepreneurs who have been in business for more than three months, but less than three 

and a half years (42 months). Taken together these two phases are denoted as total early-

stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA). The established businesses are those former new 

businesses which have been active for more than 42 months. The multiphase process deals 

also with the discontinuation of the entrepreneurial activity (Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 

19). Figure 1 summarizes the entrepreneurship process and the operational definitions of 

GEM.  

Figure 1  The entrepreneurship process and GEM operational definitions 

 

Source: Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 19 

In 2013 the project included 70 countries, with more than 197,000 individuals being 

interviewed worldwide, on basis of nationally representative samples. More than that, 

approximately 3,800 national experts on entrepreneurship participated in the study. Amorós 

and Bosma (2014, p. 10) indicated that based on this survey, this group of economies 

represented an estimated 75% of the world’s population, and 90% of the world’s GDP. 

The countries participating in 2013 in GEM research program are grouped into three stages 

of economic development: factor-driven economies, efficiency-driven economies and 

innovation-driven economies, according to The Global Competitiveness Report of the World 

Economic Forum. Two criteria are used to allocate countries into stages of development, the 

level of GDP per capita at market exchange rates and the share of mineral goods in total 

exports (Schwab, Sala-i-Martin, 2012, p. 9, Benyovszki et al., 2014, p. 12). According to this, 

Romania is located in the group of the efficiency-driven economies. The following table 

represents the GEM participating countries in 2013 within these economic development 

stages (Benyovszki et al., 2014, p. 12, Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 25)). 
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Table 1  GEM 2013 countries grouped by stages of economic development 

Factor-Driven Economies 

Algeria
1
, Angola

1
, Botswana

1
, Ghana

1
, Iran

1
, India, Lybia

1
, Malawi, Nigeria, Philippines

1
, Uganda, Vietnam, 

Zambia 

Efficiency-Driven Economies 

Argentina
2
, Barbados

2
, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil

2
, Chile

2
, China, Colombia, Croatia

2
, Ecuador, Estonia

2
, 

Guatemala, Hungary
2
, Indonesia, Jamaica, Latvia

2
, Lithuania

2
, Macedonia, Malaysia

2
, Mexico

2
, Namibia, 

Panama
2
, Peru, Poland

2
, Romania, Russia

2
, Slovak Republic

2
, South Africa, Suriname, Thailand, Turkey

2
, 

Uruguay
2
 

Innovation-Driven Economies 

Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Puerto Rico, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Taiwan, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom, United States of America 

1) In transition phase between Factor-Driven and Efficiency-Driven 

2) In transition phase between Efficiency-Driven and Innovation-Driven 

Source: Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 25. 

The data used in the analyses is gathered annually and is derived from two major sources: 

Adult Population Survey (APS) and National Experts Survey (NES). The Adult Population 

Survey is a survey of random representative sample of at least 2000 adults, aged between 

18-64 years, using a standardized questionnaire developed by the GEM consortium. In 2013 

in Romania 2021 of APS questionnaires were applied via phone according to GEM 

methodology standards to randomly chosen adult individuals in a nationally representative 

sample, stratified by age, geographical region and status of the locality they live in. 

The National Experts Survey provides insights into the entrepreneurial startup environment 

in each economy with regard to the nine entrepreneurial framework conditions (Amorós and 

Bosma, 2014, p. 45): 

 Financing: the availability of financial resources, equity, and debt, for new and 

growing firms, including grants and subsidies. 

 Governmental policies: the extent to which government policies, such as taxes or 

regulations are either size- neutral or encourage new and growing firms. 

 Governmental programs: the extent to which taxes or regulations are either size-

neutral or encourage new and growing firms. 

 Education and training: the extent to which training in creating/ managing new, small 

or growing business entities is incorporated within the education and training system 

at all levels. There are two sub-divisions – primary and secondary school 

entrepreneurship education and training; and post-school entrepreneurship education 

and training. 

 Research and development transfer: the extent to which national research and 

development will lead to new commercial opportunities, and whether or not these are 

available for new, small and growing firms. 

 Commercial and legal infrastructure: the presence of commercial, accounting and 

other legal services and institutions that allow or promote the emergence of small, 

new and growing business entities. 
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 Entry regulations: there are two sub-divisions – market dynamics, i.e. the extent to 

which markets change dramatically from year to year; and market openness, i.e. the 

extent to which new firms are free to enter existing markets 

 Physical infrastructure: ease of access to available physical resources – 

communication, utilities, transportation, land or space – at a price that does not 

discriminate against new, small or growing firms. 

 Cultural and social norms: the extent to which existing social and cultural norms 

encourage, or do not discourage, individual actions that might lead to new ways of 

conducting business or economic activities which might, in turn, lead to greater 

dispersion in personal wealth and income. 

The NES sample comprises a minimum of 36 respondents with four experts drawn from 

each of the entrepreneurial framework categories. A minimum of 25% in the sample must be 

entrepreneur or business owner, and 50% must be professional.  

The GEM data makes researchers able to explore the bi-directional relationship between 

entrepreneurship and economic development. GEM developed a conceptual framework 

which allows researchers to study the key elements of this relationship. According to this, the 

contribution of the entrepreneurs to an economy varies according to its phase of 

development, which to certain extent drives the institutional setting1. The framework 

incorporates the three main components that capture the nature of the entrepreneurship: the 

entrepreneurial activity measures the involvement of the individuals in different phases of the 

entrepreneurship, the entrepreneurial attitudes and perceptions supply information on how 

the social environment supports entrepreneurial activities and the entrepreneurial 

aspirations, which indicate the impact of the entrepreneurial behavior (Bosma et al., 2012, p. 

15, Benyovszki et al., 2014, p. 9-10, Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 21).  

According to these, GEM uses the following group of terms in assessing the entrepreneurial 

activity of the adult population. 

Entrepreneurial attitudes and perceptions express the general feelings of the population 

towards entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship, considering the entrepreneurship context.  

- Perceived opportunities - the percentage of 18-64 population who see good 

opportunities to start a business in the area where they live in the next six months. 

- Perceived capabilities - the percentage of 18-64 population who believe to have the 

required skills and knowledge to start a business. 

- Fear of failure rate - the percentage of 18-64 population with positive perceived 

opportunities who indicate that fear of failure would prevent them from setting up a 

business. 

- Potential entrepreneurs are those individuals aged between 18-64 years who believe 

they possess the capabilities to start businesses, who see opportunities for 

entrepreneurship, and who would not be dissuaded from doing so by fear of failure.  

                                                
1
 See Table 1 for the classification of GEM attending economies by their phase of development in 2013. 
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- Intentioned entrepreneurs are those individuals aged between 18-64 years who 

intend to start a business within three years. 

- Entrepreneurship as desirable career choice - percentage of 18-64 population who 

agree with the statement that in their country most people consider starting a 

business as a desirable career choice. 

- High status successful entrepreneurship - the percentage of 18-64 population who 

agree with the statement that in their country successful entrepreneurs receive high 

status. 

- Media attention for entrepreneurship - percentage of 18-64 population who agree 

with the statement that in their country they will often see stories in the public media 

about successful new businesses (Kelley et al., 2011, p. 63, Benyovszki et al., 2014, 

p. 11, Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 24-29).  

Entrepreneurial activity is seen as a process and GEM measures nascent, new and 

established business activity and business discontinuation activity, according to the 

entrepreneurship phases following the initial intentions, defined as follows (Kelley et al., 

2011, p. 64, Bosma et al., 2012, p. 54, Benyovszki et al., 2014, p. 10-11, Amorós and 

Bosma, 2014, p. 29-37): 

- Nascent entrepreneurs are those individuals aged between 18-64 years who are 

actively planning a new venture. These entrepreneurs have done something during 

the previous 12 months to help start a new business, that he or she will at least partly 

own. Activities such as organizing the start-up team, looking for equipment, saving 

money for the start-up or writing a business plan would all be considered as active 

commitments to starting a business. This business has not paid salaries, wages or 

any other payments to the owners for more than three months. 

- Young business entrepreneurs or new business owners are those entrepreneurs who 

at least partly own and manage a new business that is between 4 and 42 months old 

and have not paid salaries for longer than this period. These new ventures are in the 

first 42 month after the new venture has been set up. 

- Early-stage entrepreneurs (TEA) refers to the early-stage entrepreneurial activity 

among the adult population aged between 18-64 years, identified as nascent or 

young business entrepreneurs. In those cases when the respondent is involved both 

as nascent and young business entrepreneur then the respondent is counted only 

once as a nascent entrepreneur. 

- Necessity-driven entrepreneurial activity rate is the percentage of those involved in 

early-stage entrepreneurial activities who are involved in entrepreneurship because 

they had no other option for work. 

- Improvement-driven opportunity entrepreneurial activity rate is the percentage of 

those involved in early-stage entrepreneurial activity who claim to be driven by 

opportunity as opposed to finding no other option for work and who indicate the main 
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driver for being involved in this opportunity is being independent or increasing their 

income, rather than just maintaining their income. 

- Established business owners (EB) are those entrepreneurs who have set up 

businesses that they have continued to own and manage and which had paid wages 

and salaries for more than 42 months. 

- Business discontinuation rate is the percentage of population aged between 18-64 

years who have, in the past 12 months, discontinued a business, either by selling, 

shutting down, or otherwise discontinuing an owner/management relationship with 

the business2. 

- Entrepreneurial employee rate (EEA) is measured by the following two rates: 

˗ broad definition: employee who in the past three years was actively involved 

in and had a leading role in at least one of the following phases, idea 

development for a new activity or preparation and implementation of a new 

activity 

˗ narrow definition: employee who is currently involved in the development of 

such new activities. 

Entrepreneurial aspirations reflect the qualitative nature of entrepreneurial activity. They 

can significantly affect the economic impact of entrepreneurial activities (Kelley et al., 

2011, p. 64, Benyovszki et al., 2014, p. 11, Amorós and Bosma, 2014, p. 37-41): 

- High-growth expectation early-stage entrepreneurial activity – percentage of 18-64 

population who are either a nascent entrepreneur or owner-manager of a new 

business and expect more than 10 jobs and over 50% growth five years from now. 

- New product-market oriented early-stage entrepreneurial activity – percentage of 

early-stage entrepreneurs who indicate that their product or service is new to at least 

some customers and indicate that not many businesses offer the same product or 

service. This indicator measures the innovation orientation of the early-stage 

entrepreneurial activity. 

- International orientation early-stage entrepreneurial activity – percentage of early-

stage entrepreneurs with more than 25% of the customers coming from other 

countries. 

  

                                                
2
 It is not a measure of business failure rate. 
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2 Macroeconomic environment in 
Romania 

The main Romanian macroeconomic indicators are presented in the table below. It has to be 

highlighted the decrease of the population in the 2009-2013 period, but also the GDP 

increases from 2011, after the significant decrease registered in the crisis period, ending 

with 2010. The unemployment rate is stabilized at 7% level, the inflation rate decreased to 

1.6% in 2013. 

Table 2  Main macroeconomic indicators in Romania between 2009-2013 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Population (mil. capita) 21.5 21.4 21.4 21.3 21.3 

GDP per capita (EUR) 5593 5901 6214 6262 6810 

GDP (bn. EUR) 120.2 126.6 132.9 133.6 145 

Economic growth (%) -7.1 -0.8 1.1 0.6 3.5 

Unemployment rate (%) 6.5 7 7 6.9 7 

Inflation rate (%) 4.7 8 3.1 5 1.6 

Public debt (% of GDP) 23.6 30.5 34.7 38 38.4 

Fiscal balance (% of GDP) -9 -6.8 -5.5 -3 -2.3 

Policy interest rate (%) 8 6.25 6 5.25 4 

Exchange rate (vs. EUR) 4.23 4.28 4.32 4.43 4.48 

External debt (% of GDP) 67.6 73.1 74.3 74.6 66.6 

Source: http://www.focus-economics.com/countries/romania 

The evolution of the number of the active enterprises show in Romania a continuous 

decrease (except for a slight increase in 2012) in the 2009-2013 period, decreasing with 

more than 100,000 enterprises (18,5%) in five years. The numbers can be followed in the 

table below. 

Table 3  Number of active enterprises, new registrations and closures. 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Number of active enterprises  541696 491805 452010 472187 441343 

Number of enterprises per 1000 inhabitants 25.20 22.98 21.12 22.17 20.72 

Source: www.immromania.ro 
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3 Entrepreneurship in Romania in view of 
national experts 

The entrepreneurial framework conditions are studied by the GEM through the National 

Experts’ Survey in every participating country. In each country 36 national experts rate the 

nine entrepreneurial conditions of the country from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree), 

indicating the degree of their agreement on the questions regarding entrepreneurial finance, 

government policy, government entrepreneurship programs, entrepreneurship education, 

R&D transfer, commercial and legal infrastructure, entry regulation, physical infrastructure 

and cultural and social norms. The results obtained for Romania in 2013 are presented in 

comparison with the results obtained in Hungary, Croatia and Slovakia. 

3.1 Key entrepreneurial framework conditions 

The first set of questions addressed to the national experts were questions regarding the 

entrepreneurial finance, aiming to emphasize the availability of financial resources (equity 

and debt) for small and medium enterprises, including grants and subsidies (Amorós and 

Bosma, 2014).  

