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ABSTRACT 

This study is concerned with the personal factors that determine entrepreneurial behavior 

and was aroused by the fact that whereas studies conducted in other countries have 

identified certain factors that condition entrepreneurial behavior, no study appears to have 

been conducted in Kenya to find out the extent to which entrepreneurial behavior of 

Kenyan entrepreneurs are conditioned by such factors. 

To achieve the objective, a sample of 80 entrepreneurs from manufacturing, merchandi sing 

and service sub-sectors was selected from the ity or airobi. Primary data\: as co llected 

by the usc or a questionnaire. 

The entrepreneurial behaviors investigated were: locus of control. mdep~.:ndcn ·c and nsk 

taking, while the influencing factors includ~.:d fonnal education, training, ext criencc, l irth 

order, Parental influence, Religion, ethnicity. gender ami achicYcmcnt molt\ alton. 

Data wa ~malysed u mg 1 n : nd l n L11ion :mal 'sl:s . 'l hl: tl:"l'l:Ssll)ll 
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2. That tbe variables, formal education, experience, birth order, Parental influence, 

ethnicity, and gender were not significant determinants of any of the entrepreneurial 

behaviour, locus of control, independence and risk taking. 

It was hypothesized that entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives would have an 

intemal locus of control as compared to those with low levels of achievement motives. 

This hypothesis was confim1ed (Beta = 0.299, t= 2.469, p<O.OS). This indicates that those 

respondents who went into business primarily because they preferred it as a career have an 

internal locus of control as compared to those who went into business for other reasons. 

ft was also hypothesized that entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives would show 

grt.:ater tendency towards independence as compared to th e \ ith 10\ le cis or 

achievement motives . 'I he hypothesi \\c.IS confirmed (Beta - 0.2 '2, t=-.457, p ().05, d.f' = 

1177). 'J his indicates that those respondents" ho went into busmes primaril becau ·e the 

preferred it as a career have greater tendency toward, indepemknce as compared to those 

who went into business for other reason·. 

There was also a igmficant r lati n hip b t\\ c~.:n h~.:in~ n Prott.:stant and nsk t.lk.ing 

behaviour a h \\ 1l by the lugh t­

th Prot tant faith hm a I ' r p 

th I tl 

htrth 

lu 1ll Ht Jl II 1\l , 

n 



DECLARATION 
DEDICATION 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
ABSTRACT 
UST OF TABLES 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND CHARTS 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1 . 1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 

Background 
Statement of the prob lem 
Objectives of the study 
Significance of the study 

C II A PTF.R TWO: LITF.RAT RE REV IE\V 

2.1 

2.2 

Introduction 

Ddenmnants or •ntrcprcncurial 
Bt:havwr 
2.2.1 Environm~:ntal lnfi·astructure 
2.2.2 Environmental Turbuknc~; 
2.2.3 P~:rsonality and Personal Ltre Factors 

2.3 Personal Life facto! that ddem1111e 

PAGE 

II 

Ill 

IV 

V II 

X 

1 
6 
9 
10 

II 

II 
l_ 
15 
17 

17 

_1 
:..1 



CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

4.1 fntroduction 
4. 1.1 Pro li leo r Entrepreneurs 
4.1 .1. Profile or Entrepreneurs 
4.1.3 Entrepreneurial behaviour 

CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 

APPENDICES 

Discussion and Conclusion 
Recommendation 
Limitations of the study 
Suggestions for further research 

I A. Letter to the respondents 
I B. Questionnaire 

REFP.RE 'E 

39 
39 
48 
51 

73 
78 
78 
79 

81 
82 

93 



LIST OF TABLES 

TABLE 

4.1.1.1 Age distribution of Entrepreneurs 

4.1. J .2 Designation of Respondents 

4.1.1.3 Education Level of Entrepreneurs 

4.1.1.4 Age at Business Startup 

4. l.l .5 Duration in Business 

4.1 .1.6 Experience of Entrepreneurs 

4.1.1.7 Birth Order of Respondents 

4.1. 1.H Persona lity Influencing ne into Business 

4.1.1 .9 I eli gion as Practiced 

4.1.1.1 0 Reasons for oing into Busine ·s 

4.1.1.11 Formal Training Attended 

4.1.2 .1 Type of Enterprise 

4.1.2.2 Source of tartup apital 

4.1.2.3 ource of [ cvelopment apital 

4.1.2.4 ·ull ' I imc l~mpl •c 

1.2.5 

I R ah n I 

II 

PAGE 

40 

40 

41 

42 

43 

43 

44 

45 

45 

4(l 

48 

48 



4.1.3.7 Results on Risk Taking Propensity 

4.1.3.8 Correlation Resu lts- Risk-Taking Propensity 

4. L.3.9 Regression Results- Risk-Taking Propensity 

66 

67 

68 



GOK 

'BS 

ICEG 

K-REP 

ILO 

MSEs 

NGOs 

BDS 

KIRDI 

JK AT 

lJS l 

TI I 

J p 

(JDP 

' ' ![) 

l I >I 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Government or Kenya 

Central Bureau or Statistics 

international Center For Economic Growth 

Kenya Rural Enterprise Programme 

lntemational Labour Organization 

Micro And Small Enterp ri ses 

Non Govemmental Organizations 

Business Development erviccs 

Kenya Industrial R~.:scarch De dopmcnt Institute 

Jomo Kcnyatta Univcrstty 01' '\ •ricullurc nd l cchno logy 

niversity or l airobi 

United, tales International ni\'ersit • 

Technical1 raining Institute 

Gross 1 at10nal Product 

ro s Domestic Pr du t 

mt d at1 

II ll 



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Backaround to the study 

The Government of Kenya (GOK), has undertaken to create 500,000 jobs every year, 

(GOK, 2003), as a means of providing employment for the great number of school 

leavers and graduates of institutions of higher learning. The creation of such numbers 

or jobs cannot be realized in the public sector alone nor in the large-scale private 

enterprises and therefore the private sector has been identified as the vehicle through 

which this ambitious objective may be realized. [n the private sector Micro and Small 

l:ntcrpriscs ( IS E's), which includ~; fom1al and infomwl Sl.:Ctor entl.:rprises, c ntributc 

significantly to employment and incom~; gcn~ratt n in th Ken an c onomy's 

production, distributton and Sl:n tee s~ctors. 'l he pia ' an important rok in th 

industnaliLatton and commercial den:lo1ment. promotion f rural urban l alan ·c, 

the level of indigenous people's participation in the ec mom}. p \ ~rl\ n.:du ·ti n and 

in improvement of income di tribut10n. 

number of gO\ernm nt 1 h ·d um Ill h 1\ ( i I tllili~.:d th I~L c.: ·tot :1s a 

1 1 unary mcnn 1 t)t ... ;( ~. 
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innovation and risk-taking propensity. An entrepreneur is a person who is ab le to 

identify business opportunities and implement actions to rnaxtmtze those 

opportunities. The entrepreneur initiates enterpri se creation, undertakes risl s and 

manages resources to estab li sh and operate a se lf-sustaining business enterprise 

(Mo1Tis and Lewis 1995). An enterprise culture prepares communities to take 

advantage of rrvailable oppotiunities in the society and such a culture will no doubt 

produce entrepreneurs, who will establish enterprises and contribute to employment 

generation and economic growth. 

The Govemment of Kenya (GOK) has been keen in lkvelopi ng an enterprise culture 

that can produce a mass of creative and innovati\e I enyans, capab le of developing 

into high-pro!ilc entrt;prcneurs and industrialists ((101', _()00). It is t: pectt:d that such 

Individuals can create many busim:s ·cs and cmplo ment 01 portunities kad1ng to 

improved standards of living, poverty alleviation and sustainable livelthood ·. In •111 

attempt to foster an entrepreneurial ·pirit the ' K dcvdot ~.:d ',mous pol1 ' \ 

frameworks. In 19 6 a policy cenario ocu mg on came into bcin~· "1th the 

publication of the . 1 on E nomi \1111 l~t'llltllf jor 

Ren ~~ d Gro vth ( 1 K. 19 6 1 h p. p r lu •hh 'lltt.: t th nti. ll I th lSI• s • ·tnl 
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continue to address the isSLle of policy constraints and other matters . Regarding the 

issue of credit, several micro finance institutions l1ave come up . The government has 

done much in the area or legislation and the introduction of entrepreneurship 

education to address the cultural aspects. 

[n spite of these efforts, the measurable results have not been satisfactory 

(GOK/IL0/1989 p.2). An understanding of the behavioural characteristics of Kenyan 

entrepreneurs is necessary in order to re-energize the economy. This wi II help 

promote entrepreneurship and the expansion or vertical and horizontal growing 

enterprises. tudies arc required in this area to O\Cr the gaps in knm ledge and 

con ll icti ng results from existing stud i~;s. 

'I o demonstrate the effect of entn.:pn.:neur hip, considL:t the case I' I long 1· on~ . 

indcpemkncc, Kenya had similar DP with lion!.!. I' ng. '1 da !!om• l' ong i · a 

thriving economy with a DP cveral time· that or I'cnya. lion• Kon• is seen as 

endowed with a plentiful suppl.: of nw pr n~.:ut . lmJ ort:mt fa ·tor· in lion • !'on •'s 

economic growth mod I mcubating nt I r n~.:ur hip includ~.: political une~;IIainty, 

olatility of the m, II 1 n ' v tllllll: nl and nwst 

'11 hll , I .md ' 1.1til 
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An understanding and identification o[ the Kenyan cultural attributes that can foster 

Entrepreneurship is crucial to development or Entrepreneurship in Kenya. ti ll , 

success depends on whether the environment can incubate Entrepreneurship. It has 

been observed that a recreation of the Asian Newly Industrialized Economics in other 

parts of the world does not depend on unique cultural factors , receptive structures, or 

particular political systems. Any nation that encourages entrepreneurial tendencies , 

follows policies that eliminate obvious structural obstacles and provides a stable 

government reasonably free of dictatorial methods, it too can move forward within the 

constraints imposed on all nations by "'orld economic conditions (Me ord 1991 : 

p 182). I [ I fong Kong can do it Kenya can do it too! It is therefore important to 

identify and understand the f~tctors that contribute to an bnlrcprcncuria l cultun,; within 

the I cnyan context in ortkr to dcvl.!lop suitable progt <lllllllCS to ~.:ncouragc th 'Sc 

f~tctors. This project will therefore seek to understand thc causal !~t ·tors that 

ddennine entrepreneurial behaviour, among ntrcprenem · in K.em·a. 

b1treprcneurship nom1ally invol\c 

one. · he definiti n of , n 

pr n ur 

tl 
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Many writers and researchers tend to define entrepreneurs as a single category. 

Several economists see entrepreneurs as those motivated by profit maximi ation in 

setting up new ventures and that entrepreneurship is nothing but "alertness to profit 

opportunities' and the actual translation of such opportunities, learned or perceived, 

into tangible results in this case, profits in the marketplace, (Kirzner, 1980). Kirzner's 

entrepreneur appears to be exclusively confined to the marketplace or business. 

According to Knight, the desire to take risk and a spirit of adventure may motivate 

people to take up entrepreneurship (Knight, 192 t ). ll is clear that a synthesised 

definition of an entrepreneur docs not exist. In this study, an entrepreneur is defined 

as a risk taking individual , who establishes or buy a busint:ss for the purpose or 
prn!its, <md \vho seeks business growth 01 e pan~mm as a m~.:ans nr incn:asing pro !its . 

• , h~ small enterprise sector covers many diften:nt types or jroductt\ e activitics Lhal 

respond to a \Vide range of mark t opportunitic. 'I ht make it di!licult to eslabltsh .1 

Ulllversal categorization of this ctor. \ ariou t rminology's' .m: us~:d 111 I' en) •• and 

else' here. ome definitions an: m t m1 f th :11 ita! ~.:mplt))t.:d l)r tht.: volume nr 
lab ur employed. th r 

11 th l 1111 llllJlll 
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To be an entrepreneur is to decide to do something: lt means to prepare a project and 

embark on its implementation. Entrepreneurship involves a conscious content, a 

precise commitment and a definite practice. Entrepreneurs perform the lollowing 

functions: 1magme or create from nothing some unprecedented realities 

(opportunities, objects, procedures, relations, modes) and endeavor to disseminate 

these innovations within a new, stabilized framework, namely the enterprise 

(Tshikuku K., 200 l). 

