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Abstract:

Small businesses drive the economies of most countries.  For more than 30 years, their ability to create jobs and fuel economic growth has attracted the attention of governments throughout the world.  Public sector efforts to provide support for small businesses have resulted in the creation of a variety of financial support and training programs, most designed to encourage new venture creation and business growth.  Despite the proliferation and substantial costs associated with training and support, few systematic examinations of program effectiveness have been undertaken.  This study examines FastTrac®, an established training program for entrepreneurs in widespread use in the United States.

Launched in 1986 through the University of Southern California, FastTrac® is now offered through more than 270 organizations in 49 states in the U.S., and is also offered in Australia and Russia.  Although more than 95,000 individuals have completed FastTrac® training since 1993, relatively little is known about people who attend and graduate from the program.  In this study, we survey graduates of two FastTrac® programs: New Venture and Growth Venture.  Graduates attended these training programs in several locations in South Carolina during 2006 and 2007, participating in a government-supported initiative to support small businesses in the state. 

To better understand individuals who participated in FastTrac® training, we conducted a survey of 403 graduates.  The survey administered questions used in the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED), the first nationally-representative database to offer systematic, reliable and generalizable data on the process of business formation in the United States.  ANOVA was used to compare and contrast FastTrac® graduates to individuals in the PSED in their backgrounds, psychological characteristics, growth aspirations, and the influence of others in their reasons for engaging in the entrepreneurial process.  

Analysis revealed that, on average, FastTrac® graduates had significantly higher levels of educational attainment and more years of management experience than individuals in the PSED.  Graduates of the training program differed from the representative sample in their reasons for venture creation, as well as the individuals who served as models for their role as entrepreneurs.  No significant differences between the groups were found in the expectancy variables, which serve as early indicators of motivation.  

The results suggest that FastTrac® graduates have significant differences from others involved in the entrepreneurial process.  These differences should be considered in training program design and implementation.  Differences should also be considered when attempting to evaluate the effectiveness of the program.  
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Introduction:

There is widespread agreement that the creation of new business ventures plays a vital role in the economies of both developed and developing countries.  Interest in new ventures and small firms among academics, practitioners, and policy makers is relatively recent, however, especially when compared to mainstream economic research. In Britain, for example, a 1971 publication that became known as the Bolton Report led to a dramatic rise in the level and breadth of interest in small firms, which also gained the attention of the media (Bolton, 1971).  Sixteen years after the Bolton Report, a study in the United States by David Birch drew attention to the job creation power of small firms, a study that dispelled the long-standing myth that the health of the U.S. economy was dependent on the prosperity of industry giants (Birch and McCracken, 1987).  Recently, several comparative studies have confirmed that levels of entrepreneurial activity in a given country were positively correlated to the current per capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP) as well as the overall rate of growth of the country’s economy (e.g., (Bosma and Harding, 2006); (Reynolds et al., 1999); (Reynolds et al., 2002a)).  These and other studies of the economic contributions made by small firms have, at least in part, contributed to an explosive growth of government programs designed to provide training and support for small firms and the entrepreneurs who create them.   

Citing a 2000 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) report, the rationale for government support was noted in a report published by the Parliament of Australia’s Senate, which stated, “SMEs (Small and Medium Enterprises) are at the core of future economic growth in OECD countries. Productivity growth is fuelled by competitive processes in industry, which, to a large extent, build on the birth and death, entry and exit, of smaller firms.” (Employment, 2003) p. 75.  The report concluded that for those reasons and others, governments have an interest in providing assistance to maximize the contributions made by the sector.  In their zeal to provide comprehensive services to the diverse sector of small businesses, national, regional, and local governments and agencies have created a myriad of programs that include grants, consultancy services, designated government contracting policies, and training. In Curran’s assessment of the UK’s small business policies, he cited an Audit Committee Report that described it as a “…patchwork quilt of complexity and idiosyncrasy” (p. 36), which may make measurements of individual program effectiveness problematic, despite a substantial cost to taxpayers
 (Curran, 2000).  

The dispersion and perceived value of business assistance programs by people engaged in new venture creation was revealed in one of the most ambitious studies of nascent entrepreneurs in the U.S., the Panel Study on Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED).  The study provided the first nationally-representative database that offers a systematically collected, reliable and generalizable data on the process of business formation by individuals in the United States.  In their analysis, Dennis and Reynolds found that only 19.7 percent of the 830 nascent entrepreneurs in the sample made contact with a business assistance program, although 80 percent of those served considered the assistance to be either very or extremely valuable (Dennis and Reynolds, 2004).  The study also found that more than half (54.3 percent) of nascent entrepreneurs who sought start-up assistance, received general training or training related to starting or managing a new business.  