At this topic the highest average values in case of Romania were registered regarding the 

appreciation of the debt funding availability (2.61) and of the existence of sufficient funds 

available from private individuals (2.39) as it can be seen at Table 4 . The worst 

appreciations were registered for funding availability through public offerings (2.11) and for 

government subsidies (2.17) available for new and growing firms. Taking in account that 

none of the average appreciation of the studied aspects exceeds the medium value (3) on 

the appreciation scale, we can conclude on a problematic situation in Romania regarding the 

entrepreneurial finances.  

The comparison with some Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries indicates a more 

than 0.5 point lagging behind in comparison with Hungary in equity funding, available 

subsidies and venture capitalist funding and with Croatia in available subsidies. The only 

aspect where Romania exceeds one of the compared countries (Slovakia) with almost 0.5 

points is the funding through initial public offerings for new and growing firms.  
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Table 4  Entrepreneurial finances in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, there is sufficient equity funding available for 
new and growing firms 

2.28 3.06 2.26 2.17 

In my country, there is sufficient debt funding available for 
new and growing firms 

2.61 2.74 2.55 2.37 

In my country, there are sufficient government subsidies 
available for new and growing firms 

2.17 3.09 2.95 1.86 

In my country, there is sufficient funding available from private 
individuals (other than founders) for new and growing firms 

2.39 2.71 2.02 2.42 

In my country, there is sufficient venture capitalist funding 
available for new and growing firms ) 

2.25 3.26 1.93 2.36 

In my country, there is sufficient funding available through 
initial public offerings (IPOs) for new and growing firms 

2.11 1.90 2.10 1.63 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The next studied framework is the government policy and its support to entrepreneurship, 

with two main components: entrepreneurship as a relevant economic issue and taxes and 

regulations being seize-neutral or encouraging the small and medium enterprises (Amorós 

and Bosma, 2014). 

Table 5 shows that in Romania at this framework condition the highest values are attributed 

to the support for new and growing firms at national (2.42) and local level (2.53) and the time 

shortage of the permit and license release (2.46). The smallest values are attributed to the 

not burden character of the taxes (1.67), the predictability of the taxes (1.92) and the ease of 

the bureaucracy (2.03). 

Table 5  Government policies in view of the national experts (1-totally disagrees, 

5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, government policies (e g , public procurement) 
consistently favor new firms 

2.11 2.09 1.83 1.86 

In my country, the support for new and growing firms is a high 
priority for policy at the national government level 

2.42 2.82 2.49 1.92 

In my country, the support for new and growing firms is a high 
priority for policy at the local government level 

2.53 2.03 2.19 1.91 

In my country, new firms can get most of the required permits 
and licenses in about a week 

2.46 2.19 1.83 1.97 

In my country, the amount of taxes is NOT a burden for new 
and growing firms 

1.67 1.92 1.77 2.2 

In my country, taxes and other government regulations are 
applied to new and growing firms in a predictable and 
consistent way 

1.92 1.86 2.09 1.94 

In my country, coping with government bureaucracy, 
regulations, and licensing requirements it is not unduly difficult 
for new and growing firms 

2.03 1.89 1.59 1.67 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The results for Romania fit the results of the region. None of the appreciations regarding the 

government policies present values that exceed the medium 3 points at any of the related 

questions in the topic at any of the countries. Romania presents higher values than any of 
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the three countries at new firm favoring policies, at the support for new and growing firms 

being a high priority for policy at the national government level, and at not so difficult 

bureaucracy. Romania lags behind all of the three countries in taxes being burden for new 

and growing firms. 

The presence and the quality of programs directly assisting the SMEs at all levels (national, 

regional, local) was also appreciated by the national experts (Amorós and Bosma, 2014).  

In Romania in 2013 the lowest results were registered at the questions regarding the people 

working for government agencies are competent and effective in supporting new and 

growing firms (2.17), almost anyone who needs help from a government program for a new 

or growing business can find what they need (2.19) and a wide range of government 

assistance for new and growing firms can be obtained through contact with a single agency 

(2.22). Higher scores were registered at questions science parks and business incubators 

provide effective support for new and growing firms (2.72), there are an adequate number of 

government programs for new and growing businesses(2.53) and government programs 

aimed at supporting new and growing firms are effective (2.47), but still with very low values, 

below 3 points as it can be seen at Table 6 . 

Comparing the Romanian situation with Hungary, Croatia and Slovenia we can conclude on 

Romania being the last among these four in the appreciation of the fact that people working 

for government agencies are competent and effective in supporting new and growing firms, 

but the first in the appreciation of the fact that government programs aimed at supporting 

new and growing firms are effective. 

Table 6  Government entrepreneurship programs in view of the national experts 

(1-totally disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, a wide range of government assistance for 
new and growing firms can be obtained through contact with a 
single agency 

2.22 2.37 1.98 1.94 

In my country, science parks and business incubators provide 
effective support for new and growing firms 

2.72 2.97 3.02 2.37 

In my country, there are an adequate number of government 
programs for new and growing businesses 

2.53 2.41 2.6 1.85 

In my country, the people working for government agencies 
are competent and effective in supporting new and growing 
firms 

2.17 2.41 2.42 2.45 

In my country, almost anyone who needs help from a 
government program for a new or growing business can find 
what they need 

2.19 2.38 2.46 2.03 

In my country, government programs aimed at supporting 
new and growing firms are effective 

2.47 2.42 2.34 1.94 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The questions regarding the entrepreneurship education are related to both basic school and 

post-secondary levels (Amorós and Bosma, 2014). The highest value is registered at the 

question regarding the fact that the level of business and management education provide 

good and adequate preparation for starting up and growing new firms (3.17) and that 
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colleges and universities provide good and adequate preparation for starting up and growing 

new firms (2.97). The lowest values are reached in case of questions regarding the fact that 

teaching in primary and secondary education provides adequate attention to 

entrepreneurship and new firm creation (2.08) and that teaching in primary and secondary 

education provides adequate instruction in market economic principles (2.31). However, the 

Romanian entrepreneurship education received a more positive appreciation from its own 

national experts than the other three countries received from their experts. Primary and 

secondary education, university education and business and management education all 

received a higher score than in Hungary, Croatia and Slovakia (Table 7 ). 

Table 7  Entrepreneurship education in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

  Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, teaching in primary and secondary education 
encourages creativity, self-sufficiency, and personal initiative 

2.58 2.08 2.02 1.89 

In my country, teaching in primary and secondary education 
provides adequate instruction in market economic principles 

2.31 1.89 1.91 2.11 

In my country, teaching in primary and secondary education 
provides adequate attention to entrepreneurship and new firm 
creation 

2.08 1.78 1.66 1.81 

In my country, Colleges and universities provide good and 
adequate preparation for starting up and growing new firms 

2.97 2.56 2.27 2.54 

In my country, the level of business and management 
education provide good and adequate preparation for starting 
up and growing new firms 

3.17 3.17 2.86 2.83 

In my country, the vocational, professional, and continuing 
education systems provide good and adequate preparation 
for starting up and growing new firms 

2.64 2.81 2.77 2.94 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The R&D transfer refers to the extent to which national research and development will lead 

to new commercial opportunities and is available to SMEs (Amorós and Bosma, 2014).  

Table 8 points out that in case of Romania none of the evaluations at any of the questions 

exceed 3 points. The highest rates are attributed to the questions regarding the fact that the 

science and technology base efficiently supports the creation of world-class new technology-

based ventures in at least one area (2.94), that new technology, science, and other 

knowledge are efficiently transferred from universities and public research centers to new 

and growing firms (2.66) and that new and growing firms have just as much access to new 

research and technology as large, established firms (2.66). The lowest value is attributed to 

the fact that there is good support available for engineers and scientists to have their ideas 

commercialized through new and growing firms (2.33). 

However, Romanian conditions at this chapter can be considered good in regional 

comparison. Romania presents the highest value among the four countries in the conditions 

that new and growing firms have just as much access to new research and technology as 

large, established firms, that there are adequate government subsidies for new and growing 

firms to acquire new technology and that new and growing firms can afford the latest 

technology. The appreciation of Romanian experts regarding the Romanian situation 
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exceeds with more than 0.5 points the appreciation of the experts regarding the other three 

countries at the question related to new and growing firms have just as much access to new 

research and technology as large, established firms.  

Table 8  R&D transfer in view of the national experts (1-totally disagrees, 5-

totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, new technology, science, and other knowledge 
are efficiently transferred from universities and public 
research centers to new and growing firms 

2.66 2.72 1.81 2.19 

In my country, new and growing firms have just as much 
access to new research and technology as large, established 
firms 

2.66 1.91 1.88 1.8 

In my country, new and growing firms can afford the latest 
technology 

2.39 2.31 1.98 2.08 

In my country, there are adequate government subsidies for 
new and growing firms to acquire new technology 

2.56 2.56 2.29 1.82 

In my country, the science and technology base efficiently 
supports the creation of world-class new technology-based 
ventures in at least one area 

2.94 3.37 2.26 1.79 

In my country, there is good support available for engineers 
and scientists to have their ideas commercialized through 
new and growing firms 

2.33 2.8 2.07 1.97 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The questions regarding the commercial and legal infrastructure are related to the presence 

of property rights, commercial, accounting and other legal and assessment services and 

institutions that support or promote SMEs (Amorós and Bosma, 2014). Table 9 shows that 

Romanian experts appreciate values over the medium 3 points at this framework condition at 

4 of 5 questions. 

Table 9  Commercial and legal infrastructure in view of the national experts (1-

totally disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, there are enough subcontractors, suppliers, 
and consultants to support new and growing firms 

3.00 3.63 2.88 2.78 

In my country, new and growing firms can afford the cost of 
using subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants 

2.39 2.61 2.10 2.28 

In my country, it is easy for new and growing firms to get good 
subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants 

3.03 3.44 2.36 2.47 

In my country, it is easy for new and growing firms to get 
good, professional legal and accounting services 

3.53 3.66 3.07 3.19 

In my country, it is easy for new and growing firms to get good 
banking services (checking accounts, foreign exchange 
transactions, letters of credit, and the like) 

3.19 3.47 3.21 3.28 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The highest values are attributed to the fact that it is easy for new and growing firms to get 

good, professional legal and accounting services (3.53) and that it is easy for new and 

growing firms to get good banking services (3.19). The lowest value is registered at the 

question regarding the fact that new and growing firms can afford the cost of using 
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subcontractors, suppliers, and consultants. The results indicate the acceptable level of 

existence of the available services, but a lower capacity of the Romanian firms to afford 

these. 

Hungary is the leader among the four analyzed country at all five related aspects. However, 

Romania presents with more than 0.5 points higher values than Slovakia and Croatia at 

ease of finding good subcontractors. 

The entry regulation framework condition has two components: the level of change in 

markets from year to year (market dynamics), and the extent to which new firms are free to 

enter existing markets (market openness) (Amorós and Bosma, 2014). 

In Romania the highest values at this condition, as Table 10 indicates, are attributed to the 

fact that the markets for consumer goods and services change dramatically from year to 

year (3.28) and that the markets for business-to-business goods and services change 

dramatically from year to year (3.31). Romanian markets appear to be changeable, in a 

similar way to the markets of other three countries. The ease for new firms to enter new 

markets (2.53), and the affordability of the cost market entry for them (2.5) present the 

lowest values. However, Romania is leader among the four countries at this last mentioned 

question. Romania presents also the highest values in the region at the questions regarding 

the fact that new and growing firms can enter markets without being unfairly blocked by 

established firms and that the anti-trust legislation is effective and well enforced. 

Table 10  Entry regulation in view of the national experts (1-totally disagrees, 5-

totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, the markets for consumer goods and services 
change dramatically from year to year 

3.28 3.24 3.70 2.97 

In my country, the markets for business-to-business goods 
and services change dramatically from year to year 

3.31 3.00 3.58 3.11 

In my country, new and growing firms can easily enter new 
markets 

2.53 2.71 2.37 2.50 

In my country, the new and growing firms can afford the cost 
of market entry 

2.50 2.47 1.95 2.29 

In my country, new and growing firms can enter markets 
without being unfairly blocked by established firms 

3.03 2.91 1.95 2.53 

In my country, the anti-trust legislation is effective and well 
enforced 

2.89 2.72 2.28 2.83 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The experts’ opinion reflects in case of Romania a serious lagging behind in physical 

infrastructure. Physical infrastructure appears to be by far the most problematic area; the 

question regarding the physical infrastructure (roads, utilities, communications, waste 

disposal) provides good support for new and growing firms receiving the smallest average 

value (1.89), with more than 1.25 points lower than in case of the other three countries. 

Romania lags behind the other three countries also at the cheapness of getting access for 

new firms to communications (2.94) with around 1 point. The fact that new and growing firms 

can afford the cost of basic utilities (2.69) is also appreciated with around 1 point lower value 
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than in case of the other three analyzed countries. There are higher values attributed to ease 

of access to communication (3.67) and ease of access to utilities (3.33), but still with more 

than 0.5 points lower than the other three countries (except for Croatia at ease of access to 

utilities). 

Table 11  Physical infrastructure in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, the physical infrastructure (roads, utilities, 
communications, waste disposal) provides good support for 
new and growing firms 

1.89 3.40 3.40 3.14 

In my country, it is not too expensive for a new or growing firm 
to get good access to communications (phone, Internet, etc.) 