1.2 tatcment of the problem 

In th1s study entrepreneurial behaviour IS defined as the innovative usc or resources to 

pursue opportunities in thL: MSI·:.'!i and the primar · int 'r ~I \\ill h' on this 

entn:prcncurial behaviour. 

Sut:c~ in job c1 ~at ion and cconoJlllC 'Ill\\ th is linked tu the d., ·luplllelll ul 

entrepreneurial culture suitable nv1ronm nt and policy liamc\\ork t Innis and 

Lewis, I <J<JS). 'I he G( K i fully im )I i "ith the poli ·y .md othc1 Cil\'ironmcntal 

factors. vera! tudies have b n 

con train . ml ok. 1 arn d ut • unit 1 tud tD th u1 Ill < nt.:, .mwn • .)0 

entrepreneur Kt umu 1 n h fi un I that .1 'hi ' m 111 
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out in Nairobi, which is a multicultural, multi ethnic metropolis with a diversity in 

religion and culture. Other factors not considered in the other studies have been 

introduced as possible causes of entrepreneurial behaviour. These arc birth order, 

!~llher's influence, ethnicity and religion. No studies have addressed the issue or 

de term in ants to entrepreneurship as regards these personal life experiences of Kenyan 

entrepreneurs. 

imilar studies have been carried out in other countries for example in North 

America, Europe and Asia. Entrepreneurship nom1ally involves setting up a new 

business or acquiring an existing one. Some people arc more entrepreneurial than 

others and arc motivated by vanou !'actors tO\ ards business ntry and 

(;ntn:pn.:neurship. Profit may h(; one or the moti,·es as emphasi1cd b se\ era! 

economists, notably, 'anti lion and i\lar. . 'I he de::;in.: to tak · nsk and a sptttl or 
adventut e may be anothct (Knight. I <J21 ). 'ome p~.:o1 k hav •re'll ., a· ·css to 

information or knowkdgc and "i h to e. pi it th·lt mhanta••e (Kit zn t, 11 7 ). l'h · 

entrepreneur may be dri,en b; p chol g1 1l moth~: lik~: the lk it~: ll innovate, I~.: 

hum1 t r ]< 

ulturc m y b d 111 lu , 
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The government and NGO's continue to address the issue of policy constraints and 

other matters . Regarding the issue or credit, s vera! micro linancc institutions have 

come up. The government has done much in the area of legislation and the 

introduction of entrepreneurship education to address the cultural aspects. However, 

the growth of l\11 E's has not mel the government's expectations. n entrepreneurial 

culture will only develop when factors influencing entrepreneurial behaviour are 

identified, understood and developed by suitable interventions such as education, 

training and experience. An enterprise culture prepares communities to take 

ad anlage of available opportunities in the society. uch a culture \· ill no doubt 

produce entrcprclll.:urs who wi II estab I ish enterprises and contri butc to crnp loymL.:nl 

gcncration and cconomic growth. 

Many entrepreneurship progtammc · ha' c b ·en ~ tartcd in the univcrsitil.! ', at de 1 1Cl: 

le cl (JKUA'J, 0 , and IU). and at th dtplom.t k' I in all T ·chni ·al Ttainin 1 

In tllutes. llhough thcr re man. lu •hi 

111 tituti ns \ cral f th m ar J bl If 

bcha tour can b 1d nufi d. nth m m 

tu .II~: t Kxn. an 'l.tduatcs or tltcsc 

inl111u1 ·in 1 Ltllr~:prcncurial 
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1.3 Objectives of the study 

The study is specilically designed to fulJil the fo llowing objectives: 

1. To ddermine the personal life factors that innuencc entrepreneurial behaviour 

among Kenyan entrepreneurs. 

'1 To determine whether these factors are similar across ethnic and gender 

arising Crom cultural differences. 

The following hypotheses will be tested: 

a) Entrepreneurs with high levels of education (those who have secondary level 

and above) will shm: greater entrepreneurial behaviOUr as compared to those with low 

kvcls or education. 

h) 1-:.ntn.:preneurs with formal training n.:lcvant to their busin~.:ss \\Ill sho'' 11' ater 

entrepreneurial behaviour as compan:d to th lsc "hose t1 ainilll' \\ ,\s not r ·h.;, ;lilt. 

c) Entn:prcneurs With c:pcricncc \\'ill sho\\' grc~1tc1 cntn:p1cncuria l hchaviou1 <IS 

compared to those with little or no c ·pcricn . 

d) Entrepreneut \\ ho r first-b m lul h n in their f:unil: \\ill ~hm' 'IL'atcl 

entrepreneurial hch vi ur th n othc 

c) l:.ntrepn:n ur \\ h h Lh tr .uh t int bu tnc s \\Ill shln\ 

•t cal r cntr p11 n 

all 
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i) Entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives will show greater 

entrepreneurial behaviour as compared to those with low levels of achievement 

motive. 

1.4 Significance of the study 

This research seeks to investigate factors contributing to entrepreneurial behaviour 

and cul ture. The findings of the research will therefore: 

• Help the GOK develop policy interventions to enhance entrepreneurial culture in 

Kenya, with the attendant benefits of employment creation and economic growth ; 

• I lclp educational planners to develop suitable entrepreneurship education 

prootammcs, that encourage nascent cntrcprencurs to take thc ncccssar risks and 

innovativcly create new businesses; 

• llclp creditors, society. nascent aml practi:ing entn:pn:ncur · under ·tand th · 

person of entrepreneur; 

• Aid scholars and research r mt re t din thi · area a , n.:krcncc material. 



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

The behaviour, motives, objectives and success rates o[ those who engage in 

entrepreneurship behaviour display considerable variations among persons, industries , 

nations and geographic regions (Hoselitz, 1960). [n the United States for instance, 

entrepreneurial efforts resulted in sizeable contributions to the GNP and the standard 

of li ving in the latter halves of both the 19th and 20th centuries (Drucker, 1985 ; 

Hughes, 1986; Wi I ken , 1979). On the other hand , such efforts were relatively 

1nsigni fi canl in nei ghbouring Mexico during the same period (Baklnof[ and Brannon, 

1984; llewlctt and Weinert, 1982). The compari son bet\ ct.:n ~ enya and ll ng I ong 

in the late1 hair or the 201
h ct.:ntury also show. di!Tt.: ring contributions to (1 P. 

Such situational results can be traced to the environm~.:ntal l nt \t in "h1 ·h 

entrepreneurship occurs. '1 his justifies replication studies between countri\.!s, reg1ons, 

industries and c en time periods. Entrcpr ·m.:ur ·hip, the temknc\ towards in no\ ation, 

risk taking and proactivity i not o much innate to ~ t:op\ or ·o 'let nor is it a 

random or chanc~.; event lorri and L "i \l t - ) . 

2 •• Dl'll' l rninant ul I llltl pt n 111 i.tl lh h' 111111 
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2.2.1 Environmentallnfrastructure 

The environmental infrastructure includes the economtc, political , legal, linancial , 

technological, logistical and social structures, which characterize a society. crtain 

st ructures appear to facilitate both entrepreneurial attitudes and entrepreneurial 

behaviours (Birch, 1987, Kent, 1986). For instance, in countries such as Hong Kong, 

which have relatively free, competitive market economies, available pools of capital 

and political freedom, entrepreneurship is more in evidence (Wilken and Friedman, 

1980). Key aspects of the economic system include freely fluctuating prices in the 

111arkets for products, capital and labour, as well as private o-.: ncrship, strong profit 

incentives, limited taxation and a limited role ror government (Birch, 1981; irdcr, 

I <JR8; Porteha, 1900; Schumpcter, I<) 4). Lach or th~;St; IS an 111 't;llliVt; ror indi iduill 

action and helps ensure that scare~.: economic n:sottrce · ar all~ cat ·d to \"llll 

cr~.:ating activities. 

Similarly. the political sy tem fo t rs mrq rcnem hi( "h~.:n i built around freedom 

Ill rul . nd 
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restrictions on monopolistic practices. These arrangements serve to encourage risk­

laking activity and pre-empt many or the obstacles lo new product and process 

development. Legal and regulatory obstacles were among the constraints cited in the 

critical components of an enabllng environment with regard to business growth in 

l(enya (G ichira, 1991) . ../ 

Financial systems encourage entrepreneurship when they are developed around 

institutional autonomy, competition among sources of capital, competitive interest 

rates, stable cu tTencies, partial reserve requirements, we ll bacl cd deposit insurance 

(protection) and large private investment pools (Birch, l 9 l ; Brophy, 1982; Venture, 

I <)R(>). Such circumstances give rise..: to diver·e invc..:stmcnt . tratc gic..:s to m:nnstrcam 

linancial institutions, but also to novel type ol' inv<.:stnH:nl or '<lllili.ltions :111d In 

cr~.:ativc financing mechanisms. A· a r · ·ult, tho c individuals and husin ·sscs "I'ihing 

tu engage in entrepreneurial acti\'ity lind th upply of linancial resources is ~n.:all:t, 

and are afforded more choic in t rm o traIt:- )r , "hil'11 mu t I c made to obtain 

funding (Brophy, I -: Ei Ill \111.:1.11 
~ 
'h.:lll in Ku1y:1 have..: not 

been conduci •e nd 111 and !) • I~ II nt 

cntrcpn.:n ·m Ill '11' '· It m u~ , n ll.lint limitin • 
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entrepreneurs in Kenya are hampered by the poor state o[ in frastructure, which greatl y 

increases the cost of do ing business and thus disco urage entrepreneurship (Do ndo et. 

a!., 1997). 

ocial structures that encourage and foster attitudes o[ individual freedom and an 

orientation towards self-direction and personal achievement are conducive to 

entrepreneurial initiatives (Birch, 1987; Tropman, 1989). ln societies where the 

primary concern is at an incliviclual level, rather than at a more collective level, reward 

systems arc more likely to encourage risk taking, proactivity and innovation. 

Individual goal setting, independence and personal ambition arc not only recognized, 

hut an.: cncourag~..:d in soctctics with individualisti · social stntctur~..:s huther, social 

systcms that !~tcilitate the development or lld\\ ori-s arc 'OildliCI\ c to ntr I r 11 'lll ial 

acllvtty. Social relation hip pro' ide a forum [or entrepreneurs to shmc utrmmalton, 

identify opportunities and mar hal r ourc ( ldrich ,. Zimmer. I\ ,'(1: 'arsrud ' 

.Johnson, 1 <J <J). ·r he dtfferent thni •roup 111 K n ·a h:\\ c di I fcn.:nt tt aditil)ns ami 

cu tom . I actors uch a f: nuh h.lllll 1 cntrcprencuri:ll 
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2.2.2 Environmental Turbulence 

lt appears that the entrepreneurial process IS also fostered under cond itions of 

envi ronmental turbulence (Stephenson & Sah lman, 1986; Case, 1989). Rapid change 

in the technological, economic, customer, competitive, legal and social environments 

has produced both threats and opportunities for those engaged in commerce. The 

contemporary manager 1s confronted with short decision windows, diminishing 

opportunity streams, changing decision constituencies, increased resource 

speciali zation, lack of predictable resource needs, fragmented markets, greater risk of 

resource and product obsolescence, and a general lack of long tem1 control (Hayes & 

Albemathy, 1980; Jains, 1983; Stevenson c'' Gumpert, 1985). The result has been 

intcnsi!icd pressure for innovation ;md a dranwttc in ·rt:asc in socia l en tn.: prcncurship 

ovl:rtlwpasttwodccades( iilJcJ.l(){4: l ~a J ;l<lll, 1%7). 