Although a variety of training programs for entrepreneurs may be found in the U.S., one in widespread use is FastTrac®, a program of the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation.  FastTrac® is a comprehensive educational program for entrepreneurs.  It provides them with business insights, leadership skills and professional networking connections, to better prepare individuals for business creation or expansion of an existing enterprise. The FastTrac® program includes several different courses that provide practical, hands-on business development workshops for existing and aspiring entrepreneurs.  They also offer entrepreneurship curriculum for college students.  FastTrac® training programs are currently offered by more than 300 organizations in all 50 U.S. states, and are also conducted in Australia and Russia.  Since its inception in 1993, more than 300,000 nascent and existing entrepreneurs in the U.S. have been trained using FastTrac® programs.
  Despite the importance of management and business planning education, the effectiveness of the FastTrac® system has not been systematically examined.

Measures typically used to evaluate FastTrac® and other entrepreneurial training programs include: 1) course satisfaction ratings completed by students, and 2) traditional economic development measures such as business formation, capital invested, jobs created, or increases in sales and profits.  Although these and similar measures produce quantifiable results, each have limitations.  Students entering the program and subsequently completing evaluations may have differing levels of education, experience, and expectations.  Few, if any, students are likely to have attended similar programs, providing no comparative basis for their ratings or evaluation.  Despite the uniformity of the course objectives and materials used in FastTrac®, the diversity of content knowledge and presentation skills of the facilitators and guest speakers in the class are likely to result in less than uniform training effectiveness, especially when the program evaluations are compared over time.   The diversity of education and experience among attendees and the wide variety of businesses they either create or grow makes traditional economic development measures less meaningful.  Additionally, a training program provides obvious benefits when a nascent entrepreneur delays or restructures his or her business based on the information provided in the class.  An owner who decides to lease equipment rather than purchase it, for example, may realize better profits and business performance, counter to traditional economic development measures of effectiveness.  Further, traditional economic development measures do not consider the positive impact of the training on an individual who, upon completion of training, decides that the business idea is not feasible.  In addition to the financial benefits that accrue to the individual, the small business sector as a whole benefits from lower failure rates when an ill-conceived business or a poorly-prepared entrepreneur do not commence operation.  While program evaluation is the favoured method of of program viability assessment, Storey concluded that in the case of providing assistance to entrepreneurs, evaluations are very difficult to conduct properly under the best of circumstances (Storey, 2000 in (Dennis and Reynolds, 2004)).

In an earlier study of FastTrac® graduates, Calver & Shaver observed that while traditional economic development measures, such as survival and job creation were used to measure the impact of training programs, the effects may be complicated by person as well as industry variables (Calver and Shaver, 1998). For these and other reasons, a more comprehensive method of evaluating entrepreneurial training is needed.  The authors found that some variables that focused on individuals, such as those associated with control of social issues, and achievement beliefs and activities seemed to be related to proxies for success.  Variables such as those associated with personal factors (Reynolds, 2004), entrepreneurial expectancies (Gatewood, 2004), attribution and locus of control (Shaver, 2004a), and entrepreneurial intensity (Liao and Welsch, 2004) were some of the variables in the PSED used to better understand the features of nascent entrepreneurs, and to better understand those attributes that differentiate them from the U.S. population as a whole.

In addition to providing a robust dataset, a sample representative of the population of adults 18 years old and older, the PSED provides three other valuable tools for researchers.  First, it provides a comparison group sample of adults who are not involved in new venture creation, a sample also representative of the U.S. adult population.  Second, the PSED tracked the nascent entrepreneurs over time in a longitudinal study spanning the period from 1998 to 2003.
    Third, the PSED was developed by the Entrepreneurship Research Consortium (ERC), a group of some of the top scholars in the field representing more than 34 institutions.  For these reasons, the PSED not only represents a rich dataset for analysis, but it also provides a set of reliable instruments and measures to use when comparing and contrasting a sample of individuals to either the population of nascent entrepreneurs or to the comparison group.