2.94 3.91 3.95 4.06 

In my country, a new or growing firm can get good access to 
communications (telephone, internet, etc.) in about a week 

3.67 4.40 4.15 4.28 

In my country, new and growing firms can afford the cost of 
basic utilities (gas, water, electricity, sewer) 

2.69 3.57 3.30 3.86 

In my country, new or growing firms can get good access to 
utilities (gas, water, electricity, sewer) in about a month 

3.33 4.15 2.82 4.00 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The cultural and social norms refer to the extent to which social and cultural norms 

encourage or allow actions leading to new business methods or activities that can potentially 

increase personal wealth and income (Amorós and Bosma, 2014). Table 12 presents the 

supportiveness of the cultural and social norms for entrepreneurship. The highest values are 

reached in case of Hungary, followed by Romania (with values between 2.25 and 2.39), 

Croatia and Slovakia. 

Table 12  Cultural and social norms in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, the national culture is highly supportive of 
individual success achieved through own personal efforts 

2.31 2.31 2.00 1.86 

In my country, the national culture emphasizes self-
sufficiency, autonomy, and personal initiative 

2.39 2.60 1.89 1.97 

In my country, the national culture encourages 
entrepreneurial risk-taking 

2.25 2.34 1.95 1.75 

In my country, the national culture encourages creativity and 
innovativeness 

2.39 2.91 2.16 1.97 

In my country, the national culture emphasizes the 
responsibility that the individual (rather than the collective) 
has in managing his or her own life 

2.22 2.74 2.10 1.92 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 
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3.2 Other conditions in Romania related to entrepreneurship in view of 

national experts 

Beyond the key entrepreneurial framework conditions national experts also give valuations 

on the other topics related to additional entrepreneurship conditions, for example existence 

of business opportunities, intellectual property rights, women entrepreneurship, work-life 

balance. 

Among the four countries the Croatian experts are the most positive in appreciating the 

existence of the business opportunities in their countries (Table 13 ). Generally the values in 

the area are around the medium value of 3 points. Romanian experts evaluate the 

Romanian situation close to the medium level of 3 points and close to the situation of the 

other three countries used in the comparison. 

Table 13  Existence of business opportunities in view of the national experts (1-

totally disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, there are plenty of good opportunities for the 
creation of new firms 

3.00 3.00 3.30 3.11 

In my country, there are more good opportunities for the 
creation of new firms than there are people able to take 
advantage of them 

3.09 3.23 3.63 3.12 

In my country, good opportunities for new firms have 
considerably increased in the past five years 

2.76 2.46 3.42 2.94 

In my country, individuals can easily pursue entrepreneurial 
opportunities 

2.91 2.42 2.74 2.72 

In my country, there are plenty of good opportunities to create 
truly high growth firms 

2.56 2.5 2.98 2.77 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The questions related to starting a new business are rated in case of Romania at average 

values of 2.39-2.83 points. As it can be seen at Table 14 these values are higher than in 

Hungary, Croatia and Slovakia (except for the knowledge of people to start a new business 

in Slovakia). 

Table 14  Starting the business in view of the national experts (1-totally disagrees, 

5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, many people know how to start and manage a 
high-growth business 

2.39 1.97 1.95 2.43 

In my country, many people know how to start and manage a 
small business 

2.86 2.40 2.20 2.80 

In my country, many people have experience in starting a new 
business 

2.83 2.49 2.19 2.66 

In my country, many people can react quickly to good 
opportunities for a new business 

2.67 2.63 2.12 2.46 

In my country, many people have the ability to organize the 
resources required for a new business 

2.56 2.31 2.11 2.26 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 
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Entrepreneurship as desirable career choice in Romania is appreciated by the experts at 

around 3 points, similar to the values registered in Hungary, Croatia and Slovakia (Table 15 

).  

Table 15  Entrepreneurship as career choice in view of the national experts (1-

totally disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, most people consider becoming an 
entrepreneur as a desirable career choice 

3.09 3.14 2.76 2.63 

In my country, successful entrepreneurs have a high level of 
status and respect 

2.83 2.97 2.84 3.03 

In my country, you will often see stories in the public media 
about successful entrepreneurs 

3.08 2.49 2.93 2.89 

In my country, most people think of entrepreneurs as 
competent, resourceful individuals 

2.97 3.14 2.72 2.60 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

In Romania, according to the national experts, the Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) 

legislation is considered comprehensive (3.47), it is considered that it is widely recognized 

that inventors' rights for their inventions should be respected (3.61) and that new and 

growing firms can trust that their patents, copyrights, and trademarks will be respected 

(3.14). These values exceed the values registered in Hungary, Croatia and Slovakia, as 

Table 16 indicates. The smallest values are attributed to the question regarding that the 

illegal sales of 'pirated' software, videos, CDs, and other copyrighted or trademarked 

products is not extensive (2.64), however this value is still the highest among the four 

countries. 

Table 16  Intellectual property rights in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, the Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) 
legislation is comprehensive 

3.47 3.32 3.17 3.00 

In my country, the Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) 
legislation is efficiently enforced 

2.97 3.03 2.74 2.42 

In my country, the illegal sales of 'pirated' software, videos, 
CDs, and other copyrighted or trademarked products is not 
extensive 

2.67 1.86 2.23 2.52 

In my country, new and growing firms can trust that their 
patents, copyrights, and trademarks will be respected 

3.14 2.61 2.75 3.00 

In my country, it is widely recognized that inventors' rights for 
their inventions should be respected 

3.61 3.36 2.60 3.35 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

Conditions for women entrepreneurship are appreciated superior to Hungary, Croatia and 

Slovakia (Table 17 ). The highest agreement rate is attributed to the fact that men and 

women have the same level of knowledge and skills to start a new business (4.19) and the 

lowest to the fact that there are sufficient social services available so that women can 

continue to work even after they start a family (2.91). 
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Table 17  Women entrepreneurship in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, there are sufficient social services available so 
that women can continue to work even after they start a family 

2.91 2.59 2.62 2.14 

In my country, starting a new business is a socially 
acceptable career option for women 

3.53 2.52 3.05 2.47 

In my country, women are encouraged to become self-
employed or start a new business 

3.22 2.15 2.86 2.50 

In my country, men and women get equally exposed to good 
opportunities to start a new business 

3.83 2.15 3.14 2.67 

In my country, men and women have the same level of 
knowledge and skills to start a new business 

4.19 2.41 3.05 3.92 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

In case of Romania the questions regarding the high-growth entrepreneurship are rated at 

the average levels between 2.5 and 2.63 points, as Table 18 indicates. These values are 

similar to Hungary, Croatia and Slovakia. 

Table 18  High-growth entrepreneurship in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, there are many support initiatives that are 
specially tailored for high-growth entrepreneurial activity 

2.61 2.50 2.39 1.85 

In my country, policy-makers are aware of the importance of 
high-growth entrepreneurial activity 

2.74 2.94 2.69 2.21 

In my country, people working in entrepreneurship support 
initiatives have sufficient skills and competence to support 
high-growth firms 

2.63 2.74 2.44 2.61 

In my country, potential for rapid growth is often used as a 
selection criterion when choosing recipients of 
entrepreneurship support 

2.44 2.77 2.81 2.53 

In my country, supporting rapid firm growth is a high priority in 
entrepreneurship policy 

2.50 2.50 2.79 2.48 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The questions regarding the innovation and entrepreneurship in case of Romania are rated 

between 3.22 and 3.89 points (0). The lowest value is attributed to the fact that companies 

like to experiment with new technologies and with new ways of doing things (3.22) and that 

innovation is highly valued by companies (3.28), the highest values to the fact that 

consumers are open to buy products and services from new, entrepreneurial companies 

(3.89, with more than 0.5 higher than in case of any of the three other countries) and to that 

consumers like to try out new products and services (3.67). 
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Table 19  Innovation and entrepreneurship in view of the national experts (1-

totally disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, companies like to experiment with new 
technologies and with new ways of doing things 

3.22 3.00 2.60 2.81 

In my country, consumers like to try out new products and 
services 

3.67 3.43 3.45 3.36 

In my country, innovation is highly valued by companies 3.28 3.38 3.02 3.42 

In my country, innovation is highly valued by consumers 3.61 3.44 3.62 3.50 

In my country, established companies are open to using new, 
entrepreneurial companies as suppliers 

3.44 2.81 2.74 2.74 

In my country, consumers are open to buying products and 
services from new, entrepreneurial companies 

3.89 3.32 2.95 2.86 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The values related to the questions about working life and entrepreneurship are similar to 

Hungary, Croatia and Slovakia (Table 20 ). Experts appreciated how the general conditions 

allow people to perfectly harmonize personal and working life (2.44), the fact that existing 

labor regulations allow people to perfectly harmonize personal and working life (2.38), that 

entrepreneurs usually appear as more satisfied with their working life than non-

entrepreneurs (3.76) and that entrepreneurs usually appear as more satisfied with their 

personal life than non-entrepreneurs (3.58). At the two last questions Romania present the 

highest rates among the four countries. 

Table 20  Working life and entrepreneurship in view of the national experts (1-

totally disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, the general conditions (economic, social, 
political, cultural…) allow people to perfectly harmonize 
personal and working life 

2.44 2.59 2.02 2.31 

In my country, existing labor regulations allow people to 
perfectly harmonize personal and working life 

2.38 3.00 2.45 2.19 

In my country, entrepreneurs usually appear as more 
satisfied with their working life than non-entrepreneurs 

3.76 3.37 3.35 3.25 

In my country, entrepreneurs usually appear as more 
satisfied with their personal life than non-entrepreneurs 

3.58 3.17 3.17 3.14 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

Table 21 provides a general overview on the access of youth to primary and secondary 

education in Romania. The data allows us to conclude on the fact that youth people are 

pushed towards necessity entrepreneurship. Young people in Romania are not expected to 

contribute to family finances as much as it is in Croatia and Slovakia. The appreciation of the 

fact that the youth involved in business activity are more likely to be self-employed than an 

employee and that governmental programs effectively train and support youth entrepreneurs 

is average (3.06, respectively 2.83 points). 
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Table 21  Youth entrepreneurship in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, youth have easy access to primary and 
secondary education 

3.92 l.d. 4.59 4.25 

In my country, most of the youth have no option other than 
entrepreneurship to find work 

3.50 l.d. 3.43 2.67 

In my country, youth are pushed into business activity out 
of necessity 

3.36 l.d. 3.51 3.00 

In my country, families expect youth to contribute to the 
family’s finance 

2.64 l.d. 3.29 3.28 

In my country, the youth involved in business activity are 
more likely to be self-employed than an employee (work for 
someone else) 

3.06 l.d. 2.43 3.28 

In my country, self-employed youth learn to develop their 
business activities largely through their own experience 
and relationships 

3.64 l.d. 3.73 3.89 

In my country, there are many opportunities to develop 
micro business for youth 

3.17 l.d. 2.46 2.31 

In my country, governmental programs effectively train and 
support youth entrepreneurs 

2.83 l.d. 2.35 2.06 

Note: l.d.= lack of data 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 

The experts appreciate at 3.11 points that the young adults are significantly involved in 

entrepreneurship (Table 22 ). There is no evidence that youth and young adults face greater 

constraints to entrepreneurship relative to the general adult population (3 points).  

Table 22  Young adult entrepreneurship in view of the national experts (1-totally 

disagrees, 5-totally agrees), 2013 

 
Romania Hungary Croatia Slovakia 

In my country, conflict situations form a substantial barrier 
for youth/young adults to start and grow a business 

3.36 l.d. 3.29 3.92 

In my country, the young adults are significantly involved in 
entrepreneurship 

3.11 l.d. 2.44 2.78 

In my country, youth and young adults face greater 
constraints to entrepreneurship relative to the general adult 
population 

3.00 l.d. 3.05 2.92 

In my country, there is an adequate system of business 
incubators that can be accessed by 

2.64 l.d. 2.95 2.56 

In my country, most of young adults that become 
entrepreneurs have been helped to start up by their families, 
close relatives or friends 

3.33 l.d. 4.05 4.19 

In my country, financiers (banks, informal investors, 
business angel..) fund young adults business initiatives 

2.58 l.d. 2.23 2.67 

In my country, micro-credit facilities for young adults to start 
a business are efficient 

2.42 l.d. 2.21 2.50 

In my country, the young adults consider life/work 
opportunities outside the country to be more attractive 

3.58 l.d. 4.45 4.28 

Note: l.d.= lack of data 

Source: GEM NES database 2013 
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Families help young adults to start business (3.33 points). However, the fact that financiers 

(banks, informal investors, business angel) fund business initiatives of young adults and that 

micro-credit facilities for young adults to start a business are efficient, are rated relative low 

(2.58, respectively 2.42), but not lower than in Croatia. It is a surprising result that the 

question regarding the fact that young adults consider life/work opportunities outside the 

country to be more attractive is rated lower in Romania (3.58) than in Croatia (4.45) and 

Slovakia (4.28).  
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4 Perceptions about entrepreneurship 

In this section we will present the perception about entrepreneurship of individuals from 

Romania, Croatia, Hungary and Slovakia. The perception of entrepreneurial opportunities 

reflects the percentage of individuals who believe that there are opportunities to start a 

business in the area they live in. Perceived capabilities reflect the percentages of individuals 

who believe they have the required skill, knowledge and experience to start a new business. 

Fear of failure reflects the percentage of individuals who believe that failure would prevent 

them from starting a new business. Entrepreneurial network reflects the percentage of 

individuals who know other entrepreneurs who started a new business in the past two years. 