I li storically, environmental turbulence ha. bt:t:ll a f~IClOI in a large I er ·enla~e rIll!\\ 

product and technological innovations • l.,'t:r ~.:· larqui ·. !l ()l: \\ ri •ht, I )47 . It n.: 

recently, it has bc~.:n d 

the nvironmcnt. th~.: lu h r th 

b ·hm i ur o in, I til ·r 

t d th It l ht 
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There are fewer rewards for innovative behaviour and, perhaps more importantly, 

[ewer penalties [or the failure to innovate. [n contrast under conditions where surv ival 

is dependent on an effecti ve response to market variations, innovation and 

en trepreneurship must occur. This cou ld exp lain the fast development oC 

entrepreneurship in countries such as llong Kong versus the slow development in 

Kenya during the last half of the 20
111 century. Hong Kong faced a turbulent 

environment while the Kenyan one was reasonably stable until the advent of reforms 

in the early 1990's. It may partly explain why the Asian community (immigrant) 

" oulcl seem to develop entrepreneurial behaviours more than the indigenous 

communities of Kenya who ahvays havt..: cnjoyt..:d a largely stable so ial t..:Jwironmcnl. 

' f his is an art..:a of lurtht..:r research among I' cnyan communitit..:s to determine the 

cxtL:nt to which changing cnvironmt..:nl c. plains th~.: dift'cr~.:nt·~.::s in ~.:ntr pr n ·u ri;ll 

helm iour if any. uccc Cul ad<q tation to 11\ iJOnm nt;tl ·han 'L: IlL:·· ·sitat 'S qui ·I. 

thorough and frequent intemal and c:tcrnal ·m•tl. c. hot1 pf,uming ht,ri nn,· and the 

lilh:r. I 9 ). 
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2.2.3 Personality and Personal Life Experiences 

There has been a significant amount of research directed at identifying the personnl 

traits and characteristics associated with entrepreneurship (e.g. ollins & Moore, 

1964; Brocld1aus, 1980; McClelland, 1987). llowever such attempts to devcl p a 

psychological profile of the entrepreneur have met with only marginal success 

because of the significant degree of variation among entrepreneurial types (Gruiner, 

1985). Most research effOLis in recent years have focused on the more relevant 

research issue of "WHY" the entrepreneur de elops such characteristics (Greenfield 

& Stricker, 1979; Delacro ix & Caro l! , 1983). In other words, what personal liCe 

ex periences lead to the development or the entrepreneuria l personality? Research 

suggests that l~tmily background /ch ildhood c. pcncnc<.:, c:-..posur<.: 10 role models, 

pn . .:vtous job cxpcnenccs and educational c. pcrienccs han.: ;111 in rlu n'' on th 

development of the cntn.:preneur. ' IIH.: ·c ~. p~ri~n<.:...: · I' rm the thru ·t of' th' ·ur r ·nt 

rc ~:arch study. 

-.3 Pcrs nal Li • E peri nc • I acwr ' I hat l tll' rmim' Entl'l'JH·cncurial 

B ·ha viour 
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These factors and relationships will now be di scussed and can be represented by the 

rollowing diagram: 
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interesting things to merit consideration. Shaver and Scott ( 1991) make an eloquent 

case for the validity o[ psychological trait-based research as long as it is rigorous, and 

takes environment into account. 

Achievement motivation has been singled out as the most prevalent theory o [ 

entrepreneurship (Johnson, 1990) among the psychological trait-based research. 

Henry MutTay originated the concept of Need for achievement (nAch) in 1938. 

Murray measured nAch with the Thematic Apperception Test, where a subject writes 

a short story about a picture (Graham, 1994). 

Achievement moltvullon was studtcd c. tcnst\dy by Da\ id 1 "'lclland and his 

assm:iatL:s, who bL:!iL:v~.:d that tll.:ed , .ttc learned and thet~..:l~H· ·ulttttall •, nnt 

btologically, tktermincd. Individuals "ith a high ll t ·h ~.: . hihit a stwn" desit • l l 

a sume personal responsibility, to ·c t and m et moderatdy di ni ·ult •oals, aml to 

receive performance fe d back. 

cconom1c d elopment , n 

I 11. 1 i b~ht:\ t:d that n ch wa · critical to 

l ountrit:s \\ i 1 h 
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in other ways. McClelland's work on need achievement found nAch to be a key ractor 

in entrepreneurship. Moreover, McClelland concluded that the relationship between 

nAch and entrepreneurship meant that nAch was essential to economic development, 

and any country that wished to accelerate economic progress should be interested in 

raising levels of need for achievement across its borders (McClelland, 196 I). The 

work or McClelland has attracted some criticism and support. 

upport for the relationship between nAch and Entrepreneurship 

Many di!Tcrent studies do support the existence or a positive relationship between 

nAch and entrepreneurship. In a study 1n l:\ England and rural Florida, need for 

ach i~.:v~.:ment was on~.: tra1t that d i fll;rcnt i att.:d rounders and non rounders ( Babb and 

13abb, I <J<J2). An Indonesian study found achicvcnH.:nt motiV<Ition to b~.: l\11 I s ., ·n 

important factors in the choice of , n cntn.:pn:ncurial carcc1. 'I hc ollit:l s1. w ·r · 

innovative/creative imitation ability, bu me vi ion. h.:chnical knowll.:d •c and skills, 

organizing skills, p r C\ crance • nd the.: m 1r mmcnt I i at. \l l _ \ study or 
Indian and U .. entreprcn urs indi at I th. t 

achie\ ement than 
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2.3.2 Family Background 

Aspects of family bacl ground, which seem Lo aCfccl entrepreneurial behaviour 

include parental relationship , order or birth, ramily income and immigrant tutus. 

Parents instill an early sense or independence and desire for control in the future 

entrepren.eurs (Bird, 1989; Hisrich & Brusl1, 1984). Entrepreneurs often experience 

turbulent and disruptive childhoods and evidence also exists that suggests 

en trepreneurs are often first-born children from poorer families and immigrants or the 

children of immigrants. It appears those with an extra degree o[ struggle to fit into 

society will more frequently develop entrepreneurial tendencies (Collins & Moore, 

I <)()4, i ldcr, 1 984 ). 

Another important tktem1inant or t:ntn.:prenL:unal bt;haviour is thL: individual's 

<.:'<posun.: to successful role 11HKh.:l. <.:special! · th<.: !atht:r (I. ent, 19,'(), hs nhi\n It t'• 

hJrbL:s, I <J84; Scherer ct. al. I <J tJ; \ l:spel, I <J '0: Bird, l 1 8\) . II m 1.!\'l:l', su ·h rnl • 

models may also be other family m ·mbt:l teache1 . ucc · ·li.ll enlrc1 rem:ur ·. 

busmcss associates or social acquamtance . uch indi\'idual demon ·trate to the 

pro pcctivc ~::ntrcpreneur that ri k t kin'· t 1 1.111 t: (i)J .unl iouitr·. md 1 roacth ity 
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particular product/service. Brockhaus also found that the greater the job 

dissatisfaction, the more likely it was that the entrepreneur would be success!'ul. In a 

study carried out in Kenya 93(X> or entrepreneurs were lound to have bad some form 

oC occupation before starting a venture (McCormick and Pedersen, l996) . More 

studies ar'e needed in the Kenyan context. 

2.3.4 Education 

Educational experiences i nO uence entrepreneurship. Brockhaus and Nord ( 1979) 

Counc.l entrepreneurs had a lower education level than managers. This lower education 

kvel could !eat! entrepreneurs to reel limited 111 traditional organization career paths. 

hustratcd by an inability to achicv~.: their tksin.:d kvd or success in established 

lllg<.ll11/i..ltions, they choos<.: to pursue a \'enture 111 \\'hich theu O\\ n asscssm 'I t ol· th '1 1 

abilities is more relevant. 

h1rther, the traditional educational appro.tchc. "hidt .Ill H:li don .11th p11111:u ' and 

secomlarv le\'els mav actu II - - ti 1 hq. B\' ~U~:ritl'' conCormity, 
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2.3.5 Ethnicity 

Different ethnic groups have di rrerent traditions and custom, and these arc lil ely to 

contribute to eli [ferences in entrepreneurial behaviour and pcr!ormancc. ullurc i 

defined as a set of shared values, beliefs and norms r a group or community. The 

influence of culture on entrepreneurship was first emphasized by Max Weber who 

famously argued that the Protestant work ethic encouraged a culture of individualism, 

entrepreneurship, rationality and self reliance, which was fundamental to the spirit of 

modern capitalism (Weber, 1976). 

0 I Tan·is (1968) studies in Nigeria proved that entrepreneurial performance varied 

among ethnic groups. Marris and Somerset ( 1971 ), on the other hand, conducted 

studies among Kcnyan firms and no H.;lationship \\as round bd\\ccn cthni ·i t and 

o cnlrqm.:rwurship. 8asu '· ltinay (-001) carried out a study f' lifT rent immi •rant 

communi tie· in London consi ·ting of : Indian. l·ast \lncan A:ian. Pal rstan, 

Bangladeshi. Turkish 'ypriot and 'I urki h. fhe find in • indi ·all.:d di\ cr:ity in IL:rms 

of business entry moti\'CS, ourc 

businc s among the drffi r nt thni 

farmly background. mtg • tl n m 
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1962). However, not all ethnic or racial groups have a higher propensity to become 

0 self-employed (Shapero c:md Soko l 1998.) Successfu l groups arc for examp le the 

o Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi communities in the UK (Storey, l 094) and the 

li> .l ew ish and As ian communities in the USA (Butler & Greene, 1997). 

Less successful groups are the Ali-ican, Caribbean I Guyanese people in the UK and 

!> a African-Americans in the US (Van Fleet and Van Fleet, 1985; Bates 1996). lt appears 

that the entrepreneur's ethnic background affects what resources are available to him 

or her. The main explanation from the above studies is that some ethnic groups are 

more successful than others due to the access they have to certain critical resources 

such as financial and capital (education, capital before they enter a new country or a 

11\.:W S!..:ClOr 0 f (he !..:COnomy. 

Arising oul of this rcv1~..:'> , then.: is n1.:cd li.Jr li.1rthcl 1 l.:Sl.'<tn:h on the I'll: ·ts or ~;thnkit 

on ~..:ntrcprencurship in tlH.: Kenyan contc. t \\ ith a vil.'W to addrl.'s ·i11 • ·uty 'I Ill ·al 

issues that may bring out differ nee·. 
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America's industrious Protestantism lie in Europe. Protestantism in Europe was a pro-

entrepreneurial force. Modern western entrepreneurship, according to some scho lars, 

is "rooted in the values and practices" or Protestant communities in Europe: 

"Together, familistic sentiments, the Protestant ethic, and new forms of production 

required 'and emphasized hard work, frugality, individual accountability, and 

reliability, as well as habits ofself-regulation and personal drive" (Berger, 1991:17). 

The practices required by Calvinism happened to be precursors to success in business. 

Under Calvinism, work became a tool for salvation. Honesty was required, as was 

responsib ility in business dealings. alvinism 's emphasis was on the individual , who 

was required to account for his or her deeds directly to od on a daily basis-a habit, 

which may have translated into tllllrouohncss in book k.c~.:ping. ht: alvinist strove to 

kad a simple and rrugal lik, whkh toocth~.:r \\ ilh dili •cnc in businL:sS, I d to th 

accumulation of unspent wealth ([3crg~.:r. I ( ( I). 

The relattonshi p bet ween Prole ·tanti m and entn.::pr ·ncur hip may be 1 .u tly a n.:sult r 

self-selection. While \ cber an l I ll.md hm inr n d a c-.tusal tdationship 

runnmg from th lit\: ·ti 11 ·:m alit is .t·tua\ly . . 
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areas was better than oullying areas. The Protestant mJSSLonanes introduced 

Protestantism in these communities in the late 19th century. 

This calls for research as none appcJrs to have been carried out in this ·1rcn in the 

l(cnyan context. 

2.4 Entrepreneurial Behaviour 

ln this sub-section entrepreneurial behaviours will be discussed. The most popular 

entrepreneurial behaviours are innovativeness, risk-taking, and knowledge of result, 

individual responsibility, locus of control and opportunity recognition. These will be 

discussed. 