In broad terms, the aim of this study is to examine individuals who completed entrepreneurial training by comparing and contrasting them with a representative sample of people actively engaged in the entrepreneurial process.  An improved understanding of individuals who attend training programs will assist educators and policy makers in developing improved methods of evaluating the effectiveness of these programs.  To accomplish this goal, we focused our efforts on FastTrac®, a well-established program in widespread use in the U.S. and one whose reach is spreading internationally.  Our initial focus is on recent graduates of two comprehensive courses: New Venture, a program designed to help aspiring entrepreneurs define and evaluate business concepts; and Growth Venture, a program geared toward existing business owners who seek expansion and new levels of growth.  The geographic focus of our study is the state of South Carolina in the Southeast U.S.  This area represents an ideal setting for our study, because tuition costs for students of the FastTrac® program is subsidized by the state government through a grant to the Chamber of Commerce, representing a model of public sector, Non-Government Organization (NGO), and private sector collaboration.  Our goal in this initial study is to uncover what similarities and differences exist among FastTrac® graduates and the nascent entrepreneurs, as revealed in the PSED.  To do so, we constructed our survey using a subset of questions extracted from the PSED.   

Our study is shaped by several research questions.  First, how do individuals in our sample compare to those in the nationally representative sample of people engaged in the entrepreneurial process?  Does the government program subsidy in South Carolina attract a different group of individuals, ones with different characteristics, expectations, or business sophistication?  Second, what are the similarities and differences between attendees of the New Venture class and the Growth Venture class?  Does one group have higher levels of entrepreneurial intensity or different reasons for initiating the entrepreneurial process?  Third, can the questions from the PSED be used to help reveal differences in students that can help improve the effectiveness and measurement system used in entrepreneurial training programs?  Do the questions have value in measuring the effectiveness and impact of training if used in a pre- and post-training survey of students?  When the financial resources devoted to entrepreneurial training are considered, studies of this topic have relevance to academics, practitioners, and policy-makers.     

In the following section, a brief review of the literature is presented, which is followed by the hypotheses development.  The methodology section is presented next, followed by analysis and discussion of the findings.  A brief section outlining the conclusions and recommendations for future research is also included.   

Literature Review and Research Question Development:
According to the Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR), support agendas are designed to help the Government achieve its aim to make the UK the best place in the world to start and grow a business.
  In their guest editorial on UK support policies for small business, Berry and Perrin opined that although thirty years had passed since the Bolton Report was published, “…little has changed ideologically, small businesses are still portrayed as components within a market-driven economy…and a bewildering plethora of government support agendas for small businesses has resulted” (p. 791) (Berry and Perrin, 2003).  Similarly, a number of national programs exist in the U.S., all intended to support small businesses, most of which are delivered directly or indirectly through the U.S. Small Business Administration (SBA) since the 1930s.  Among the programs and services offered through the SBA are loan guarantees, government contracting assistance, disaster assistance, and a variety of training programs.
  In addition to the U.S. federal government, assistance to small business is also provided by numerous state and local economic development organizations, private nonprofit organizations, business associations and a number of public/private partnerships (Dennis and Reynolds, 2004).

In a study of barriers to the entrepreneurial process in Australia, Kouriloff concluded that some problems could be overcome with publicly subsidized assistance (Kouriloff, 2000).  Whist many studies focus on barriers such as gender bias (e.g., (Reynolds and White, 1997)); or racial differences (e.g., (Schiller and Crewson, 1994)), or capital scarcity (e.g., (Combs and Ketchen, 1999), an often overlooked barrier is that nascent entrepreneurs are either not aware or confused by the myriad of assistance programs provided by the public or the private sector.   The PSED addressed a number of questions related to the awareness and use of assistance programs in the U.S., and the relationship between receiving assistance and the outcome of the start-up process.  The study found that approximately 20 percent of nascent entrepreneurs made contact with an assistance program, almost half know of assistance programs yet do not contact them, and about one-third do not know of any programs to contact (Dennis and Reynolds, 2004).  The longitudinal nature of the PSED enabled researchers to track the outcomes associated with those receiving assistance and those who did not.  The study revealed that while more than half of those individuals who had no knowledge or no contact with assistance programs were no longer involved in business start-up, 80 percent of those involved with assistance programs reported either an operational business or active efforts to implement the new firm.  Although the study revealed the importance of these assistance programs, it did not address what is different about those who participate in an assistance program and others.  As graduates of the FastTrac®  program, participants in this survey were not only part of a minority, but also arguably had a better chance of success than others. 