In 2013 in Romania the entrepreneurial network rate was 28.31% of the adult population, 

aged between 18-64 years (Table 23 . The level of this indicator shows a lower value than in 

Slovakia, and a higher value than in Croatia and Hungary. Analyzing the dynamics of the 

Romanian indicator, in 2013, a slight decrease can be emphasized from 30.36% measured 

in 2012, but the value was still slightly higher than it had been in 2011, 29.36%. The indicator 

was relatively stable in Romania, Hungary and Croatia in the analyzed 2011-2013 period, 

the highest decrease was registered in Slovakia, from 48.16% to 38.77%.  

Table 23  Percentage of population aged between 18-64 years who knows 

someone who started a business in the last two years, 2011-2013 (%) 

 
2011 2012 2013 

Croatia 24.85 23.48 24.45 

Hungary 28.64 27.59 28.01 

Romania 29.36 30.36 28.31 

Slovakia 48.16 42.49 38.77 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey Global National Level Database, 2011- 2013 

In Romania the share of those working age adults who considered that there were good 

conditions to start a business in the following 6 months in the area they live, decreased from 

36.06% in 2011 to 28.86% in 2013. This level of the indicator is higher than it was in 

Slovakia, Croatia and Hungary. The highest decrease of the indicator in the analyzed period 

was registered along with Romania, in Slovakia from 23.08% to 16.1%. The Table 24 

presents the mentioned rates between 2011 and 2013 in the studied countries. 
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Table 24  Percentage of population aged between 18-64 years who considers that 

there are good conditions to start a business in the next 6 months in the area they 

live, 2011-2013 (%) 

 
2011 2012 2013 

Croatia 18.25 17.15 17.58 

Hungary 14.22 10.95 18.87 

Romania 36.06 36.73 28.86 

Slovakia 23.08 17.84 16.10 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey Global National Level Database, 2011- 2013 

The share of those who think that they have the necessary knowledge and skills to start a 

business is relatively stable in the analyzed countries in the 2011-2013 time period. In 

Romania this percentage was 45.87% in 2013, slightly higher than the 41.63% measured in 

2011. Slovakia and Croatia present higher, Hungary present lower shares in 2013 than 

Romania regarding this indicator. The mentioned rates can be followed in Table 25 . 

Table 25  Percentage of population aged between 18-64 years who considers that 

they own the necessary knowledge and skills to start a business, 2011-2013 (%) 

  2011 2012 2013 

Croatia 48.97 44.06 47.18 

Hungary 39.98 39.83 37.50 

Romania 41.63 38.34 45.87 

Slovakia 52.92 49.73 51.01 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey Global National Level Database, 2011- 2013 

The share of those who consider that fear of failure would prevent them from starting a new 

business, present close values in the four countries the 2011-2013 period. In 2013, 45.98% 

of Romanian working age population answered that fear of failure prevents them from start a 

business, a value which can be considered around the average level of the studied region, 

however lower and better values were registered than the Romanian level in Slovakia. The 

value of the indicator remained stable in time also in Romania, slightly increasing with only 

2.93% points from the year 2011. The percentages can be followed in Table 26 . 

Table 26  Percentage of population aged between 18-64 years who considers that 

fear of failure would prevent them to start a business, 2011-2013 (%) 

  2011 2012 2013 

Croatia 45.72 46.30 46.03 

Hungary 44.54 45.86 47.88 

Romania 43.05 45.05 45.98 

Slovakia 44.76 47.98 44.46 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey Global National Level Database, 2011- 2013 

The entrepreneurial perceptions by phases of entrepreneurial activity in Romania are 

summarized in Table 27 The analysis indicate the smallest share of those who know a 

person who started a business in the past two years (23.2%), of those who sees good 
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opportunity for starting a business in the next six months (26%) and those who consider that 

they have the required knowledge and skills to start a business (39.1%) in case of the non-

entrepreneurs. The share of those who feel that fear of failure would prevent them from 

starting a business is high among the non-entrepreneurs (46.8%), but not higher than it is in 

case of established entrepreneurs (51%) and female early-stage entrepreneurs (48.8%). 

Table 27  Entrepreneurial perceptions in Romania, 2013 (%) 

 
Knows a person 

who started a 
business in the 
past two years 

Sees good 
opportunity for 

starting a 
business in the 
next six months 

Has the required 
knowledge and 
skills to start a 

business 

Fear of failure 
prevents from 

starting a 
business 

Intentional 
entrepreneurs 

42.7 43.0 69.2 39.1 

Nascent 
entrepreneurs 

56.6 45.7 87.2 42.4 

Young business 
owner-managers 

58.8 50.0 85.4 31.8 

TEA 57.0 46.9 86.1 39.2 

TEA male  56.9 45.8 91.9 33.1 

TEA female 57.1 48.6 76.9 48.8 

TEA opportunity 62.2 51.5 85.8 38.0 

TEA necessity 46.0 35.6 87.5 43.1 

EB 52.6 35.6 79.6 51.0 

Entrepreneurial 
employee 

61.7 36.7 87.5 33.3 

Not entrepreneur 23.5 26.0 39.1 46.8 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2013 

The intentional entrepreneurs in Romania present the lowest share among any categories of 

entrepreneurs of those who know a person who started a business in the past two years 

(42.7%) and of those who consider that they have the required knowledge and skills to start 

a business (69.2%). The share of those who see good opportunities for starting a business 

in the next six months in case of intentional entrepreneurs (43%) is similar to the nascent 

entrepreneurs (45.7%). Taking in consideration that these two categories are those who 

create and intend to create new businesses, this share can be considered also low. The fear 

of failure prevents from starting a business 39.1% of the intentional entrepreneurs, this share 

is not higher than it was registered in case of other categories of entrepreneurs. 

The entrepreneurs who are in the next two phases of the entrepreneurship (nascent 

entrepreneurs and new business owner-managers) present similar shares of those who 

know a person who started a business in the past two years (56.6% and 58.8%) and of 

those who have the required knowledge and skills to start a business (87.2% and 85.4%). 

The percentage of those who see good opportunities for starting a business in the next six 

months in case of new business owner-managers (50%) is a slightly higher than in case of 

nascent entrepreneurs (45.7%). Less fear of failure is registered among the new business 

owner-managers than among the nascent entrepreneurs. 

The perceptions of early-stage entrepreneurs (nascent entrepreneurs and new business 

owner-managers) were analyzed by gender and motivation. There is a similar share of those 
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male and female early-stage entrepreneurs who know a person who started a business in 

the past two years (56.9% and 57.1%) and of those who sees good opportunity for starting a 

business in the next six months in the area they live (45.8% and 48.6%). There is an 

important difference in the share of those who consider that they have the required 

knowledge and skills to start a business (male 91.9% and female 76.9%) and in the share of 

those who think that fear of failure would prevent them from starting a business (male 33.1% 

and female 48.8%). Male early-stage entrepreneurs seem to have more self-confidence 

regarding their business starting skills and to have less fear from failure than female early-

stage entrepreneurs.  

Important differences can be identified analyzing the entrepreneurial perceptions of the 

early-stage entrepreneurs by their motivation. The percentage of those opportunity-

motivated early-stage entrepreneurs who know a person who started a business in the past 

two years, who see good business opportunities and of those who think that fear of failure 

doesn’t prevent them from starting a business present better shares than it is in case of 

necessity-motivated early-stage entrepreneurs.  

A lower percentage of the established entrepreneurs know a person who started a business 

in the past two years (52.6%) than it is in case of early-stage entrepreneurs. The share of 

those who see good opportunities (36.7%) and of those who consider that they have the 

required knowledge and skills to start a business is also lower (79.6%) than it is in case of 

early-stage entrepreneurs.  

The highest share of those who knows a person who started a business in the past two 

years is among the entrepreneurial employees (61.7%), but also one of the lowest shares 

(36.7%) of those entrepreneurs who see good opportunities. Fear of failure is low (33.3%) in 

case of this category of entrepreneurs.  
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5 Phases of entrepreneurial activity in 
Romania 

As it was highlighted, according the GEM definition, entrepreneurship is seen as a 

continuous process that includes nascent entrepreneurs, young business entrepreneurs, and 

established entrepreneurs. Appendix 2: shows the most important entrepreneurial activity 

rates by stage of economic development in GEM participating countries in 2013. The highest 

rates were reached in the factor-driven economies, while the lowest rates in the innovation-

driven economies. The share of those early-stage entrepreneurs who were motivated by 

necessity3 is highest in the factor-driven economies, while the share of those who were 

engaged in entrepreneurial activity motivated by improvement-driven opportunity4 is highest 

in the innovation-driven economies.  

All entrepreneurial activity rates are lower in Romania than the average values measured in 

the efficiency-driven economies (as it can be seen in 0). The share of those who intent to 

start a new business in the next three years is higher in Romania than the average 

measured in the efficiency-driven Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries5. While the 

early-stage entrepreneurial activity rate in Romania is at the same level as the average in 

CEE countries, the rate of established entrepreneurs is significantly lower in Romania, which 

is confirmed by the higher discontinuation rate in Romania. The most important reason for 

quitting the business was that the business was not profitable, the second most frequent 

reason was related to getting finance. The entrepreneurial employee activity rate is 

significantly higher in Romania than the average of efficiency-driven economies and slightly 

higher than the average in CEE countries from efficiency-driven economies. 

  

                                                
3 

Necessity-driven entrepreneurs are involved in entrepreneurial activities because they had no other option for 

work. 
4 

Improvement-driven opportunity motivated entrepreneurs are those involved in entrepreneurial activity who 
claim to be driven by opportunity as opposed to finding no other option for work and who indicate the main driver 
for being involved in this opportunity is to be independent or to increase their income, rather than just to maintain 
their income. 
5
 Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries from efficiency-driven economies: Bosnia and Herzegovina, 

Croatia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Poland, Romania, Slovakia. 
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Table 28  Entrepreneurial activity rates, 2013 (%) 

Entrepreneurial activity rates Romania Croatia Hungary Slovakia CEE 
Efficiency-

driven 
economies 

Intentional entrepreneurs 26.8 24.0 17.4 20.3 24.3 29.1 

Nascent entrepreneurs 6.2 6.3 6.0 6.1 5.9 8.8 

Young business entrepreneurs 4.2 2.0 3.8 3.6 4.2 6.7 

Early-stage entrepreneurs (TEA) 10.1 8.3 9.7 9.5 10.0 15.1 

Necessity-driven early-stage 
entrepreneurs 

3.2 3.1 2.7 3.8 3.7 4.1 

Opportunity-driven early-stage 
entrepreneurs 

6.8 5.0 6.7 5.6 6.1 10.5 

Established business owners (EB) 5.4 3.3 7.2 5.4 6.3 8.0 

Entrepreneurial employees
6
 4.0 l.d. 2.6 3.7 3.7 2.5 

Discontinuation rate (business did not 
continue) 

3.4 2.8 2.5 3.4 2.7 3.3 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

We can observe that the entrepreneurial activity rates are alike in Croatia, Hungary, 

Romania, and Slovakia, except for the established business owner and manager rate, which 

is the highest in Hungary. Among these countries the highest rates are measured in 

Romania in case of intentional entrepreneurial rate, early-stage entrepreneurial rate, 

opportunity-driven early-stage entrepreneurial rate, as well as in case of entrepreneurial 

employees. 

In 2011-2013 time period there were no significant changes in the entrepreneurial activity 

rates measured in Romania. According to Table 29 the percentage of potential 

entrepreneurs and of those who have in the past 12 months discontinued a business 

declined slowly. It can be seen, that the ratio of opportunity motivated and necessity 

motivated early-stage entrepreneurs increased compared to 2011 (from 1.39 in 2011 to 2.13 

in 2013), in 2013 were more than more twice opportunity motivated early-stage 

entrepreneurs than necessity motivated early-stage entrepreneurs. 

  

                                                
6
 Employee who is actively involved in and has a leading role in at least one of the following phases: idea 

development for a new activity or preparation and implementation of a new activity (base: adult population). 
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Table 29  Entrepreneurial activity rates in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

Entrepreneurial activity rates 2011 2012 2013 

Potential entrepreneurs
7
 7.7 6.2 6.1 

Intentional entrepreneurs 27.71 30.76 26.8 

Nascent entrepreneurs 5.56 5.51 6.2 

Young business entrepreneurs 4.51 3.81 4.2 

Early-stage entrepreneurs (TEA) 9.89 9.21 10.1 

Necessity-driven early-stage entrepreneurs 4.09 2.23 3.2 

Opportunity-driven early-stage entrepreneurs 5.68 6.92 6.8 

Established business owners (EB) 4.57 3.87 5.4 

Discontinuation rate (business did not continue) 3.90 3.76 3.4 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey Romania, 2011-2013 

                                                
7
 Potential entrepreneurs: those individuals who manifest entrepreneurial attitudes as potential prerequisites of 

the entrepreneurial. These individuals believe that they possess the capability to start a business, see new 
business opportunities and would not be dissuaded from doing so from fear of failing. 
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6 The profile of entrepreneurs in Romania 

The distribution of entrepreneurs by gender, age category and education in Romania can be 

seen in Table 30 . The share of male entrepreneurs is higher in all entrepreneurial 

categories, but the distribution by gender is more balanced in case of nascent entrepreneurs 

and entrepreneurial employees. While the share of those who are younger than 34 years old 

is 50.7% in case of early-stage entrepreneurs, 53.7% of established business owners are 

older than 45 years. The distribution by educational level shows that more than 72% of the 

entrepreneurial employees have at least post-secondary degree, which value in case of 

nascent entrepreneurs is only 48.7%.  