2.-t.J l~i:k- tal ing 

RisJ·- taking is one or the major cni!Cplt.:llt.:lllial IH.:ha,·ioms llllll1in~ il ·rm;s ll\i\1\)' 

d1 cu siuns on entrepreneurship ( !c.: I I land. I< hi. l...i\'in •sl ne and )rd. l HO; 

oughlin anu Jkiara. 19 ). la ter and 

dcfineu risk taking as, 

lh 
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Entrepreneurs have been described as working under cond itions of uncertainty or as 

McClelland (196 1) observed, "Thi s is prec isely the working situation which 

individuals with high nAch prcCcr and work best under". A number of' components 

that go into estimating risk in a small business have been given by Worley, Joel , 

Green and Fess ( 1989, p.27) as: 

+ Risk associated with competition, e.g. direct competition in the market or an 

allemative product being developed. 

+ Risk of product or service being developed 

• Risk associated either the general economy, e.g. Lax changes, inflat ion, and 

exchange rates. 

• Risk as-;ocialed with bcin • small and vuln~.;rablc to channcs tn I) al 

l:O ilditiOllS, e.g. re-routing O!'trafli<.: 01' cllall"C' in local )l'(itl1\111 I.:S. 

• Risk associated with illiquidity. i.e. bctng unabk to lind 'l luy~.:t t! u de ' t ' IOtl 

i made to get out of business. 

• Ri k measured b; 'ariabtht 'O\ rum m ·~d1 flm, . 

2.4._ r nnovati\ cnc 
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Baumol (1 968, p65) sums up the question of entrepreneurship as foll ows: " it is 

thought desirable that an entrepreneur searches and di scovers new information , 

techn iques and goods". It rollows that an entrepreneur is an innovator and thLLS has to 

locate new ideas and put them into efrect. To succeed in this effo rt an entrepreneur 

should perceive opportuni ties and irmovatively exploit them (Harris, 1968). 

2.4.3 Individual Responsibility 

The entrepreneurial role has also been assumed to imply individual responsibility 

(McClelland, 1961). Some people may go as rar as defining an entrepreneur as the 

one ultimately responsible for making decisions ( lexander, 1964) although it is 

1cen llll/ed tll:1l deeisions of \1!ll ·inu <.:tmlplc it~· ~lfc lll:tdc al all lc .. ds tll th~ 

n.:sponsibility. Suttnn~.;t al (I <J "(1) no!l.:d that till: k ·y d~o.·tinitinn fm husin s ·m n s~: ms 

to ccttlct' atollllll the t:ollt.:cpt ul' tc..: pllll ihil11y. attd tlt,tt tc..: · p~111. ibilitv ~~r this ,· \11 1 

implies i11dividualism. It is not tolerahl· unl • · it implie l ()\h credit Cot' sue<.: ·ss a· 

wdl as blame for failure and I a ·c mdt\ tdual 11 ell ·laun m acl..'q t 't 11sequences, 

whatever they may be. 'I he 
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Despite doing business correctly, his products may not sell or even bring a sufficient 

return to keep the business operating. The success depends on results, not by 

following certain practices and strategies. This is unlike a priest, who on the other 

hand, knows he is a bctler priest if he obeys more ri go rously the rules or· his 

professioi1, or more scrupulously Collows the prescribed rituals. He cannot fail, in the 

same concrete sense that the businessman can (McClelland, 1961 ). 

Scholars in the field of entrepreneurship have discussed the behavioural 

characteristics of entrepreneurs. GOKJILO/UNIDO center project (Government of 

Kenya, l989) summarized the behavioural characteristics usually associated with 

entrepreneuria l talent as; highly motivated, risk taker, innovati\ c, problem so l cr, 

result-oriented and independent. 'I o be successfu l, I' envan entrepreneurs must possess 

those qualities. Which r the pc1sonal life l~1cton; (c.'· cdu '<tlit n, cxp ncn ·-, ml 

mudding, birth order and achicH:n11.:nt m ti,·ution amon' l)lh 1 ·) i1lllu ·n · • til • 

entrepreneurial behaviour Sll h a risk ltiking. llllkpt:lllkncc, I) 'liS or ·onlml and 

innovativeness? 'I his IS the thrust 



CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Design 

This chapter deliberates on l1ow the research study was designed. H covers the 

population of the study, the sample and sampling design, data collection method and 

data analysis techniques used. 

3.2 The Population 

The population of interest 111 this study comprised of all owners of small-scale 

business enterprises in the City of airobi classified in the 3 categories as follows: 

1. Manufacturing 

11 . SL:rvic<.: 

111. Merchand1 'Ing 

' fh~o: study covered airobi due to the high number )r I\ lSI · s. 1 • • r l1ng ll th · 

national baseline survey 'B E KR • P, I< 1 IJ). ~aiwl i and 1 )1111 a ·a have ,\b ut 

(>0% of 1 tSE's in their population. .tir bi i a multi ttltlll:tl mullicthni n11.:lrt polts 

\ ith many and thi m. d at p • Ih: • li 1h~.: tl: uh to the {;1\tir~.: 

p put, lion of K n •an 

I h numb r mpl h n 17 1itm . I t' tmt k 



The study adopted clustered random sampling, where several respondents from each 

or these areas were interviewed. According to McCormick ( 1986) each and every 

MSE in a given area differs significantly !'rom the other in many aspects inc luding 

performance. If respondents from several areas within Nairobi were interviewed then 

more representative generalisation could be drawn. 

Considering the diverse distribution of MSEs in Nairobi and the limited time and 

budget available, the researcher settled for the sample of 80 firms. Tllis sample was 

considered adequate to provide a genera l view of entrepreneurial behaviour and the 

influencing factors. Hence it provided a basis for alid and reliable generalis'ltion and 

conclusion. '1 he Wclf:11· Association that the l\ 1 E's r~.:, 1 1SI\.:n.:d \\ ith as mcmbcrs "cr' 

appi'0<1CIH.:d lor a I ist 0 r tlH.:Illbcr . in C<H.:h \II t.:a and f'rom lht.: (l (a I th~.: I atio t) ,. : _: I : I : I 

lo1 Ci1komba, Kibt!ru, Kariobangi. Kangcmi and Kawan ·w~uc :umcd lll. Th •t ·[{) t til 

number of enterprises to be sam1led in ach me \Hie 1ikoml a-_(, l ~ il era- 20, 

Kariobangi - 10, Kangemi- I and Ka\\ n \\ .1c I 

A total of 0 respond nts "ere ho n r m the .tl l\ t: di\ i It n a t !ltm s: 

fl'!l 

K mu 



A random sample of firms was picked from each area. The firms in the sample frame 

were numbered and the starting point was determined through the use o[ random 

numbers. ThereaCler firms were selected using the sam.pling interval obtained f'rom 

each market. During the fieldwork, it was found that some entrepreneurs were not 

interested in responding to the interviews . This necessitated the use of convenience 

sampling, where previously sampled enterprises were substituted with those who were 

willing and available. 

3.4 Data ollection 

The data required for the study " as primary data. A semi- structured questionnaire 

was administered to the rcprcscntativL:s or thL: nmpkd 1S • fim1s and the k., 

informants to capture both quantitativ<..: and qualitativ<..: d;tta on thL: tss\1 s und r stud . 

'l hcse que tic nnaires were admini 'k rcd on a I~H.:c-lt)-l:t ·c basis . l•i ·ld not ·s ll\ 

qualitative information during th illkl\ I \\'\\'a~ also taken . lHllc l I' till:: I"C p llOCll[ · 

thd not know how to read and Hit ·md th r c~uchcr md lu .tssi l.mt thctdi.Hc r ·ad, 

translated the question and ompl t d th ]lie tilmn: lit t n thdt hdtall'. 1 he 

variahl per, tion.tli d fi llo 
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Formal training: 

A dummy variab le equal to one was assigned i r tbe entrepreneur has hac! some [ormal 

training and ifthis is related to the running oCthe current business and ze ro otherwi se. 

Experien'ce: 

This was measured using two variables. The age of the entrepreneur at the time of 

starting the business provided a measure of prior experience. Previous studies have 

fou nd positive relationship between age and experience (Harris, 1968) found that 

lhos~ who went into business al ag~ thirty (30) were more likely to be successful. A 

dummy variable equal to one (I) was assigned iran enlrcpren~ur \ as 30 years old and 

had sornL: L:Xpcncncc and 7Cro othen\ IS~ . 

Birth rd •r: 

Studi~.:s ha' e sho\\'n that cntr prcnew t mJ t b · lii"I-bt)rn chi !then ( 'oil ins ~_' 

loorc. 19(>4, Ji1dcr, 19 ). dumm \ ariable t:ljlt.l1 () one \\'a. a ·j •ned i r the 

Clltrcprencur \ a th first b n1 In th n mil Ill i Z I l llhcl\ j . 
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Religion: 

An eight level classification of major religions was given in the questionnaire. It has 

been demonstrated that Protestanti sm influences entrepreneurial behaviour. A dummy 

va riabl e equal to one was assigned i [ the entrepreneur was a Protestant and zero 

otherwise·. 

Ethnicity: 

Studies in London showed that East African Asians were more entrepreneurial than 

other communities (Basu & Altiney, 2001 ). A dummy variab le equal to one was 

~tssigncd i r the entrepreneur was an Asian and zero othen ise. 

Ccud •r: 

A dummy ariablc equal to one" a a st~111..:d 11' th~..: cnln~pr~..:tH.:llt was a nrll • ~utd tl: t ( 

lor female. 

A ·hi '\ m nt moti\' 
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Behavioural Characteristics 

Locus of Control: 

Entrepreneurs were requested to complete a set or l 0 questions to measure Locus or 

ontrol adapted from a questionnaire used by Hisrich & Brush, 1985. The set of 

questions had a seven-point scale and 7 points were awarded for each question to 

make up a total of 70. In each case the locus score was calculated as the summed 

average of the ten-item scores. A score of 7 on these scales meant that an individual 

had an internal locus of control. A score of l indicated tlnt the person had <m extemal 

locus or control, while a score of' 4 indtcatcd that the respondent had a locus or ontrol 

eonsistcnt with thut or the gt.:nl.:ral population. A dumm 'ariabk ~.:qml to one \\as 

ass igm:d if' tlw l.:tltrcprcncur scor~.:d ;~n ;l\'l.: ra•~.: scorc •t~.:atcr than 4 pl ints and 1 ro 

otherwi se. score greater than point wa· ll cd in this sluth .1 . indi all\\.: or llll 

internal locus of control. 

lnd ·pend ·nee: 

l::.n trcpn;neur ' ·ere r qu t d 1111 I I l t I qu tion ll) m~asutt' 
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greater than 4 points and zero otherwise. A score greater than 4 points was used tn 

this study as indicative of independence and need [or achievement. 

Risk Taking: 

Entrepreneurs were requested to complete a set of 10 questions to measure risk taking 

propensity adapted from a questionnaire used by Hisrich & Brush, 1985. The set or 

questions had a seven-point scale and 7 points were awarded for each question to 

make up a total of 70. In each case the risk score was calculated as the summed 

average or the ten-item scores. A score o[ 7 on these scales me<.mt that an individual 

had a high level of risk taking propensity. 1\ score or l inc.Jicatcd that the person had a 

low nsk propensity, while a scon.: or 4 indtcatcd that thl.: l"l.:SJ Olllknt had a ri k tnkino 

ptopensity consistent with that ofthc general population. ,\ dumm\' \;Uwbl ju:ll to 

onl! was assigned i r the entrl!prcncut scored an aH:ra~~.: score gt call.:t thall I f oints ami 

zero otherwise. A score greater lhnn point \\'a u · ~.:d 111 this study a· indil',tlt\l! or 

higher risk taking propensity. 
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This was be followed by multiple regression analysis to determine whether the group 

of factors proposed, together predict entrepreneuria l behaviour. The analysis was done 

using the SPSS computer programme to generate the t-vnluc and the probability level 

ror each t-value to determine the significance level or each regression coerriciL:nl. F 

statistics ·were used to tell whether one or more o[ the independent variables 

significantly predicted the dependent variables at the selected probability levels. 