Table 30  Distribution of entrepreneurs by gender, age category and education in 

Romania, 2013 (%) 

Variable Potential Intentional Nascent Young TEA EB EEA 

Gender 
Male 66.9 63.1 56.0 64.7 60.8 63.0 57.3 

Female 33.1 36.9 44.0 35.3 39.2 37.0 42.7 

Age 
category 

18-24 21.4 22.1 16.8 15.3 16.6 5.6 4.9 

25-34 25.6 29.2 31.2 38.8 34.1 16.7 24.7 

35-44 18.8 25.2 32.0 21.2 27.3 24.1 42.0 

45-54 14.5 16.2 16.8 11.8 14.6 30.6 19.8 

55-64 19.7 7.3 3.2 12.9 7.3 23.1 8.6 

Educational 
level 

Some 
secondary 
degree 

16.3 12.2 9.2 7.1 8.6 6.0 2.5 

Secondary 
degree 

50.4 49.4 42.0 37.6 41.6 30.0 24.7 

Post-
secondary 
degree 

24.6 31.5 40.3 47.1 41.6 48.0 54.3 

Graduate 
experience 

7.7 6.8 8.4 8.2 8.1 16.0 18.5 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2013 
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7 Individual drivers 

According to Amorós and Bosma (2014) individual drivers are traditionally captured within 

the GEM framework with a simple contrast between necessity-driven motives and 

opportunity-driven motives. A necessity-driven entrepreneur is one who indicates that he/she 

started the business because there were no better options for work. Opportunity-driven 

entrepreneurs are involved in entrepreneurship for the following reasons: earn more money, 

gain more independence, or just to maintain income. Those who were involved in 

entrepreneurial activity for the first two motives are the improvement-driven opportunity 

entrepreneurs. 

The average share of necessity-motivated early-stage entrepreneurs is the highest in the 

factor-driven economies, while the highest share of improvement-driven opportunity early-

stage entrepreneurs can be found in the innovation driven economies according to Figure 2 

and Appendix 2: . 

Figure 2  Distribution of early-stage entrepreneurs by motivation by phase of 

economic development, 2013 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

Each analyzed country tends to have more entrepreneurs motivated by opportunity, as it can 

be seen in Figure 3 in Slovakia more than 40% of early-stage entrepreneurs are motivated 

by necessity. The lowest percentage of necessity-motivated early-stage entrepreneurs is 

measured in Hungary. 
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Figure 3  Distribution of early-stage entrepreneurs by motivation by phase of 

economic development in some efficiency-driven CEE countries, 2013 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

In Romania almost half of the established business owners are engaged in entrepreneurial 

activity only because they have no better option for work and/or to maintain income (43.1% 

in 2013 as it can be seen in Table 31 ), this rate in case of early-stage entrepreneurs is 

37.8% in 2013. The distribution of early-stage entrepreneurs by motivation type is more 

balanced, each rate is higher than 30%.  

Table 31  Distribution of entrepreneurs by motivation in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

Motivation type 

TEA EB 

2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013 

Opportunity motive: increase income  24.6 21.6 22.5 22.3 14.6 18.1 

Opportunity motive: independence 10.3 16.3 9.6 15.8 17.2 20.6 

Mixed motive (combination of necessity and opportunity) 18.1 32.2 30.1 9.5 26.3 18.2 

Non-opportunity motive: necessity or maintain income  47.0 29.9 37.8 52.3 41.9 43.1 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 

32% 
37% 

28% 

40% 

67% 

60% 

70% 

59% 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Romania Croatia Hungary Slovakia

Necessity-driven Opportunity-driven



 

40 

8 Entrepreneurial attitudes in Romania 

The positive entrepreneurial attitudes could affect the entrepreneurial activity. 

Entrepreneurial attitudes convey the general feelings of a population toward entrepreneurs 

and entrepreneurship. A society can benefit from people who are able to recognize valuable 

business opportunities, and who perceive they have the required skills to exploit them 

(Kelley et al., 2011, p. 17). The positive or negative perceptions that society has about 

entrepreneurship can strongly influence the motivations of people to enter entrepreneurship. 

If the economy in general has a positive attitude towards entrepreneurship, this can generate 

cultural and social support, financial and business assistance, and networking benefits that 

will encourage and facilitate potential and existing entrepreneurs (Xavier et al., 2013, p. 18). 

According to Appendix 1: we can observe that in Romania the share of those individuals who 

consider that entrepreneurship is a good career choice and that successful entrepreneurs 

receive high status and respect is higher than the average of efficiency-driven economies.  

Table 32 presents the entrepreneurial attitudes of individuals by entrepreneurial activity in 

Romania. We can observe that in case of established business owner-managers, 

opportunity-driven early-stage entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial employees is the lowest 

the share of those who consider that most people would prefer that everyone should have a 

similar standard of living, while the highest percentage is reached in case of necessity-driven 

early-stage entrepreneurs, followed by those who are not involved in any kind of 

entrepreneurial activity.  

Table 32  Entrepreneurial attitudes in Romania, 2013 (%) 

 Most people would 
prefer that 

everyone had a 
similar standard of 

living 

Most people 
consider starting a 

new business a 
desirable career 

choice 

Those successful 
at starting a new 
business have a 

high level of 
status and respect 

There are many 
stories in the 
public media 

about successful 
new businesses 

Intentional 
entrepreneurs 

69.6 74.8 71.8 69.1 

Nascent 
entrepreneurs 

63.2 69.7 67.5 57.1 

Young business 
owner-managers 

63.4 80.5 70.4 75.0 

TEA 63.2 74.1 67.7 64.4 

TEA male  65.3 73.3 70.2 60.9 

TEA female 60.0 75.3 63.6 68.9 

TEA Opportunity 54.8 72.7 63.7 62.4 
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 Most people would 
prefer that 

everyone had a 
similar standard of 

living 

Most people 
consider starting a 

new business a 
desirable career 

choice 

Those successful 
at starting a new 
business have a 

high level of 
status and respect 

There are many 
stories in the 
public media 

about successful 
new businesses 

TEA Necessity 79.7 77.8 76.7 67.2 

Established 
business owner-
managers 

49.5 54.5 61.2 52.4 

Entrepreneurial 
employee 

55.0 67.5 56.8 58.2 

Not entrepreneur 71.6 74.5 73.5 61.3 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2013 

More than 80% of the young business owner-managers think that most people consider that 

entrepreneurship is a desirable career choice. The necessity-driven early-stage 

entrepreneurs and those who are not involved in any kind of entrepreneurial activity consider 

mostly that successful entrepreneurs gain high level of status and respect. In view of 

established business owner-managers there is the smallest share of those who consider that 

there is enough media coverage of successful new businesses. 
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9 Characteristics of the entrepreneurial 
activities 

In this section we will analyze the distribution of early-stage entrepreneurs and established 

business-owner managers by the main industry sectors, by the level of technology they use, 

and by the number of current employees. 

Table 33 shows that in Croatia, Hungary, Slovakia and Romania early-stage entrepreneurial 

activity appears to be more oriented towards consumer-oriented services (these businesses 

tend to have relatively low resource needs and are often local in nature), followed by the 

transforming sector (manufacturing and construction). In case of all analyzed countries 

entrepreneurs operate with the lowest share in the extractive sector (farming, forestry, 

fishing, and mining), except for Romania. In Romania the early-stage entrepreneurial activity 

in business services sector (which tends to rely on highly educated human capital) is the 

less prevalent. 

Table 33  Distribution of early-stage entrepreneurs by industry in some efficiency-

driven economies from CEE, 2013 (%) 

 
Romania Croatia Hungary  Slovakia 

Extractive 21.17 13.27 13.19 5.48 

Transforming 21.99 22.58 26.84 33.81 

Business services 17.78 22.30 21.53 24.46 

Consumer oriented services 39.06 41.85 38.54 36.25 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

Established business owner-managers operate almost equally in consumer-oriented 

services and in transforming sector in case of Hungary (as it can be seen in Table 34 ). In 

Romania and Croatia established business owner-managers are more active in consumer 

oriented services sector, while in Slovakia the transforming sector is the most prevalent. 
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Table 34  Distribution of established business owner-managers by industry in 

some efficiency-driven economies from CEE, 2013 (%) 

 
Romania Croatia Hungary  Slovakia 

Extractive 6.67 14.65 12.11 2.89 

Transforming 25.34 29.57 32.48 44.26 

Business services 25.67 22.12 23.12 25.04 

Consumer oriented services 42.31 33.65 32.30 27.82 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

Figure 4 shows the distribution of entrepreneurs by industry sector in Romania between 

2011 and 2013. In every year in case of both types of entrepreneurs the highest prevalence 

rate is reached in the consumer-oriented sector. 

Figure 4  Distribution of entrepreneurs by industry in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

 
Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 

Comparing the technology level of early-stage entrepreneurs with the technology level of 

established entrepreneurs (Table 35 ), we can conclude that early-stage entrepreneurs use 

very latest technology more often than established entrepreneurs in the analyzed efficiency-

driven CEE countries. Among these countries we can find in Croatia the highest share of 

early-stage entrepreneurs using very latest technology (20.28%), while in case of those 

early-stage entrepreneurs who do not use new technology the highest share is reached in 

Hungary (80.97%). Croatia reaches the highest percentage of those established 

entrepreneurs who use technology that is available no longer than one year (14.52%), while 

in Hungary is measured the highest rate of those who do not use new technology (93.08%). 
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Table 35  Technology level within early-stage entrepreneurs and established 

business owners in some efficiency-driven economies from CEE, 2013 (%) 

 
Romania Croatia Hungary Slovakia 

TEA 

Very latest technology (newer than one year) 16.71 20.28 5.59 16.77 

New technology (one to 5 years) 30.13 27.08 13.44 20.74 

No new technology (more than 5 years) 53.16 52.64 80.97 62.49 

EB 

Very latest technology (newer than one year) 3.17 14.52 0.56 11.98 

New technology (one to 5 years) 20.12 14.68 6.36 6.33 

No new technology (more than 5 years) 76.71 70.80 93.08 81.69 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

According to Table 36 the technology used by early-stage entrepreneurs is newer than the 

one used by established entrepreneurs in Romania. In case of early-stage entrepreneurs we 

cannot find significant differences between the rates measured in 2011 and in 2012, while in 

case of established entrepreneurs the share of those who use very latest technology 

increased significantly in 2012 and decreased in 2013. 

Table 36  Technology level within early-stage entrepreneurs and established 

business owners in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

    

Uses very latest 
technology (only 

available since last 
year) 

Uses new technology 
(1 to 5 years) 

Uses no new 
technology 

Early-stage 
entrepreneurs 

2011 17.55 30.74 51.71 

2012 16.32 30.43 53.25 

2013 16.7 30.1 53.2 

Established 
entrepreneurs 

2011 3.75 33.91 62.34 

2012 11.15 26.36 62.48 

2013 3.2 20.1 76.7 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 

In Romania the most of the early-stage and established entrepreneurs offer 0-5 jobs. 

According to Table 37 , we can observe that in case of established entrepreneurs the share 

of those who offer high number of jobs (20+) decreased slightly, while the early-stage 

entrepreneurs tend to be offer more jobs.  
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Table 37  Current number of jobs offered by early-stage entrepreneurs and 

established business owners in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

  2011 2012 2013 

TEA 

No jobs 8.9 14.3 13.4 

1-5 jobs 62.0 69.0 61.9 

6-19 jobs 19.3 7.8 13.0 

20+ jobs 9.8 8.9 11.8 

EB 

No jobs 16.7 17.3 13.8 

1-5 jobs 50.1 57.3 59.1 

6-19 jobs 21.8 17.1 19.7 

20+ jobs 11.4 8.3 7.5 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 

We can conclude that in 2013 the dominant industry sector in case of both early-stage 

entrepreneurs and established business owner-managers is the consumer oriented 

businesses. Almost half of early-stage entrepreneurs use technology newer than 5 years, 

while this applies for only a quarter of established business owner-managers.  
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10 Entrepreneurial aspirations 

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor measures the following forms of entrepreneurial 

aspirations: the job growth expectation, innovation, and internationalization profiles of 

entrepreneurs.  

The growth expectations relate to job creation potential, which is an important policy concern 

for nearly every government, particularly in the aftermath of the global financial crisis and to 

accompanying upswing in unemployment rates (Xavier et al., 2013, p. 32). The growth 

expectation of entrepreneurs is the difference between the number of employees they 

expect to have within five years’ time and the number of employees they have at the time of 

the survey. Early-stage entrepreneurs may be optimistic in their expectations thus their 

expectations for job creation are not always realized.  

Innovation is viewed of the perspective of the market and industry. It represents the 

perceived extent to which an entrepreneur’s product or service is new to some or all 

customers and were few or no other businesses offer the same product or services (Amorós 

and Bosma, 2014). 

The international orientation of early-stage entrepreneurs has been studied with export 

intensity analysis, by the estimation of foreign clients’ share. This measure assesses the 

extent to which entrepreneurs sell to costumers outside their economies (Kelley et al., 2012, 

p. 21).  

There are four categories of entrepreneurs based on expected number of jobs within the 

next five years:  

˗ expects between 0-5 jobs: solo entrepreneurial activity (self-employed entrepreneurs, 

who do not aim at creating workplaces) and low job expectation entrepreneurial 

activity (modest job creators, often employ people from their own personal network) 

˗ expects between 6-19 jobs: medium job expectation entrepreneurial activity 

˗ expects 20 jobs or more: high job expectation entrepreneurial activity (ambitious 

entrepreneurs) (Xavier et al., 2013, p. 32). 

Figure 5 shows the distribution of high job expectations by entrepreneurial activity in some 

CEE countries among efficiency-driven economies in 2013. The highest job growth 

expectations (more than 10 jobs and over 50% growth in 5 years) are reached in Romania 

and in Croatia in case of early-stage entrepreneurs. The early-stage entrepreneurs tend to 

have higher job expectations than established entrepreneurs. 
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Figure 5  High job expectations for entrepreneurs in some efficiency-driven CEE 

countries, 2013 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

The following table shows that in Romania the highest percentage among both early-stage 

and established entrepreneurs are those with low job expectations, which expect to add less 

than 5 employees within the next five years (43.5%, respectively 62.5% in 2013). High job 

expectations (expect their businesses to have more than 19 new employees within five 

years) of early-stage entrepreneurs have been decreased from 24.3% in 2011 to 22.6% in 

2013. In the case of established business owner-managers this rate also decreased 

considerably from 22.1% in 2012 to 13.5% in 2013, still higher than it was in 2011. 

Table 38  Expected number of jobs offered by early-stage entrepreneurs and 

established business owners in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

 2011 2012 2013 

TEA 

No jobs 3.8 7.4 8.0 

1-5 jobs 41.3 29.6 35.5 

6-19 jobs 30.6 41.0 33.9 

20+ jobs 24.3 22.0 22.6 

EB 

No jobs 16.1 15.8 15.1 

1-5 jobs 43.6 37.4 47.3 

6-19 jobs 29.4 24.8 24.1 

20+ jobs 10.9 22.1 13.5 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 

Figure 6 shows the percentage of early-stage entrepreneurs with innovative orientations. 

Among the analyzed countries the share of early-stage entrepreneurs who declare that they 

have a product or service that is new for all or to some customers is the highest in Slovakia, 

followed by Romania. In Croatia is the highest the prevalence of those early-stage 

entrepreneurs who have few or no competitors. 
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Figure 6  Innovative orientation of early-stage entrepreneurs in some efficiency-

driven CEE countries, 2013 (%) 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

In Romania in 2013 46.9% of early-stage entrepreneurs, respectively 40.8% of established 

entrepreneurs consider that their products or services are new to all or to some of their 

customers (Figure 7 ). The value of this share decreased slightly in case of both type of 

entrepreneurs from 2012 to 2013. We can observe that more than half of entrepreneurs (in 

case of both early-stage and established) do not tend to be innovative. 

Figure 7  Product novelty of entrepreneurs in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 
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The degree of competition is higher in case of established entrepreneurs in the analyzed 

period, as it can be seen at Figure 8 . In Romania in 2013 only 38.8% of early-stage 

entrepreneurs, respectively 25% of established entrepreneurs consider that their products or 

services are offered by few or no other businesses. 

Figure 8  Degree of competition within early-stage entrepreneurs and established 

business owners in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 

If we analyze the market expansion expectations of early-stage entrepreneurs and 

established business owner-managers in Romania, which are illustrated at Figure 9 , we can 

conclude that market expansion expectations of early-stage entrepreneurs are higher than in 

case of established entrepreneurs. In case of early-stage entrepreneurs the share of those 

without market expansion expectations in the analyzed period is the highest in 2013.  
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Figure 9  Early-stage entrepreneurs and established business owners by market 

expansion expectation in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2013 

Among the analyzed countries from the efficiency-driven CEE countries the highest 

percentages of both type of entrepreneurs whose more than 25% customers are living 

outside the origin country are measured in Croatia, as it can be seen in Figure 10 , where 

40.99% of the early-stage entrepreneurs had more than a quarter of their clients from abroad 

in 2013. This rate is higher in all four countries in case of early-stage entrepreneurs, except 

for Hungary where these measures are almost equal in case of early-stage and established 

entrepreneurs. 
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Figure 10  International orientation of entrepreneurs in some efficiency-driven CEE 

countries, 2013 

 
Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

As it can be seen in Figure 11 , in Romania 31.8% of the early-stage entrepreneurs had 

more than 25% foreign clients in 2013, considerably lower than the value measured in 2012 

(38.9%). In case of established entrepreneurs the percentage of those who have more than 

a quarter foreign customers decreased considerably compared to 2012 from 35.82% to 

17.58% in 2013. The comparison between early-stage entrepreneurs’ and established 

business owner-managers’ structure by share of foreign clients indicate that the 

internationalization of the early-stage entrepreneurs remained higher in all the three years.  

  

29.64 

16.09 

36.83 

12.92 

36.39 

27.17 

39.69 

19.18 

38.56 

42.91 

40.97 

65.94 

46.02 

44.17 

37.99 

62.52 

20.51 

21.05 

16.32 

15.18 

14.91 

17.01 

13.41 

9.13 

11.29 

19.94 

5.89 

5.96 

2.67 

11.65 

8.91 

9.16 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Romania

Croatia

Hungary

Slovakia

Romania

Croatia

Hungary

Slovakia

E
a
rl

y
-s

ta
g

e
 e

n
tr

e
p

re
n
e

u
rs

E
s
ta

b
lis

h
e
d

 e
n

tr
e

p
re

n
e
u

rs

No customers outside country 1-25% customers outside country

26-75% customers outside country 76-100% customers outside country



 

52 

Figure 11  International orientation of entrepreneurs in Romania, 2011-2013 (%) 

 
Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 
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11 Entrepreneurial employee activity 

GEM defines entrepreneurial employee activity as employees developing new activities for 

their main employer, such as developing or launching new goods or services, or setting up a 

new business unit, a new establishment or subsidiary. This definition is wider than new 

organization creation, but it excludes employee initiatives that mainly aim at optimizing 

internal work processes. Furthermore, this report distinguishes between two phases of 

entrepreneurial employee activity, i.e. idea development for a new activity and preparation 

and implementation of a new activity. Idea development includes for example active 

information search, brainstorming and submitting ideas for new activities to the management 

of the business. Preparation and implementation of a new activity refers to promoting an 

idea for a new activity, preparing a business plan, marketing the new activity, finding 

financial resources and acquiring a team of workers for the new activity (Bosma et al., 2012, 

p. 53). This operational process can be seen in Figure 12 . 

Figure 12  Entrepreneurship process and GEM operational definitions, including 

entrepreneurial employee activity 

 

Source: Bosma et al., 2012, p. 54 
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There are two measures of entrepreneurial employee activity rate (EEA) (Bosma et al., 

2012, p. 54): 

˗ broad definition: employee who in the past three years was actively involved 

in and had a leading role in at least one of the following phases: idea 

development for a new activity or preparation and implementation of a new 

activity 

˗ narrow definition: employee who is currently involved in the development of 

such new activities. 

It can be observed that the entrepreneurial employees according to the narrow definition are 

a subgroup of those according to the broad definition. The prevalence of entrepreneurial 

employee activity can be defined as the number of entrepreneurial employees, according to 

both definition, as a percentage of the total number of employees or the adult population 

(Bosma et al., 2012, p. 54). We can see that among Hungary, Slovakia and Romania, the 

intrapreneurial activity rate is the highest in Romania (pointed out in Figure 13 ). 

Figure 13  Intrapreneurial activity rate in some efficiency-driven CEE countries, 

2013 (%) 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

The entrepreneurial employee’s profile in Romania can be seen in Table 39 . We can 

observe that the typical entrepreneurial employee in Romania is male, aged between 35-44 

years, situated in the upper 33% regarding household income, with post-secondary degree.  
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Table 39  Prevalence of entrepreneurial employees across age, gender, education 

and household income, 2011-2013 (%) 

Variables Categories 2011 2012 2013 

Age 

18-24 15.1 10.7 4.9 

25-34 32.1 36.9 24.7 

35-44 15.1 24.5 42.0 

45-54 20.8 23.6 19.8 

55-64 17.0 4.2 8.6 

Gender 
Male 55.8 56.6 57.3 

Female 44.2 43.4 42.7 

Household income 

categories 

Lowest 33% 2.2 3.6 9.3 

Middle 33% 20.0 28.2 20.0 

Upper 33% 77.8 68.2 70.7 

Education level 

Some secondary degree 0.0 18.7 2.5 

Secondary degree 14.0 33.8 24.7 

Post-secondary degree 74.0 34.4 54.3 

Graduate experience 12.0 13.0 18.5 

Note: The narrow definition of EEA was adopted for this table 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 

Table 40 shows the entrepreneurial perceptions and attitudes of employees in Romania in 

2011-2013 time period. In 2013 the entrepreneurial employees are less optimistic than in 

2012, only 31.4% of them see good opportunities to start a new venture in the next six 

months, this rate is higher than the opportunity perceptions of other employees (26.1%).  

The percentage of entrepreneurial employees who confirmed that they have the necessary 

skills and knowledge to start a new business is significantly higher than the one measured in 

case of other employees.  

It can be observed that the entrepreneurial employees have higher risk awareness than the 

other employees, in case of entrepreneurial employees the fear of failure rate is 38.2%, 

while in case of other employees is 45.3%. Two-thirds of the entrepreneurial employees 

consider entrepreneurship to be a good career choice, while in case of other employees this 

share is almost three quarters. 
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Table 40  Individual perceptions and attitudes of employees regarding 

entrepreneurial activity, 2011-2013 (%) 

 Entrepreneurial 
employees 

Other employees 

 2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013 

Knows a person who started a business in the past 2 years 47.2 36.0 51.9 29.8 23.6 28.5 

Sees good opportunities for starting a business in the next 6 
months 

55.9 34.1 31.4 33.8 33.9 26.1 

Has the required knowledge/skills to start a business 65.7 51.1 83.3 37.6 30.6 44.8 

Fear of failure would prevent to start a business 27.3 40.2 38.2 49.7 46.7 45.3 

All inhabitants prefer uniform living standard 41.2 51.8 56.6 58.2 69.6 69.8 

Starting a business is considered as a good career choice 59.4 67.4 66.0 66.7 73.3 72.4 

Persons growing a successful new business receive high 
status 

70.6 70.0 56.6 68.6 74.5 72.7 

Lots of media coverage for new businesses 47.2 57.0 52.8 54.8 55.5 60.4 

Note: The narrow definition of EEA was adopted for this table 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2011-2013 
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12 Entrepreneurship and well-being 

In 2013 the GEM survey included a special set of questions that provided evidence of the 

entrepreneurial activities and motivations in relation to well-being measures. This special 

topic adopts a set of tested constructs related to subjective well-being (life satisfaction), 

work-life balance and satisfaction with the job.  

Subjective well-being is related to the manner in which people experience the quality of their 

lives and it comprises both emotional reactions and cognitive judgments. There were five 

questions using 5 point Likert scales from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strong agree) to 

measure the subjective well-being:  

1. In most ways, my life is close to ideal. 

2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 

3. I am satisfied with my life. 

4. So far, I have obtained the important things I want in life. 

5. If I could live my life again, I would not change anything. 

Work condition questions were designed to identify similarities and differences in current 

working conditions among employees and the self-employed.  

Satisfaction with work-life balance is defined as an overall level of contentment resulting 

from an assessment of one’s degree of success at meeting, work and family role demands.  

0presents the prevalence indicators of the standardized scale of subjective well-being. It 

should be noted that in Europe the happiest people live in Switzerland and Norway, while the 

least happy people live in Russia and Greece. The early-stage and established 

entrepreneurs are the happiest in Switzerland, Norway, and Netherland. In case of 

necessity-motivated early-stage entrepreneurs the lowest rate of subjective well-being are 

measured in Russia and in Hungary. 

Figure 14 shows that among the analyzed countries the entrepreneurs exhibit the highest 

rates of subjective well-beings. Established entrepreneurs are happier than the early-stage 

entrepreneurs in all analyzed countries, except in Croatia. The early-stage and established 

entrepreneurs are the happiest in Romania. 
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Figure 14  Subjective well-being indicators in some efficiency-driven CEE 

countries by stage of entrepreneurial activity, 2013 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

We can observe in Figure 15 that in case of opportunity-motivated early-stage entrepreneurs 

the subjective well-being rates are higher than in case of necessity-motivated entrepreneurs. 

The most significant difference in scores on subjective well-being was exhibited in Hungary, 

where can be found the lowest rate of subjective well-being among European necessity-

motivated early-stage entrepreneurs. 

Figure 15  Subjective well-being indicators in some efficiency-driven CEE 

countries in case of early-stage entrepreneurs by motivation, 2013 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 
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Figure 16 illustrates the well-being indicators for early-stage entrepreneurs by gender. 

Female entrepreneurs exhibit on average higher degree of subjective well-being. In Romania 

the rates measured in case of males and females do not differ substantially. 

Figure 16  Subjective well-being indicators in some efficiency-driven CEE 

countries in case of early-stage entrepreneurs by gender, 2013 

 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, 2013 

Figure 17 relates the scale of work-life balance. On average in efficiency-driven economies 

is the highest the satisfaction of entrepreneurs with work-life balance. The satisfaction of 

non-entrepreneurs is the highest in the innovation-driven economies. 