Regression Model 
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Relationships 

The influencing factors are independent or each other and they affect the dependent 

variabl es or Locus of contro l, independence and risl tal ing in an additive manner, 

th e regression model is of the [orm: 

Y= a + a!' Xl + a2 X2 + ............... + an Xn + E 

Y­

X-

a -

Dependent Variable 

Independent Variable 

Constant 

Regression Coenicients or hange induced in Y by each X 

Error Tcm1 

'! h<.: r<.:lationsh1ps 111 th~,; ·tudy can th<.:n be <.::pn.:ss~,;d \Is: 
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the results or the descriptive stati stics arc pr scntcd [or all the 

variables using tables and charts. The results of the correlation and regression analysis 

are presented for all the hypotheses. The data obtained [rom the respondents on locus 

or· control, need for independence and risk-taking, is presented in tables and charts in 

this section, together with that on education, training, experience, birth order, parental 

influence, re li gion, etbnicity, gender and achievement motivation. Each model 

representing each criterion variable (locus of control, independence and risk taking) 

was regressed once on all the predictor variables (education, training, experience, 

birth order, p<lrcntal influence, rl.!li"ltHl, dhmcity, P~.:ndc1 and a · hie\ em "'nt 

tllOlivalJOil). 
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37.5 %of entrepreneurs were in the age bracket 15-30 years , 48.8% in age bracket 

30-45 years and 1 . 7% in ag bnt<;kct -+5-60 Y c<trs. 

Table 4.1.1.1 Age Distribution of Entrepreneurs 

Age frequency Percent 

I 5-30 27 37.5 

30-45 42 48.8 

45-60 11 13.7 

Total 80 100 

'I his findings arc in line' ith the at10na1 base1inL: Sttr\"L'V (CB ' 1 · J I' R ·P, 1 t)C)t)) 

' hit:h fiHttld that RJ'X1 of 1 ~:n ·an l:lltrc.:lrenutr " tl: in the.: :1" I r.1 I t I Cl· ~~ v ·:ns. 

·r he current study found '6. ""% in thi · age lra ·k ·t '' htch c 1mparcs ' , \ " . II ,, rlh til . 

baseline sut vcy. In terms o g nd r <> .. rc poJHh:nt \\t:t~o: \\Ollll:n and uJ .7 1~n 

men a hown in figure . I. 1.1 bel ' . I hi 111 II .11 a hi •hct numh~.:t nl' male 

cnt r pr neurs than I mal 
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97.5% of respondents were owners of the fi.m1s or the entrepreneurs themselves. This 

indicates that majority of entrepreneurs manage their Iinns. 

iii) Education Status 

The level of education of entrepreneurs is important and has been studied extensively. 

For example, Brockhaus and Nord ( 1979), found that entrepreneurs had a lower 

ed ucation than managers. This lower education level means that these entrepreneurs 

are locked out of traditional organisation careers and this could lead them to pursue a 

venture. Table 4.1. I .J below indicate that 1.3% of respondents had no education at 

all, 33%, had primary level education, 55l'o s~.:condary level and ll (Yt> middle level 

college or university education. This is in line in line with the at1onal baselint; 

survey ( ' 13 '/1 'EG/I<Rl~P. l <JCJ<)), which li.lund that (> 7 % or l cnyan ~.:ntrcprent.:urs 

were of secondary level followed by the primary le,·cl. '[hi · impli~.:s that the 500,000 

university and college graduates joining the labour market annually ha\'C not madl.! an 

impact in the sector inspitc of tht.: wor ening prohkm ofuJH:mploym~.:nt. 

Table 4.1.1.3 Cducation Level of Cntrcpnn ur 



iv) Age At Which The Respondents Started Business 

It was expected that individ uals starting business at later ages (30 years above), would 

have more years or general experi ence in life than those who started business in 

ear li er ages. En trepreneurs were round to start their business at all ages . However 

most of them did so at the age of 30 years. The entrepreneurs indicated that previous 

experience in other similar occupations was also an important source of knowledge on 

enterprise management. 

Table 4.1.1.4 Age at Business Startup 

Age (Years) rreuucncv Percent 

15- 30 58 73 .4 

31-45 18 2_.7 

4(>-(>0 3 - .9 

~ Total 79 100 

I 

v) Ethnic Background 
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vi) Duration Of Working ln The Firm I Business 

The duration of the firm in business was a good indication of the success o[ the 

venture. Table 4.1.1.5 below summarises the duration or the entrepreneurs in their 

business. 

Table 4.1.1.5 Duration in Business 

Duration in Business Freuuenc~ Percent 

Below 2 Years 1 l 13 .7 

2-4 Years 13 16.3 

Over 4 Years 56 70.0 

Tolal 80 LOO 

- - - -
70'!1(, of the respondents had over 4 years cxpl.:ncnce 111 bus1ncss, w hil e 1 (>. % had 

bdween 2-4 years expel icnce and 13.7% below 2 years c:pCr!l.:llCI..!. Most or th ' 

respondents were experienced entrepreneurs. 

ii) Experience 

Previous experience 1s an imponant actor 111 'hal in 1 the ~.:ntt.:q rent.:ur .llld 1t is 

p1 io1 to 
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viii) Birth Order ln The Family 

Evidence ex ists that entrepreneurs arc often first born children, who have to strugg le 

to fit into society and therefore tend to frequently develop entrepreneurial behaviour 

(Collins & Moore, l964; Brockhaus, 1980; McClelland, 1987). lt was found that 

27.5% of repondents were first born, 7.5% last born, 27.5% second born and 37.5% 

other in the current study as indicated in table 4.1.1. 7 below. The number of first born 

children was the same as the second bom among the enterpreneurs. 

Table 4.1. 1.7 Birth Order of Respondents 

r-Birlh Order Frcuucnc_y Percent 

T ' lrst 13om 22 27.5 

f--, 
Second Born 22 27.5 

Last Born 
(l 7.5 

I Other 30 37.5 

~ I 'I otal 
~() lOO 
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Table 4.1.1.8 Personality Intluencing One into Business 

Personality Influencing FreQuency Percent 

Father 13 16.4 

Mother 10 12.7 

Successful Entrepreneur 46 58.2 

Other 10 12.7 

Total 79 100 

x) Religion A Prac tised 

Re ligion as a factor determining entrepreneurial behaviour has l11.:cn studiL:d 

extensively (Me 'lelland, 1961; Weber, I ()30). They argued that Prole ·tanlism 

presumably fostered independence and indi idualism by rocusing upon the direct 

relationship between believer and God, while 'athohc1sm relied on the hurch and its 

representatives to make decisions on behalf of bdiev~.:r t \ lc kll,md, l9(l I; \ ebcr, 

1930). 

Ta ble 4. 1.1 .9 Religion a Pracl!ccd 
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In the current study 40% of respondents were found to be protestants and 60% from 

other denominations as indicated in tab le 4. 1.1.9. 

xi) Reasons For Going Into Business 

Some people are more entrepreneurial than others and are motivated by vanous 

[actors towards business entry and entrepreneurship. Profit may be one of the motives 

as emphasised by several economists, notably, Cantillon and Marx. The desire to take 

risk and a spirit of adventure may be another (Knight, 1921). Some people have 

greater access to inCormation or knowledge and wish to exploit that advantage 

(Kirzner, 1973). The entrepreneur may be driven by psychological motives like the 

desire to innovate and create new products (Schumpeter, 1934), need lor achievement 

and independence (Me ' lelland, 19(> I) . ' l he table bdo" shows the moti at ion ror 

enterprise creation. 

Table 4.1 .1.1 0 Reasons for Going into Bu ine 

Re:l'Sons 
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The need for independence and lack of a suitable job were the major reasons for going 

into business with 26.25% each citing these as tl1e reasons o[ going into business. Pull 

l~1ctors (Independence, challenge, and profitability) accounted for 45.05% and push 

[actors (No suitable job, inheritance, and frustration in normal emp loyment and 

retrenchment) [or 55.05%. Majority of entrepreneurs were "pushed" into 

entrepreneurship comparing well with the study by Brocld1aus (1980), which found 

that job dissatisfaction "pushes" entrepreneurs out of organisations towards the 

development of entrepreneurial ventures. 

Decision if Offered A Job In The Formal 'ector 

The need Cor achievement and independence arc I c;y factors in the succcs or an 

enterprise (Me lei land, l 961 ). The need lor independence and the desire to b~; on~;s 

boss is what drives both female and male entrepreneurs to lake the ri k · associatl.:d 

with creating and developing a ne1.v venture. Respondents \\ere asked \\ hethcr the 

would take up a job in the formal sector if the salary were higher than thl.!tr mcomes. 

56.3% said no, while 43 .8% said yes. 'I hose who said no have a highL:r achtC\ cment 

motivatton and need for ind~.:pcndcnc~.:, und ar~ ltk I ' l b~ su~c~ssCul~.:nlrL:prL:tH:urs . 

\ii) I• ol'm:ll Training 
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Table 4.1.1.11 Formal Training Attended 

Training Related to Running the Business Frequency Percent 

Yes 23 29.5 

No 55 70.5 

Total 78 100 

4. I .2 Enterprise Profile 

i) Type Of Enterprise 

Table 4.1.2.1 below indicates that 13.8 1% ol' cntrepriscs were 111 manul'acturing, 

20%in ervicc, 6YYo in mcchandising and l.3 in other areas. 

Table 4.1.2.1 Type Of Enterpri ·c 

T~ne Of E,nternrise I Freuuencv 
-..-

Percl-'nt 
I -

Manufacturing Oriented ll 13. 

Service Oriented 16 20.0 

Merchandising Oriented 
-') ()- .0 

~ 
Other I 1.2. 

~Total I 
so 100 

·-

ii) Soutt•t·s 01 Slat I l p < npit:tl 
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Table 4.1.2.2 Source of Startup Capital 

Source Freuuenc~ Percent 

Savings 34 42.5 

Loan from Family Member 40 50.0 

Loan from Friend 5 6.25 

Loan from Co-operative and R.O.S.CA 1 1.25 

Total 80 100 

The maJOI soutces of startup capttal was found to be savmgs - 42.5%, loan from 

family 50%), loan from friend 6.YYo and loan from ROSCA - 1.3%. one or the 

entrepreneurs obtained startup capital fumling from a bank. 

iii) urrent Source Of Fund ' For Development & \Vorking 'apital 

Respondents were further asked to state the source of their business dc\'elopmcnt 

capital. 22.8% indicated they used savings. .9% - loans Crom fni!mls and 6 '...t% _ 

profits from the business. Entrepreneurs did not borrow from banks for the 

development of their businesses but rcin\'ested their pm1it , for bu ·inc s c. ·pans ion. 
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iv) Full Time Employees OfThe Business 

The number of employees was used to define the size of firms. McCormick (1992) 

and Kenya Directory of manufacturing firms by KIRD[ (1993) defines Micro and 

Small Enterprises, MSEs, as having less than 50 employees. lt was found that 97.5% 

or tl1e businesses employed between l-10 people fitting well into the description of 

small business used in the current study. 

Table 4.1.2.4 Full Time Employees of Enterprise 

Emplo)::ecs FreQuenc~ Percent 

l - l 0 75 97.4 

-Other 2 2.6 

-
Total 77 100 

vi) Business Employee 

Most of the businesses employed a manager, 71. %, and unskilk d worh.:rs, 17.9%. 

A fl:w em ployed supcrvi ors 2.()%• Hill kill d" >rk 1 , 7.7 ~~. 

I a hie 4.1.2.5 l ~ mplo) n •s 



vii) Business Performance 

The respondents were asked how their businesses was performing and 46.3°;1> of the 

enterpreneurs indicated that their businesses were performing well as measured by 

hi gh prouts and sales (Table 4. l. 2.7). 