Figure 17  Satisfaction with balance between personal and professional life by 

stage of economic development, 2013 

 

Source: Amorós and Bosma (2014), p. 68 
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Figure 18 points out the values of the indicator related to general work satisfaction. The rates 

measured in innovation-driven economies are slightly higher than the ones measured in the 

efficiency-driven economies, while the difference toward factor-driven economies is 

substantial. 

Figure 18  Satisfaction with work and entrepreneurship indicators by stage of 

economic development, 2013 

 

Source: Amorós and Bosma (2014), p. 69 

Table 41 contains the values of the well-being indicators in case of different types of 

entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs in Romania. There are no significant differences 

between the perception of entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs regarding well-being. The 

difference is the more accentuated in case of quality of life well-being indicator, where the 

highest rate was measured in case of opportunity-motivated early-stage entrepreneurs, while 

the lowest in case of non-entrepreneurs. 

Table 41  Well-being indicators in Romania, 2013 (%) 

  
TEA EB 

TEA 
female 

TEA 
male 

TEA 
opportunity 

TEA 
necessity 

EEA 
Non-

entrepreneur 

Quality of 
life 

3.58 3.58 3.55 3.60 3.67 3.39 3.52 3.24 

Work 
conditions 

3.86 3.94 3.67 3.97 3.82 3.93 3.74 3.67 

Work -life 
balance 

3.89 3.77 3.82 3.93 3.86 3.91 3.80 3.84 

Source: GEM, Adult Population Survey, Romania, 2013 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1:  Entrepreneurial Attitudes and Perceptions in the GEM Economies 
in 2013 by Economic Development 

 
Perceived 

opportunities 
Perceived 

capabilities 
Fear of 
failure 

Entrepreneurial 
intentions 

Entrepreneurship 
as a good career 

choice 

High status to 
successful 

entrepreneurs 

Media attention 
for 

entrepreneurship 

 Stage 1: 
factor driven 
(includes 
transition 
countries to 
phase 2) 

Algeria 61.9 55.5 32.9 36.0 79.6 84.2 47.4 

Angola 56.7 56.3 63.7 38.3 66.8 72.6 62.1 

Botswana 65.9 67.4 18.6 59.2 80.7 83.7 85.6 

Ghana 69.3 85.8 24.6 45.6 81.6 94.1 82.4 

India 41.4 55.8 38.9 22.8 61.5 70.4 61.4 

Iran 37.0 56.5 36.4 30.6 64.1 82.4 59.9 

Libya 52.3 58.6 33.0 62.1 85.2 84.3 38.2 

Malawi 78.9 89.5 15.1 66.7       

Nigeria 84.7 87.0 16.3 46.8 81.2 61.9 76.5 

Philippines 47.9 68.4 36.2 44.1 84.9 79.3 86.8 

Uganda 81.1 83.8 15.0 60.7 88.3 95.3 87.5 

Vietnam 36.8 48.7 56.7 24.1 63.4 81.5 80.5 

Zambia 76.8 79.6 15.4 44.5 66.5 71.2 69.0 

Average 
(unweighted) 

60.8 68.7 31.0 44.7 75.3 80.1 69.8 

 Stage 2: 
efficiency 
driven 
(includes 
transition 
countries to 
phase 3) 

Argentina 40.9 61.7 24.9 31.0       

Bosnia 23.3 50.5 26.1 21.8 82.3 71.9 39.2 

Brazil 50.9 52.6 38.7 27.2 84.6 82.2 84.1 

Chile 68.4 59.6 28.0 46.5 69.1 67.2 66.3 

China 33.1 36.3 34.3 14.4 69.6 73.5 71.3 

Colombia 67.7 57.8 31.8 54.5 90.9 71.4 67.5 

Croatia 17.6 47.2 35.2 19.6 61.5 43.1 42.9 

Ecuador 57.3 74.3 34.9 39.9 66.5 67.7 79.1 

Estonia 46.1 40.0 38.8 19.4 53.2 58.6 40.7 

Guatemala 58.8 66.4 33.3 39.0 86.8 71.5 55.1 

Hungary 18.9 37.5 44.8 13.7 45.7 74.1 28.4 

Indonesia 46.7 62.0 35.2 35.1 70.8 79.8 75.3 

Jamaica 51.2 79.1 27.0 39.5 79.4 80.9 81.7 

Latvia 34.8 47.8 41.6 22.7 61.4 59.5 58.6 

Lithuania 28.7 35.4 41.7 22.4 68.6 57.2 47.6 

Macedonia 37.2 49.7 35.6 29.1 69.5 67.9 66.8 

Malaysia 40.7 28.0 33.3 11.8 41.8 45.0 62.2 

Mexico 53.6 58.5 31.6 16.9 57.8 62.3 50.8 

Panama 58.7 66.4 28.9 27.0 64.4 59.2 70.4 

Peru 61.0 62.2 25.7 33.9 70.4 71.2 71.5 

Poland 26.1 51.8 46.7 17.3 66.8 59.9 58.5 

Romania 28.9 45.9 37.3 23.7 73.6 72.6 61.3 

Russia 18.2 28.2 29.0 2.6 65.7 68.0 49.0 
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Slovakia 16.1 51.0 33.2 16.4 49.2 58.5 51.7 

South Africa 37.9 42.7 27.3 12.8 74.0 74.7 78.4 

Suriname 52.7 53.5 24.4 13.1 75.6 79.3 65.9 

Thailand 45.3 44.4 49.3 18.5 74.5 74.8 77.2 

Uruguay 47.9 61.1 26.9 25.3 58.1 56.0 57.5 

Average 
(unweighted) 

41.7 51.8 33.8 24.8 67.8 67.0 61.4 

 Stage 3: 
innovation 
driven 

Belgium 31.5 33.8 46.6 7.8 54.8 52.2 43.9 

Canada 57.4 48.5 35.2 13.5 60.6 70.1 69.6 

Czech 
Republic 

23.1 42.6 35.8 13.7   47.8   

Finland 43.8 33.3 36.7 8.3 44.3 85.5 68.5 

France 22.9 33.2 41.1 12.6 55.3 70.0 41.4 

Germany 31.3 37.7 38.6 6.8 49.4 75.2 49.9 

Greece 13.5 46.0 49.3 8.8 60.1 65.1 32.4 

Ireland 28.3 43.1 40.4 12.6 49.6 81.2 59.9 

Israel 46.5 36.2 51.8 24.0 60.6 80.3 49.1 

Italy 17.3 29.1 48.6 9.8 65.6 72.4 48.1 

Japan 7.7 12.9 49.4 4.1 31.3 52.8 57.6 

Korea 12.7 28.1 42.3 12.1 51.3 67.8 67.6 

Luxembourg 45.6 43.3 42.9 14.1 39.4 70.6 36.3 

Netherlands 32.7 42.4 36.8 9.1 79.5 66.2 55.2 

Norway 63.7 34.2 35.3 5.2 49.3 75.5 56.9 

Portugal 20.2 48.7 40.1 13.2       

Puerto Rico 28.3 53.0 24.6 13.1 17.9 50.1 68.8 

Singapore 22.2 24.8 39.8 15.1 50.9 59.4 75.3 

Slovenia 16.1 51.5 29.6 12.4 57.4 68.1 50.5 

Spain 16.0 48.4 36.3 8.4 54.3 52.3 45.6 

Sweden 64.4 38.8 36.6 9.5 52.0 71.5 58.5 

Switzerland 41.5 44.7 28.2 9.8 40.5 65.0 47.8 

Taiwan 42.0 27.2 40.7 27.8 73.0 64.5 87.1 

Trinidad & 
Tobago 

58.0 75.3 19.8 28.7 79.5 72.0 61.0 

United 
Kingdom 

35.5 43.8 36.4 7.2 54.1 79.3 49.6 

USA 47.2 55.7 31.1 12.2       

Average 
(unweighted) 

33.4 40.6 38.2 12.3 53.5 67.3 55.7 

Source: Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2013 Global Report, pp. 78-79  
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Appendix 2:  Entrepreneurial activity in the GEM Economies in 2013 by 
economic development 

 

Nascent 
entrepreneur-

ship rate 

New 
business 

ownership 
rate 

Early-stage 
entrepreneurial 
activity (TEA) 

Established 
business 

ownership 
rate 

Discontinuation 
of businesses 

Necessity-
driven (% 
of TEA) 

Improvement-
driven 

opportunity 
(% of TEA) 

 Stage 1: 
factor 
driven 
(includes 
transition 
countries 
to phase 
2) 

Algeria 2.2 2.6 4.9 5.4 3.3 21.3 62.3 

Angola 8.0 14.7 22.2 8.5 24.1 26.1 40.3 

Botswana 11.0 10.2 20.9 3.4 17.7 26.3 52.0 

Ghana 8.5 17.7 25.8 25.9 8.3 33.3 44.1 

India 5.1 4.9 9.9 10.7 1.5 38.8 35.9 

Iran 6.4 6.1 12.3 10.6 5.7 38.0 35.8 

Libya 6.6 4.7 11.2 3.4 8.1 8.1 60.3 

Malawi 10.1 18.8 28.1 12.0 30.2 43.7 29.4 

Nigeria 20.0 20.7 39.9 17.5 7.9 25.4 52.3 

Philippines 12.0 6.7 18.5 6.6 12.3 43.6 38.0 

Uganda 5.6 20.0 25.2 36.1 20.1 25.1 47.5 

Vietnam 4.0 11.5 15.4 16.4 4.2 25.1 62.2 

Zambia 22.6 18.0 39.9 16.6 19.8 38.8 37.2 

Average 9.4 12.0 21.1 13.3 12.6 30.3 46.0 

Stage 2: 
efficiency 
driven 
(includes 
transition 
countries 
to phase 
3) 

Argentina 10.5 5.6 15.9 9.6 5.5 29.8 47.4 

Bosnia 5.8 4.6 10.3 4.5 6.2 58.9 22.0 

Brazil 5.1 12.6 17.3 15.4 4.7 28.6 57.4 

Chile 15.4 9.6 24.3 8.5 7.6 20.1 57.7 

China 5.2 8.9 14.0 11.0 2.7 33.9 35.9 

Colombia 13.6 10.3 23.7 5.9 5.4 18.1 26.7 

Croatia 6.3 2.0 8.3 3.3 4.5 37.4 29.8 

Ecuador 25.3 13.6 36.0 18.0 8.3 33.6 32.1 

Estonia 8.8 4.5 13.1 5.0 2.1 14.8 50.1 

Guatemala 7.6 4.9 12.3 5.1 3.0 31.4 44.2 

Hungary 6.0 3.7 9.7 7.2 2.9 28.0 38.7 

Indonesia 5.7 20.4 25.5 21.2 2.4 25.4 43.7 

Jamaica 8.0 6.0 13.8 6.3 7.4 40.6 34.2 

Latvia 8.1 5.3 13.3 8.8 3.5 21.2 52.7 

Lithuania 6.1 6.4 12.4 8.3 3.5 23.3 55.2 

Macedonia 3.4 3.5 6.6 7.3 3.3 61.0 22.9 

Malaysia 1.5 5.2 6.6 6.0 1.5 18.4 64.9 

Mexico 11.9 3.3 14.8 4.2 6.6 6.7 26.3 

Panama 15.4 5.2 20.6 3.5 3.4 18.6 39.8 

Peru 17.8 5.9 23.4 5.4 4.2 22.5 54.2 

Poland 5.1 4.3 9.3 6.5 4.0 47.4 32.7 

Romania 6.2 4.2 10.1 5.3 4.3 31.6 31.6 

Russia 3.0 2.8 5.8 3.4 1.6 35.4 42.0 

Slovakia 6.1 3.6 9.5 5.4 5.5 40.2 40.2 

South Africa 6.6 4.0 10.6 2.9 4.9 30.3 31.5 

Suriname 3.9 1.3 5.1 1.7 0.8 17.8 57.6 

Thailand 7.9 10.4 17.7 28.0 3.5 18.7 67.8 

Uruguay 8.5 5.7 14.1 4.9 3.4 12.0 36.8 

Average 8.4 6.4 14.4 8.0 4.2 28.8 42.0 

Stage 3: 
innovation 

Belgium 3.1 1.9 4.9 5.9 1.9 29.0 43.9 

Canada 7.8 4.7 12.2 8.4 4.4 15.1 66.9 
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driven Czech 
Republic 

4.9 2.7 7.3 5.3 3.4 22.7 60.3 

Finland 2.7 2.7 5.3 6.6 2.0 17.9 66.0 

France 2.7 1.8 4.6 4.1 1.9 15.7 60.9 

Germany 3.1 2.0 5.0 5.1 1.5 18.7 55.7 

Greece 3.3 2.3 5.5 12.6 5.0 23.5 35.8 

Ireland 5.5 3.8 9.2 7.5 2.5 18.0 43.8 

Israel 5.3 4.8 10.0 5.9 4.8 17.4 49.2 

Italy 2.4 1.1 3.4 3.7 1.9 18.7 18.4 

Japan 2.2 1.5 3.7 5.7 1.5 25.0 59.6 

Korea 2.7 4.2 6.9 9.0 2.5 36.5 51.1 

Luxembourg 6.0 2.8 8.7 2.4 2.8 5.6 56.6 

Netherlands 4.7 4.8 9.3 8.7 2.1 8.0 67.1 

Norway 2.9 3.4 6.3 6.2 1.6 4.0 60.8 

Portugal 4.2 4.2 8.2 7.7 2.8 21.4 50.7 

Puerto Rico 6.6 1.8 8.3 2.0 1.8 21.5 42.9 

Singapore 6.4 4.4 10.7 4.2 3.3 8.4 68.8 

Slovenia 3.6 2.9 6.5 5.7 2.6 24.1 53.4 

Spain 3.1 2.2 5.2 8.4 1.9 29.2 33.2 

Sweden 5.9 2.5 8.2 6.0 2.4 9.7 58.4 

Switzerland 4.5 3.7 8.2 10.0 2.3 7.5 67.2 

Taiwan 3.3 5.0 8.2 8.3 5.0 28.7 45.8 

Trinidad & 
Tobago 

11.4 8.5 19.5 11.4 4.1 11.2 76.0 

United 
Kingdom 

3.6 3.6 7.1 6.6 1.9 16.1 45.2 

USA 9.2 3.7 12.7 7.5 3.8 21.2 57.4 

Average 4.7 3.3 7.9 6.7 2.8 18.3 53.7 

Source: Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2013 Global Report, pp. 80-81  
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Appendix 3:  Job Growth Expectations for Early-Stage Entrepreneurship 
Activity by Geographic Region, 2013 

REGION 
0 - 5 jobs (% 

adult population) 
5 - 19 jobs  (% 

adult population) 

20 or more jobs  
(% adult 

population) 

Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Argentina 9.6 2.7 1.4 

Brazil 12.7 1.3 0.4 

Chile 13.2 5.6 3.1 

Colombia 8.0 7.1 6.6 

Ecuador 25.5 5.3 1.3 

Guatemala 4.0 0.4 0.1 

Jamaica 4.3 0.6 0.3 

Mexico 4.3 3.2 0.1 

Panama 16.2 2.2 0.6 

Peru 12.8 4.2 0.7 

Suriname 1.9 0.3 0.0 

Trinidad & Tobago 10.4 4.2 2.0 

Uruguay 6.7 2.3 1.6 

Average 
(unweighted) 

10.0 3.0 1.4 

 Middle East & 
North Africa 

Algeria 2.4 0.1 0.5 

Iran 5.5 2.0 1.4 

Israel 4.5 1.6 1.4 

Libya 4.1 2.1 1.6 

Average 
(unweighted) 

4.1 1.5 1.2 

 Sub-Saharan 
Africa 

Angola 5.0 3.3 0.8 

Botswana 10.8 4.2 2.7 

Ghana 20.2 2.1 0.7 

Malawi 24.7 0.2 0.1 

Nigeria 19.0 7.9 2.4 

South Africa 6.4 1.8 1.1 

Uganda 23.4 1.4 0.4 

Zambia 33.5 1.8 0.0 

Average 
(unweighted) 

17.9 2.8 1.0 

Asia Pacific & 
South Asia 

China 7.0 2.1 1.7 

India 4.4 0.7 0.1 

Indonesia 12.6 0.9 0.2 

Japan 1.7 0.6 1.0 

Korea 4.3 1.1 0.8 

Malaysia 5.6 0.9 0.1 

Philippines 15.2 0.8 0.3 

Singapore 4.6 2.9 2.5 

Taiwan 3.3 1.8 2.5 

Thailand 12.9 2.2 0.7 

Vietnam 9.5 2.4 2.0 

Average 
(unweighted) 

7.4 1.5 1.1 

Europe – EU28  
Belgium 3.5 0.7 0.4 

Croatia 3.2 1.5 1.0 
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Czech Republic 3.5 1.2 0.9 

Estonia 6.5 2.7 0.8 

Finland 3.9 0.7 0.4 

France 3.0 0.7 0.2 

Germany 3.0 0.6 0.5 

Greece 2.8 0.2 0.2 

Hungary 6.0 1.2 1.4 

Ireland 5.0 2.1 1.1 

Italy 2.5 0.2 0.2 

Latvia 4.5 2.8 2.8 

Lithuania 4.5 2.7 1.7 

Luxembourg 4.0 1.2 0.5 

Netherlands 6.9 0.8 0.5 

Poland 3.9 2.4 1.2 

Portugal 4.5 1.4 0.8 

Romania 3.4 2.7 1.8 

Slovakia 4.4 1.6 1.2 

Slovenia 2.8 1.5 0.7 

Spain 3.6 0.5 0.2 

Sweden 6.1 0.5 0.7 

United Kingdom 4.2 0.9 0.8 

Average 
(unweighted) 

4.2 1.3 0.9 

Europe – Non EU28 

Bosnia 3.8 2.6 1.0 

Macedonia 2.9 1.1 0.9 

Norway 4.2 0.7 0.5 

Russia 2.0 1.0 0.5 

Switzerland 5.2 1.0 0.3 

Average 
(unweighted) 

3.6 1.3 0.7 

 North America 

Canada 6.4 2.5 1.6 

Puerto Rico 6.1 1.1 0.0 

USA 6.6 2.2 1.7 

Average 
(unweighted) 

6.4 1.9 1.1 

Source: Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2013 Global Report, pp. 84-85  
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Appendix 4:  Subjective well-being general results by geographic region 

  
18-64 

population 

Early-stage 
entrepreneurial 
activity (TEA) 

Established 
business 

ownership  

Non TEA or 
Established 

TEA 
Opportunity 

TEA 
Necessity 

TEA 
male 

TEA 
female 

Latin 
America & 
Carribean 

                

Argentina              0.41 0.39 0.52 0.41 0.46 0.20 0.40 0.38 

Brazil                 0.17 0.14 0.22 0.17 0.28 -0.21 0.23 0.05 

Chile                  0.58 0.65 0.76 0.57 0.73 0.30 0.67 0.61 

Colombia               0.17 0.27 0.31 0.17 0.33 0.03 0.30 0.24 

Ecuador                0.54 0.62 0.56 0.54 0.68 0.49 0.69 0.54 

Guatemala 0.37 0.44 0.40 0.37 0.49 0.32 0.46 0.41 

Jamaica                -0.53 -0.42 -0.44 -0.54 -0.44 -0.37 -0.23 -0.63 

Mexico                 0.21 0.22 0.39 0.21 0.37 0.07 0.18 0.28 

Panama                 0.72 0.66 0.73 0.72 0.67 0.61 0.73 0.55 

Peru                   0.46 0.71 0.42 0.46 0.77 0.51 0.75 0.66 

Suriname               0.01 0.39 0.02 0.01 0.50 -0.01 0.42 0.34 

Uruguay                0.29 0.34 0.43 0.28 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.35 

Trinidad & 
Tobago      

0.38 0.37 0.70 0.38 0.37 0.38 0.36 0.39 

Average 0.29 0.37 0.39 0.29 0.43 0.20 0.41 0.32 

Middle East 
& North 
Africa 

                

Algeria                -0.43 -0.33 -0.31 -0.43 -0.29 -0.44 -0.34 -0.32 

Iran                   -0.15 -0.11 -0.09 -0.15 0.01 -0.31 -0.19 0.14 

Israel                 0.07 0.16 0.24 0.08 0.23 -0.08 0.04 0.41 

Libya                  -0.42 -0.31 -0.21 -0.42 -0.28 -0.49 -0.24 -0.44 

Average -0.23 -0.15 -0.09 -0.23 -0.08 -0.33 -0.18 -0.05 

Sub-
Saharan 
Africa 

                

Angola                 -0.31 -0.02 0.38 -0.31 0.15 -0.45 0.13 -0.18 

Botswana               -1.06 -0.96 -0.73 -1.06 -0.90 -1.12 -0.88 -1.05 

Ghana                  -0.55 -0.55 -0.37 -0.55 -0.41 -0.80 -0.48 -0.61 

Malawi                 -0.70 -0.65 -0.61 -0.70 -0.57 -0.75 -0.64 -0.66 

Nigeria                -0.22 -0.24 -0.05 -0.22 -0.26 -0.18 -0.31 -0.17 

South Africa           -0.49 -0.11 -0.07 -0.49 -0.06 -0.20 -0.16 -0.04 

Uganda                 -0.47 -0.55 -0.66 -0.46 -0.68 -0.13 -0.63 -0.47 

Zambia                 -1.26 -1.29 -1.23 -1.26 -1.31 -1.26 -1.28 -1.30 

Average -0.63 -0.55 -0.42 -0.63 -0.51 -0.61 -0.53 -0.56 

Asia Pacific 
& South 
Asia 

                

China                  -0.32 -0.28 -0.09 -0.32 -0.25 -0.34 -0.25 -0.32 

India                  0.27 -0.01 0.52 0.26 0.03 -0.10 -0.07 0.13 

Indonesia              -0.05 -0.02 0.02 -0.05 -0.01 -0.07 -0.04 -0.01 

Japan                  -0.23 -0.31 -0.08 -0.23 -0.26 -0.43 -0.55 0.14 

Korea Sr             -0.42 -0.42 -0.47 -0.42 -0.27 -0.69 -0.49 -0.24 

Malaysia               -0.04 -0.01 0.31 -0.04 0.15 -0.70 -0.11 0.15 

Philippines            -0.23 -0.03 0.00 -0.23 0.01 -0.11 -0.24 0.18 
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Singapore              0.18 0.25 0.23 0.18 0.25 0.26 0.17 0.39 

Taiwan                 -0.12 -0.08 -0.05 -0.12 0.01 -0.31 -0.11 -0.03 

Thailand               -0.01 0.06 0.17 -0.02 0.07 -0.03 0.02 0.09 

Vietnam                -0.26 -0.27 0.07 -0.27 -0.23 -0.41 -0.32 -0.22 

Average -0.11 -0.10 0.06 -0.11 -0.05 -0.27 -0.18 0.02 

Europe – 
EU28  

                

Belgium                0.16 0.16 0.27 0.16 0.18 0.17 0.12 0.25 

Croatia                -0.31 -0.05 -0.14 -0.32 0.12 -0.35 -0.08 0.03 

Czech 
Republic         

-0.03 0.00 0.10 -0.03 0.05 -0.15 -0.02 0.05 

Estonia                -0.12 0.20 0.07 -0.12 0.21 -0.04 0.07 0.41 

Finland                0.40 0.39 0.58 0.40 0.42 0.21 0.36 0.44 

France                 -0.03 0.09 0.08 -0.03 0.17 -0.62 -0.01 0.30 

Germany                0.12 0.06 0.27 0.12 0.18 -0.40 -0.04 0.22 

Greece                 -0.50 -0.30 -0.48 -0.50 -0.25 -0.46 -0.23 -0.50 

Hungary                -0.29 -0.19 -0.06 -0.29 0.03 -0.77 -0.27 -0.06 

Ireland                0.24 0.31 0.43 0.24 0.31 0.36 0.30 0.34 

Italy                  0.02 -0.01 0.19 0.02 0.13 -0.64 0.01 -0.06 

Latvia                 -0.20 0.02 -0.13 -0.20 0.12 -0.34 -0.01 0.08 

Lithuania              -0.08 0.11 0.18 -0.08 0.15 -0.06 0.13 0.05 

Luxembourg             0.36 0.23 0.08 0.36 0.21 -0.51 0.16 0.37 

Netherlands            0.29 0.47 0.42 0.28 0.50 0.26 0.55 0.35 

Poland                 -0.16 0.00 -0.03 -0.16 0.13 -0.12 -0.05 0.11 

Portugal               -0.14 0.11 0.07 -0.14 0.20 -0.13 0.10 0.13 

Romania                -0.11 0.17 0.19 -0.12 0.27 -0.06 0.18 0.15 

Slovakia               -0.21 -0.09 0.04 -0.21 0.13 -0.41 -0.16 0.02 

Slovenia               0.08 0.16 0.19 0.08 0.23 -0.09 0.16 0.16 

Spain                  0.08 0.15 0.15 0.08 0.23 0.01 0.13 0.19 

Sweden                 0.24 0.31 0.30 0.24 0.40 -0.34 0.15 0.59 

United 
Kingdom         

0.30 0.11 0.32 0.29 0.22 -0.45 0.22 -0.03 

Average  0.00 0.10 0.13 0.00 0.19 -0.21 0.08 0.16 

Europe – 
Non EU28 

                

Bosnia                 -0.14 0.11 0.10 -0.14 0.34 -0.06 0.13 0.06 

Macedonia              -0.11 0.04 0.17 -0.12 0.23 -0.05 -0.05 0.24 

Norway                 0.61 0.53 0.70 0.61 0.51 0.44 0.49 0.63 

Russia                 -0.81 -0.60 -0.27 -0.81 -0.46 -0.83 -0.55 -0.64 

Switzerland            0.62 0.74 0.85 0.62 0.78 0.06 0.63 0.85 

Average  0.03 0.16 0.31 0.03 0.28 -0.09 0.13 0.23 

North 
America 

                

Canada                 0.33 0.32 0.51 0.33 0.41 -0.22 0.22 0.46 

Puerto Rico            0.49 0.79 0.91 0.49 0.78 0.75 0.90 0.60 

USA                    0.22 0.14 0.54 0.22 0.26 -0.38 0.14 0.14 

Average  0.35 0.42 0.65 0.35 0.48 0.05 0.42 0.40 

Source: Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2013 Global Report, pp. 66-67  
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