Table 4.1.2.6 Business Performance 

Business is Performing Well FreQuency Percent 

Yes 37 46.3 

No 43 53.7 

-
T otal 80 100 

4. J .3 ~~ n treprencurial Bchaviou r 

4. 1.3.1 Locu · Of C ontrol 

i) Introduction 

The entrepreneurial role has been assum~d to imply individual r~spostbtltt 

(Me lclland, 1961) and the cntrcpr neur can be ddincd as the one ultim.lkl 

n.:sponsiblt: for making decision ( k:and r, I 4 . 'I h nttq tctll:ttt usunll) doc~ 

his individual activitic nn i 
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control as indicated in table 4.1.3.1. This confim1s that the majority of entrepreneurs 

in the sa mple rely on themselves and carry individual responsibility with regard to the 

performance of the enterprise. 

Chart 4.1.3.1 Results on Locus of Control 
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Table 4. L.3.l Results on Locus of ' ontrol 
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u - I\IA~ I--' 1 ! . 
~ · ,: L' •.. , ,\ l '' ,;;;. ~. ~. Un..ttrll• . 

The results show a weak correlation between the dependent variable locus of control 

and independent vari abl es education, training, birth order, parental influence, reli gion, 

cthnicily and gender. There was a signiucanl correlation between variable locus or 

control (- .200 at a signiLicance level or 0.038) and experience and (0.2 10 al a 

significance level of 0.03 1). 

Table 4.1.3.2 Correlation Matrix- All Variables 

ED TR EX 80 Pf RE ET GE 
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Key to Tables 4.1.3.1 To 4.1.3.9 

Behavioural Characteristics 

Variable 

Locus oi'Con trol 

lndependence 

Risk- taking 

Determining Factors 

Variable 

Educat ion 

Training 

l.:.x peri L:ncc 

Birth Order 

Parental Influence 

Religion 

Ethnicity 

Achievement Motivation 
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table 4.1.3.3, the hypothesis wa not conflmlccl, (t Value = 1.364, p> .05), showing 
that locus of control is not influenced by the level of education attained by the 
cntroprOilCUL'S who WCI'C interviewed. 

ll was also hypothesized that those entrepreneurs who have had some training relevant 
to their present undertakings show an internal locus of control as compared to those 
who have had very littl e or no such training (Hypothesis b). Again, this hypothesis 
was not confirmed as shown by the results in table l , (t- Value= -0. 187, p> .05). 
Thi s implies that entrepreneurs with training related to the current running of thei r 
businesses may not necessarily have an internal locus of control. ne docs not, 
therefore, need to have training in the relevant buslllc ·s untlertakin, to have an 
intemal locus or control. 

1 Jypothcsis c stated that entrepreneurs with e:pericnce would have un mtcrn.11 locus 
of control as compared to those with little or no uch e. pl:nl:nce As hown b\ thL: 
results in table 4.1.3.3, (t - Value = -l. 93, p 

confirmed. 1 his indicat ·s that c:pcri n 
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those influenced by otl1ers. This hypothesis was not confim1ed, (t - Value = 0.362, p> 

.05 ). 

Hypothesis f predicted that entrepreneurs practicing the Protestant religion would 
l1ave an internal locus of control as compared to those of other faiths . This hypothesis 
was not confim1ed (t- Value= O.l20, p> .05). 

Hypothes is g predicted that entrepreneurs of Asian origin would have an internal 
locus of control as compared to other eth ni c groups. After data. collection, the 
majority ethni c group was found to be the Kikuyu. The Il ypo thesis was revised to 
predict that entrepreneurs of Kikuyu origin would have an internal locus or contro l us 
compared to those of other ethnic groups. 1 his hypothesis ' as not con !irmcd, 

(t Value = -0.423, p_.., .05). 

I fypothcsis h predicted that male entrepreneurs would have an mtanal locus or 
control as compared to women. This hypoth~.: i wa n 1 confirmed, (I \ .\lue = 
0.575 , P"' .05). 
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Table 4.1.3.3 Regression Results Locus of Control and All Variables 

Predictor Beta Beta t- values Level of 
Variable Coefttcient Significance 

Education Bl 0. 168 l.364 .177 

Training B2 - 0.23 -0.187 .852 

Experience B3 - 0.242 - l.893 .063 

Birth order B4 - 0.106 -0.879 .383 

t-Parcntal in!lucnce BS 0.04<) 0.362 . 7 1 t) 

-Religion BC> 0.014 0.120 .905 

-Ethnicity B7 -0.053 -OA23 .6 73 

Gender 88 - 0.0<>5 .575 .:6 7 

Achic' cment B9 O.:!lJl) 2.469 .016 -
1 motivation i I * . - ( ) si •nific.m c I vel I Stgntftc.ll1t .tt ).( 5 g 
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coiTelated positively and significantly with internal locus of control among 
respondents. 

The coefficient of multiple Detem1ination R2
, was found to be (R2 

= 0.153) and this 
shows that 15.3 % of the total variation in the entrepreneurial behavior of locus of 
contro l is exp lained by all the predictor variables. The R2 value indicates a weaker 
relationship between the criterion (locus of control) and predictor variables, 
(education, training, experience, birth order, parental influence, religion, ethnicity, 
gender and achievement motivation) . This suggests that the predictor variables 
combined might not have been good explanatory variables in the model. The 
unexplained variation in locus of control might have been due to other factors nol 
cons idered in the model. This furth~;r confirms the low and statistically insigni licanl 
13eta coefficients of the predictor variables (see table 4. I .3.3). 

From the results presented in the fore-going section. it is evident that onl_ moth .1t1on 
appeared to predict an intemallocus of control h havior among the t.:ntrepn.:n~.:urs. 

4.1.3.2 I ndcpcndcn c 
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The results are as shown in chart 4.l.3.2 and table 4.1.3.3 and were found to 
approximate a normal distribution among the sample. 71.3% of the respondents were 
round to have a need for indcpendencece and achievement motivation that is typical 
o C entrepreneurs. 

Chart 4.l.3.2 Results on Independent Behavior 
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Y2 

Table 4.1.3.4 Independence 

Independent Beha ior 
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The results indicate weak correlation between the dependent variable independence and independent variables experience, parental intl.uence, religion, ethnicity and gender. There was a significant negative correlation between variable independence and the factors education(-. 264, p 0.05), and training (- .292, p < 0.05). There was also a significant positive correlation between variable independence and the factors parental intl.uence (.206, p < 0.05), and achievement motivation (.219, p < 0.05). See table 4.l.3.5. 

Table 4.1 .3.5 Correlation Results- All Variables 
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iii) Regression Results- Independence 

Regression analysis was carried out to determine whether the factors individually or 
together as a group predicted independence behaviour among the entrepreneurs. The 
model representing locus of control as a variable was regressed once on all the 
predictor variables. All the nine hypotheses presented in chapter 3 related to 
independence as an entrepreneurial behavior were tested using multiple regression 
analysis. The results of these tests are presented in table 4.1.3.6. 

Table 4.1.3.6 Regression Results- Independence (Y2) 

Predictor Beta Beta t- values Le cl or 
Variable Coefficient Signiticanc' 

Ed uc'tttion [31 -0.160 - 1.377 .173 

Training B2 -0.349 -3.009 .004 

Ex peri ence 8 3 
~'1 .... l.-

Birth o rder B4 0.1 - 1.- l) .114 

Part:nta l inllut:nce B 

l ) 
7 

.1 



ft was hypothesi zed that entrepreneurs with high levels of forma l education (those 
have gone up to form 4 and above) would show greater tendency towards 
independence as compared to those with low levels of formal education (Hypothesis 
a). As shown in table 4.1.3.6, the hypothesis was not confirmed, (t = -1.377, p> .05), 
showing that independence is not affected by the level of education attained by the 
entrepreneurs who were int rviewed. 

1t w~1s tllso hypothesized that those entrepreneurs who have had some training relevant 
to their present undertakings would show greater tendency towards independence as 
com pared to those who have had very little or no such training (1 lypothesi s b). 
'IIH.: correlation bctwel!n training and intk:pcndcncc was signilicant (R ,_9_ at .OS 
kvcl) and on rl!grcssion, was significant at the .05 level (t = - .009, p .05) but 
negatively. This may be interpreted to mean that as one obtains training rdl!\'anl to 
their business, they become less independent. possibly due to the conditioning or the 
training received. 

I lypothcsis c statt:d that cntr preneur '' ith 
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as it was insignificant at the 0.05 level. This indicates that those respondents who 

were first-born chi 1dren do not have greater tendency towards independence as 

compared to those 0 r other order. 

Hypothesis e predicted that entrepreneurs who were inil uenced by their parents into 

business especially by fathers would show greater tendency towards independence as 

compared to those who were influenced by others. This hypothesis was not 

conJinncd, (t = -0.191, p> .05). 

1 fypothcsis r predicted that entrepreneurs practicing the Protestant religion would 

show greater tendency towards independence as compared to those or other faiths. 

This hypothesis was not confirmed, (t = -0.545, p> .05). 

Hypothesis g predicted that entrepreneurs of Asian ongm would ha\ e an internal 

locus of control as compared to other ethnic groups. After data collectiOn thl! 

majority ethnic group was found to b the Kikuyu. he H 'I oth~.:~is wa. t\.: \ t~~.:d to 

predict that entrepreneurs of Kikuyu rigin \Ould h " tull 1 11.:11lki1L ' towards 

illdcpemlt.:nce a~ compared to th th 1 tluu ti h ·pnth i ' •a not 

confirmed, (l = -0.5 -· p . 
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achievement motives (hypothesis i) . As shown in table 4.1.3.6, the hypothesis was 

confirmed (Beta = 0.282, t=2.457, p<O.OS, d.f = 1/77). This indicates that those 

respondents who went into business primarily because they preferred it as a career 

have greater tendency towards independence as compared to those who went into 

business for other reasons. 

vi) Summary of Results- Independence 

The results indicate weak correlation between the dependent variable independence 

ancl independent variab les education, experience, birth order, parental influence, 

religion, ethnicity and gender. The correlation between training and independence was 

significant and on regress ion, was negatively signilicant. This may be interpreted to 

mean that as one obtains training relevant to their bu mess, they bccome les · 

independent, possib ly due to the conditioning of the training received. Entrepreneurs 

with stronger achievement motives showed greater tendency towards indcpenden ·cas 

compared to those with low levels of achil.:\'emcnt motives. This tnthcaiL:s that those 

respondents who went into business primarily bccau c th~.:y prdl:m.:d it as a car~.:cr 

have greater tendency townrd 

busim:ss for other tea on . 
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cons idered in the model. This further confirms tbe low and statistically insignificant 

Beta coef(icients of the other predictor variab les . An R2 of 0.240 shows that 24.0% o[ 

the variations in the independence as an entrepreneurial behaviour is exp lained by 

predictor variab les (education, training, experience, birth order, parental influence, 

religion, ethnicity, gender and achievement motivation). 17% of this was explained by 

the variable achievement motivation, which was the most significant estimator of 

independence at .05 confidence level. The results confirmed that only motivation and 

training appeared to predict independence as an entrepreneurial behavior. 

4.1.4.3 Risk Taking 

i) Introduction 

Risk- taking is one or the maJOr entrepreneurial b~ha\ iours runn111g aero s man 

discussions on entrepreneurship (lYle 'lclland, 1961, Livingstone and rd, 19 0; 

oughlin and Ikiara, 1988). 

Risk is inherent in factors that dctcrmim: the outcome of bu incs · c!Torts. I hcsc 

[actors arc numerous and difficult to a t: s and control. A gr at pan or business is 

directed towards minimizing uncertaintic , nd th 
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Chart 4.1.3.3 Risk- Taking 
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Table 4.1.3.7 Results on Risk Taking Propensity 

Risk -Taking Propensity Frequency 

ll igh 37 

Low 43 

T' l ota 80 

iii) orrclation Rc~ults - Independence 

Percent 

-+6.3 

-
5~.( 

100 

'orrclation analysrs \ as used to determine the Lr ngth and direction or association 

betwct.:n the dependent variable, risk takmg nd the.: indc.:pc.:ndc.:nt \':lriabk . 

education, training, cxperi nc , huth r r. l 1 nt I in u n ~.:, rdi •inn thni ·itv, 

gcmlt.::r and achi vcmcnt m ti\ ti n. 
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risk - taking and the factors parental inf1ucnce (- . 186, p<0.05), religion (-348* , 

p<0.05), and gender(- .230, p<0.05 ). 

Table 4.1.3.8 Correlation Results- All Variables 

ED TR EX BO PI RE ET GE MO 
ED 1.000 .179 .031 -.111 -.205* .076 -.106 .024 -.074 

.056 .392 .164 .034 .251 .175 .418 .257 

TR .179 1.000 -.078 .072 .164 -.105 -.032 -.087 -.228* 

.056 .248 .262 .073 .176 .388 .22 1 .02 1 

EX .03 1 -.078 1.000 . llO .329* 0.003 0.233* 0.005 0.141 

.392 .248 . 167 .002 .488 .0 19 .483 .107 

B -. I I I .072 .II 0 1.000 .14-+ .183 .159 -. I 15 .205 * 

. I (>4 .2(>2 .167 . 102 .052 .0 0 .155 .0 4 

PI 
- -.205* r---. 164 .329* .144 1.000 .0 11 -. 131 - ~077- ,_ 19* 

.034 .073 .002 .102 .460 . 124 .-49 .o_s 

. ---RE .076 -.105 .003 .183 .011 1.000 .010 .074 .0-

.251 .176 .488 .052 .460 .4<>4 ,_5() .440 
I 

*-ET -. 1o6 1 -.032 .233* .159 -. 131 .010 1.000 -.126 .2L 
. 175 I .388 .01 9 .0 0 .L4 .4 ,;.t. . 1.3 _, .0.30 

(J ~~ .024 

I 
-.087 .oo- -.115 .077 .074 -. 12() I. ()()l) -.0 I<> 

.41 .221 .... . l-- I .l . l + .) ·- -~ I 

MO -.074 0.2-28* .141 20s-· 219* 
1 

.05 1 ~2- 12* -.OI<1 I . 000 
,_57 . 21 . 10 - - . 
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iv) Regression Results- risk taking 

Regression analysis was carried out to determine whether the factors individually or 

together as a group predicted risk - taking behaviour among the entrepreneurs. The 

model representing risk - taking as a variable was regressed once on all the predictor 

variables. All the nine hypotheses presented in chapter 3 related to risk-taking 

behaviors were tested using multiple regression analysis. The results of these tests are 

presented in table 4.1.3.9. 

4.1.3.9 Regression Results- Ri I<-Taking Propensity (Y3) 
Predictor 13eta Beta t- alucs 
Variable 

Education 

Training 

Experience 

Birth order 

Parental 

influ nee 

Bl 

82 

BJ 

84 

BS 

Coefficient 

0.17() 1.41} 

- 0.268 -1.137 

0.039 o. Ou 

-0. 5-

-1 

Le elof 

ignil1cancc 

.161 

.76 1 



[t was hypothesized that entrepreneurs with high levels of fon11al education (those 

have gone up to fom1 4 and above) would have a higher risk-taking propensity as 

co mpared to those with low levels of' formal education (Hypothesis a). As shown in 

table 4.1.3.9, the hypothesis was not confirmed, (t = 1.418, p> .05), showing that risk-

taking behavior is not affected by the level of education attained by the entrepreneurs 

who were interviewed. 

It was also hypothesized that those entrepreneurs who have had some training relevant 

to their present undertakings would have a higher risk-taking propensity as compared 

to those who have had very little or no such training (Hypothesis b). Again, this 

hypothesis was not conlirmcd, (t = -1.137, p..-· .05 ), as shown by the results in tabk 

4.1.3.9. This implies that entrepreneurs with training related to the current running or 
their businesses may not necessarily have a higher risk-taking propcnsit) . One does 

not therefore need to have training in the relevant business undertaking to hen c a ' , 
~ 

higher risk-taking propensity. 
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Hypothesis e predicted that entrepreneurs who were inQuenced by their parents into 

business especially by fathers wou ld have a higher risk-taking propensity as compared 

to those influenced by others. This hypothesi s was not confirmed (t = -1.07l, p> .05). 

There was a significant negative correlation between parental influence and risk­

laking propensity, but on regress ion this relationship was found to be insignificant. 

I Iypothesis f predicted that entrepreneurs of practicing the Protestant religion would 

have a higher risk-taking propensity as compared to those of other faiths. There was a 

significant negative correlation -0.348, < .05) between being a Protestant and risk­

t~lking propensity. Following multiple regression analysis, there was also a signi ficanl 

relationship between being a Protestant and risk laking b~..:haviour as shown by the 

high t-valuc, (l = 3.233, p< .05). 'I IllS indicates that those or the Prole tant raith have 

a lower propensity towards risk-taking behaviour as compared to others. 

llypothesis g predicted that entrepreneurs or sian origin would ha\'C a higher risl·-

taking propensity as compared to other ethnic group~. 

majonty ethnic group was th Kikuyu and th ll...'J th 

ntrcprcneurs of Kikuyu ongm ' ull h 'c 

compared to tho c of ther cthnt llu h 
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ft was hypothesized that entrepreneurs with stronger achievement motives would have 

a higher risk-taking propensity as compared to those with low levels of achievement 

motives (hypothesis i). As shown in table 4.1.3.8 the hypothesis was not conftrmec.l 

(t = 1.832, p> .05). 

vii) Summary of Results- Risk Taking Propensity 

The resu lts indicate a weak correlation between the dependent variable risk - taking 

and independent variables education, training, experience, birth order, ethnicity, and 

achievement motivation. There was a significant negative correlation between 

variable risk taking and the factors parental innucncc and gender. 

Thcre was a significant negative correlation bet'' ccn being a Protestant and risk 

taking propensity. Pol lowing multiple regression analysis, there'' as al o a signi fie ant 

negative relationship bct\\Cen being a Protestant and risk taking beh.n iour as shown 

by the high t-valuc. (t- - 3.233. p<"' .05). 'lhis indiciltc that tho.c ol tht: Protestant 

l~tith have a lower propensity toward risk-takmg bcha\'iour a omparcd to othcrs 

'I he cocllici~.:nt of del nnin. tion R2 
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«<MVEHsrrv rrr.: N.t\~Hu~ 
~"~lif&ft KA.et.:J t.. Ll8HAH, , might have been due to other ractors not considered in the model. This further 

confim1s the low and statistically insi gnificant Beta coefficients of the predictor 

variables (see table 4.1.3.9). 



CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Included in this chapter arc discussions o C the results o [the regression and correlation 

analysis, conclusions, recommendations, limitations of the study and suggest ions for 

r·u rther research. 

5.1 Discussion And Conclusion 

From the regression results presented 1n chapter 4, motivation variable was 

statistically significant in predicting locus of control and independence as 

entrepreneurial behaviors. This was in agreement with the findings or Me lclland 

( 1961 ). On the other hand, motivation did not predict risk-taking behaviour on the 

part of the entrepreneurs interviewed. 'I hese results contradicted Me "klland's (I<)() I) 

;111d Ombok (I 990) findings. Arising out or dcscriptn c stati tics it wa · obscn cd that 

most or these businessmen and women were "pushed" into busmes (through lack or 

suitable jobs, desire for independence. fi·ustrations in formal employment <md 

retrenchment, inheritance) and that thl: c factor were not tli rcctly n.: Ia ted t risk 

taking behavior. Among the busin s m n an I wom n wh \\ r~.: intu\ il:\\ nl, th~.: 

major causes or thcir taking up bu in 

formal employment and r trcnchm nt 
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The Level of fonnal education was found to have no significant inl1uence on any of 

the entrepreneurial behaviors considered. Tl1is is in agreement the Endings o[ various 

researchers (for example, Kilby, 1965, and Harris, 1968). It is possible that formal 

ed ucation is not related to risk-taking, locus of control and independence because the 

current system of education does not involve those types of situations to a significant 

degree. Formal schooling, as gathered [rom respondents, is required for the 

advancement m higher paying jobs. The respondents indicated that they were 

motivated to enter into businesses because they were deterred from entering or 

advancing in the formal wage employment clue to their lack or formal qualifications. 

'I hi s is in agrt;emcnt with Brockhaus and ord ( 1979), who found that entrepreneurs 

had a lower education than managers. This lo\ ~.:r education level mGan ' that th~.:sG 

entrepreneurs arc locked out of traditional organi1ation careers anti could lead them 

to pursue a venture. Those interviewed indicated a strong desire to prove to all that 

they could succeed despite the [act that they could not make it for higher paying JObs 

On the basis of the discussion, it is apparent that lt.:vcl of formal education docs n t 

dctcm1inc the entrepreneurial behaviors con:;id r d namdy: locus nr ontrol, 

independence and risk-taking prop n ny. ·1 hi 

w~,;rc few graduate ofmiddl 

'I h~,; typ ol cdu nti n 

cntlcpr n udal 

ll II 

n l ' th~.: fact that thcr~.: 

• Ill n' th ~.:nlt p1 n uts . 

I 111 ul 1lin • 

II nd n II k-t.lklll ' 



system may not involve these kinds of situations to some degree, as is the case with 

education. Formal training might however, influence knowledge of results and 

individual responsibility. This is because much of what is involved in the two kinds 

or behaviors can be incorporated in the formal training system [or example, how to 

keep books of accounts and how to manage business effectively, among others, have 

all been incorporated in business training courses. The businessmen and women 

involved in such kinds of training would then put these skills acquired in training into 

practice in the process of running their businesses. The findings of this study were, 

however, not in agreement with the arguments raised. Most of the entrepreneurs 

interviewed indicated that the kind or training they received was not in line with their 

current undertakings. 'I his impl1es that lor formal training to be meaningful, it has to 

bL: related to the current job that one is involved in. Fonnal training therefore, wa · not 

a determinant of any of the entrepreneurial beh<.l\'iour and did not appear to pn.:tl!ct 

any or the behaviors considered. This was contrary to the findings or various 

researchers (for example, Papancck. I 962. Ale. andcr. 1 960; Harri , ll 6 and lanis 

and Somerset, 1971 ). 
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study were contrary to these expectations. Most entrepreneurs interviewed indicated 

that they had experience in other kinds of occupations totally di(Terent from their 

cutTent ones, while others had not worked elsewhere before. From the discussions 

above, it can be concluded that both general and similar occupational experiences did 

IlOl determine any of the en trepreneurial behaviors discussed. 

Birth order correlated with independence although it was not a significant predictor of 

independence. Parents seem to train first bom children in a manner that encourages 

independent behaviour. This shou ld be extended to the upbringing of other children 

lor them to develop independence, which is an impotiant entrepreneurial behaviour. 

It was expected that individuals who were in!luenccd into entrepreneurship b) their 

parents, especially fathers, woulu exhibit entrepreneurial beha\'iour. The finding, or 
the study did not confim1 this expectation. It appears that father's inllm:ncc n their 

children is in other areas not consillcred in the study. ~to - t ol the ~ntrcprencurs in the 

sample, 58.2'!-1,, were influenced by oth r succe ful cntr pn.:ncur . 'I hi m~ans that 

role modeling , espccially by ucc s ul cntr pr 11 u 

lllfluencing other. into 

trmnin • pr •r m1mc 

It 

r 1.n1 1 h11 

1 •mfi 

llu 

t d tint 

ttl nt 

tl 

llh 

r Ill 

th f 

a ,. 1 • impt nant tt)k in 

and 

ull lubn Ill\ 



risk-taking and fostering a risk averse culture. This contradicts the findings of Weber, 

1961 and McClelland, 1961, possibly due to the rorm of Protestantism being practiced 

by eli licrent cultural backgrounds and Lime periods. The Protestant Church should 

leach people to focus upon the direct relationship between believer and God and 

foster independence, in order to encourage entrepreneurship (McClelland, 1961; 

Weber, 1930). 

Ethnicily and Gender were found to have no significant inQuence on any of the 

~.;ntrepreneurial behaviour considered. In other words there was no significant 

relationship between the Kikuyu and entrepreneurial bcha iour or between being male 

ami entrepreneurial behavior. 'I here fore, any Kenyan is capable or developing 

entrepreneurial behavior irrespective or tribal origin or gender. Any of the I en ·an 

communities is therefore capable of developing an enterpnse culture. Thi · i · in 

agreement with the findings of 1arris & 'omcrset, I 071 . \\'here no n:L1tion ·h1p ''as 

round between cthnicitv and entrepreneurship. The Gu' emment of Kem·,1, Sd1ools or - . 
Business, Successful entrepreneurs and politician houll thl:l"l.:ll.m: popularize 

entrepreneurship by indicating to s cietal m mb r un t tu nt that an hodv ·an bl: .. . 
un entrepreneur and rem ving th Ill th K n Ill • th:ll 11. in 

cc mmunitics nrc m tc cntr ·pr n till 1 th n th thnt II . htd 

all f th 



5.2 Recommendation 

On the basis of the findings of this study, the main !actor that needs consideration by 

tl1e relevant bodies as per the objectives orthis study is motivation. 

Motivation was found to have a significant influence on locus of control and 

independence. In line with this, there would appear to be need for the Kenyan 

Government, Donor Agencies and Financial Institutions to identify those people with 

hi gh need lor achievement and need lor independence and whose working 

environment docs not allow lor these, so as to give them the necessary assistance. 

This is likely to encourage this kind or behavior. To do thi s the concerned bodies, 

together with the other t<.:sts used, should administer need Cor achicvcm<.:nt und 

ind<.:pend<.:nt t<.:sts on those potential and current busmcssmcn and '"omen \\ ho apply 

for loans. Those businessmen and " omen that score htghly in these tests ·hould get 

the financial assistance. 

5.3 Limitations Of The tud) 

·1 hi s study had omc limitatton as given b I w:-

It \ a di fficu lt t d vel p m ·. lll m lu l 

mod I I h mc.l ur m.l I h l iht •. •1 h 

ult ' ul ll I tJ 

n m lt 1ll ll 1 

llu lu 11 tJ ll 



Due to limited time, only a few variables that determine entrepreneurial behavior 

were included in the regression models. The findings would have been different i [ 

more variables were considered. 

The researcher and his assistant had to convert the language used in the questionnaire 

to those understandable by the respondents . This was a limitation since some words 

were difficult to translate into appropriate languages. 

5.4 Suggestions For Further Research 

From the findings orthis study, it is evicknt that further research may be necessary. 

The following areas could be studied: 

·1 he current study was conducted on businessmen and women 111 atrobt ' tt) . The 

findings might be unique to this particular 'it~ ~tmilar stuuics shoulu be conducted 

in other parts of the country both in urban and rural areas to compare the rcsulb. 

A comparative study houlJ b c 11 u t I b tw n ' 
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The model could on ly explain between 15 and 24% of the entrepreneurial behaviour 

using the selected factors. The unexplained variation in entrepreneurial behaviour 

might have been due to other factors not considered in the model. A simi lar study 

should be conducted that incorporales other factors (e.g. cultural and political) that 

might determine entrepreneurial behavior. 



APPENDIX lA 

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 

TO WI IOM lT MAY CONCERN 

Dear sir/madam, 

Rc: RESEARCH PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE 

I am a postgraduate student studying Cor a Master ol' Business Administration at the 

faculty of 'ommerce, niversity of Nairobi. I am currently conducting a research in 

the area of l::.n trcprencurship. 1 he top1c is: The Relationship Betwe n Personal hlctors 

And Lntrcprcncurial Behaviour. 

·r he purpose of this letter is to request you to re ~ poml to the attached quest1 nn<mc. 

'I he information you give will b trc. t din trict on1id n~ and at no time\\ ill your 

name or that ofyour organisation be re~ n· d to dir tl ~·· he information \\ill b~.: us~.:d 

!"or academic rca ons only. 

'I ha11k you r your , 

lll ,, II • 



APPENDIX lB 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Section A: Questionnaire Log book 

I. Questionnaire Number ____________ _ 

2. Date of interview --------------

3. Name of interviewer --------------

Section B: Personal Details 

4. Age in completed years ___________ _ 

5. Sex or respondent 

Male 

Female 

6. What IS your designation 111 the fi rmlbu i ness'. 

7. What is your educational status'! 

t Ulll: 

Primary lc\'e l 

llll I. I I \' 



10. How long have you been working in this firm/business? 

0 Below 2 years 

0 2-4 years 

0 Over 4 years 

ll. In Your Family you are the: 

0 First Born 

0 Last Born 

0 Second Born 

0 Other (Specify) 

12. Who Influenced You to Go into Business? 

Falht.:r 

lotht.:r 

Successful Entrepreneur 

Other (Specify) 

13. Your Religion as practised: 

Protestant 

Cl atholic 

Pc.::ntcco tal 

I I i11du 
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0 fnberited the business 

0 Business is more profitable 

0 Wanted to be independent 

0 Was frustrated in formal employment 

0 Was retrenched from fom1al employment 

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

15. Suppose you were offered a job in the formal sector at a salary higher than your 

current earnings per month, would you take it? 

0 Yes 

0 

I(>. Did you have any formal training? Ycs ( 0 ( 

17. I r your answer to o. 5 is yes, was the formal Yes ( o ( 

training you have related to the running or your 

business? 

~ection C: Busine. s Detail\ 

I. \ hat ts th type of your busm ? Pka ti kin th • ppr 1 ri:lt~.: hl:\nk) 

U ~lnnut: cturing Orient d 

d 
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+ Acquiring Suppli es? 

+ Finding Experienced and Qualifi ed peopl e to employ? 

+ Other (Specify) ( ................. .. ....... .................... . ..... . 

J. What was your source of start-up cap ital? (P lease tick in 

the appropriate blank) 

+ Savings 

+ Loan from family member (s) 

+ Loan from friend (s) 

+ Bank 

• Rotating and credit co-operative (RO A) 

+ Savings and cred1t co opcrat1vc (.~AC'CO) 

Yes ( ) No ( 

Yes ( ) No ( 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

+ Other ( pcci fy) ( ........................................................................ ) 

4. What is your current source of funds for development and 

working cap1tal? (Please tick in the appropriate blank) 

+ Savings 

+ Loan from family member (s) 

+ Loan from friend ( 

• Profit f1om bu 111 

• Bank 

• I t 1t1n • nd r dll 

• 

• 

) 

) 

) 



5. How many people are full Lime employees of the business? 

(Please tick in the appropri ate bl ank) 

• 1- 10 ( ) 

• 11 -50 ( ) 

• 51-150 ( ) 

+ Olher (S pecify) ( ..... .... .... . ................... .. ............ .......... . ....... ....... ) 

6. The Business employs ? (Please lick in the appropriate 

blanks) 

+ ManagL:r ( ) 

+ ' upcrvisor ( ) 

+ Skilled Workers ( ) 

+ Unskilled Workers ( ) 

+ Other (Spcci fy) ( ........................................................................ ) 

7. ' I he Busi ness is performing \\ell? (Please tick in the \cs ( l) ( 

appropriate blanks) 

8. I I' Your <H1S\ cr to question (7 i Y in \\hat \\ .' i th 

p rfonnancc atis a tory', (}lie ti kin th 

• Volume of at d 

• I he.: PI fit h.l , 

• II 

• j 
II 

II 

• I 



+ Low profits ( ) 

+ Other (Specify) ( .. ......... .. ... ......... .. . . ......... ... .... .... .... ................... ) 

Section D: Entrepreneurial Behaviour 

A) Please tick in the (one) appropriate blank 

I. Do you orten feel 'That's just the way things are and there's nothing 1 can do abou t it? 

0 never 0 almostnever 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

0 usually 0 almost always 0 always 

2. When things go right and arc very good for you, do you think, " it 's mostly luck!"? 

0 never 0 almost never seldom somcti mcs 

usual! y almost always ah ays 

3. Do you think you should go 111to business or enter a new market because c\er b d i · doing 

It'? 

never 0 al mo 't never ddom · ~)tndtmes 

0 usually alm t ah,.t • 

4 l n you know that 1 f y u dcctdc l d 

0 n r 0 lm l n ld m ~llll tim s 

U u u, II 

II n 1t' 

Ill 

I II 



6. Your friends, spouse, and mother tell you that it 's foolish of you to start a new line of 

business. Have you listened to them and not staiied? 

0 never 0 almost never 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

0 usually 0 almost always 0 always 

7. Do you think it's important for everyone to like you? 

0 never 0 almost never 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

0 usually 0 almost always 0 always 

8. When you do a good job, is your pleasure in a job well done satisfaction enough? 

0 never 0 almost never 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

usually almost always always 

<). I r you want something. do you ask for it rather than wait for s meone to noli ·e ou and gi vt.: 

it to you? 

never almost nc\'er ·ctJom ·omd lllll'S 

usually almost alway alway' 

I 0. 1:. en though people tell y u "it t ) ~ l u h: \ ' c t lind out !t)J oursd !'? 

Cl never aim t n 

U u u.lll In 

B 

h lui n 1 

h ttl 



2. If my friends won ' tjoin a business network [like, I' ll join by myself. 

0 strongly disagree 0 disagree 0 slightly disagree 0 neither agree nor 

disagree 

0 slightly agree 0 agree 0 strongly agree 

3. r want to be financially independent 

0 strongly disagree 0 disagree 0 slightly disagree 0 neither agree nor 

disagree 

0 slightly agree 0 agree 0 strongly agree 

4. r often need to ask other people's opinion before [decide on important things. 

0 strongly disagree 0 disagree 0 slightly disagree 0 neither agree nor 

disagree 

sli ghtly agree agree strongly agree 

l 'd rather have other people decide where to go on a ·octal outing. 

strongly disagree disagree slight! dtsagn.:c m.:ithet agn.: · not 

dts,lgree 

slightly agree 0 Jgr e strong! ' agree 

(J. When I know I'm in charge, I don ' t apologize; I ju t do what ha ·to b~.: done. 

strongly di agree disagrc li htl_· di~a.,r~.:t.: nt:ith~.:r a 1 rt:e nor 

disa••n.:~.: 

CJ lightly a •rec [J 0 

7. I 'll p , k up r .tl un1 pJ) IIlii 

h htl I \Ill 



8. I'm afraid to be different. 

0 strongly disagree 0 disagree 

0 slightly agree 0 agree 

9. L want the approval o [others. 

0 strongly disagree 0 disagree 

0 slightly agree 0 agree 

0 slightly disagree 0 neither agree nor 

disagree 

0 strongly agree 

0 slightly disagree 0 neither agree nor 

disagree 

0 strongly agree 

l 0. l usually wail for people to call me to go places, rather than intrude on them. 

strongly disagree 0 disagree 0 sli ghtly disagree 0 neither agree nor 

disagree 

slightly agree agree strongly agree 

C) Please tick in the (one) appropriate blank 

l. Can you take risks with money, that is. invest. and not kno\\ the outcom ·? 

never almost ne\'l!r ddom sometimes 

usual! y almost ah\ ay 

2. Do you tak an umbrella\\ ith you \ ry a • lurin 1 th min.: ~~:a on'. 

never CJ somdim~.: · 

D u u. II , 

If 

u II 



4. Do you like trying new foods , new places, new routes and totally new experiences? 

0 never 0 almost never 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

0 usually 0 almost always 0 always 

5. Do you need to know the answer before you'll ask the questions? 

0 never 0 almost never 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

0 usually 0 almost always 0 always 

6. llave you taken a risk in the last six months? 

0 never 0 almost never 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

usual! y almost ul\vays always 

7. Can you walk up to a total stranger and strike up a convcr at1 n? 

never almost never seldom ·onH.:tlmes 

usually 0 almost alway· alway 

S. If ave you ever intentionally trav l d anunt~unili: r routl:. 

never , lmo t n ver ddom somcttmes 

uu,lly 0 11 I 

d t ka 111111' t l II at '' 

n ' r lm t 1 Ill Ill IIlli 

u u II 



10. Have you ever given credit to a customer you did not know personally? 

0 never 0 almost never 0 seldom 0 sometimes 

0 usually 0 almost always 0 always 
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