Brush and Manolova argued “The single most important resource nascent entrepreneurs bring to an emerging venture is the composite of their personal experience, skills, and education” (p. 78) (Brush and Manolova, 2004).  The authors agree with other researchers that aspects on an individual’s background may be useful in differentiating entrepreneurs from others.  Age, the background of parents, previous work experience, and job satisfaction are among the characteristics typically associated with an individual’s life context.  Reynolds suggested that these background variables may have a major effect on whether or not an individual chooses an  entrepreneurial undertaking, and may also affect the how they develop and execute a business start-up process (Reynolds, 2004).  Characteristics such as age (Baucus and Human, 1994), sex (Reynolds and White, 1997), race (Hisrich et al., 1996), and education (Raffa et al., 1998) may explain differences in start-up rates and differences in how individuals go about the new venture creation process.

Summarizing the current research on family background variables and their effect on entrepreneurship, Matthews and Human concluded that the human capital acquired through one’s background has a positive effect on entrepreneurship in four specific ways.  One is that higher education will increase the likelihood of being a nascent entrepreneur.  Second, age will have a curvilinear relationship to becoming an entrepreneur, beginning positive and later turning negative.  Thirdly, a person with self-employed parents will be more inclined to being a nascent entrepreneur.  Finally, current self-employment will be positively associated with being a nascent entrepreneur (Matthews and Human, 2004). Therefore:

Q1: Are there differences in the backgrounds of individuals who actively participated in entrepreneurial training and others involved in the entrepreneurial process?

In addition to an individual’s background, Gartner observed that entrepreneurs are overwhelmingly perceived to be different from non-entrepreneurs in other important ways (Gartner, 1985).  Three psychological characteristics routinely are used to differentiate between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, and these may also have validity in differentiating among groups of entrepreneurs: 1) Need for Achievement; 2) Locus of Control; and 3) Propensity to Assume Risk.  These measures were among the ones included in the PSED.

In his overview of the cognitive characteristics of entrepreneurs, Shaver asserted “Ever since McClelland’s (1961) work on the relationship between independence training, achievement motivation, and industrial output, scholars have been interested in psychological factors that might be involved in entrepreneurial behaviour” (p. 131) (Shaver, 2004b).  While several studies have questioned the role of psychological characteristics in studies of entrepreneurship (e.g., (Brockhaus, 1980); (Gartner, 1988)), others have argued that examinations of individual characteristics, behaviours, and cognitive processes remain a fruitful area of research (e.g., (Carsrud et al., 1989); (Shaver, 2004a); (Simon et al., 2000)).  Therefore:

Q2: Are there differences in the psychological characteristics of individuals who actively participate in entrepreneurial training and others involved in the entrepreneurial process?

Economic development agencies and some researchers have typically adopted growth as a measure of success in entrepreneurial firms.  Despite its widespread use, not all entrepreneurs share the same definition of what constitutes a successful effort.  In other words, if entrepreneurs have heterogeneous and flexible growth intentions, ex post measures of growth may be poor proxies for success in entrepreneurial ventures (Dutta and Thornhill, 2007).  Growth intentions of individual entrepreneurs are also likely to change as the business moves from the start-up into a mature phase (Gundry and Welsch, 1997).  Bird observed that entrepreneurial intentions, the states of mind that direct attention, experience, and action toward a business concept, organizational outcomes such as survival, development of written plans, growth, and change are based on these intentions (Bird, 1988).  Growth intentions and expectations of success may also differ based on an individual’s willingness to grow (Davidsson, 1989), social factors (Stanworth and Curran, 1976), demographics (Autio et al., 1999), and other factors.  

Therefore: 

Q3: Are there differences in the growth aspirations of Individuals who actively participated in entrepreneurial training and others involved in the entrepreneurial process.

In their examination of gender, work and family variables in entrepreneurial success, Parasuraman et. Al. cited several works that highlighted the interdependence of work and family roles, and that while entrepreneurs enjoy somewhat greater autonomy and freedom, they may work more hours than individuals who choose other career paths (e.g., Loscocco, Robinson, Hall & Allen, 1991; Stoner, Hartman & Arora, 1990; Eden, 1975; Naughton, 1987 in (Parasuraman et al., 1996).  Individual entrepreneurs who make the financial and time commitment to attend an entrepreneurial training class are doing so with a balance of their family life and work effort.

Therefore:

Q4: Are there differences in the family and other roles of individuals who actively participated in entrepreneurial training and others involved in the entrepreneurial process

Methods and Sample

In societies where economic growth and innovation are important, the creation of new business ventures is a key activity.  The PSED was created to enhance our understanding of the start-up process in the U.S., a project begun in 1996 that involved 33 universities, a number of private foundations that included the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation, and the National Science Foundation.  The PSED is a national, longitudinal, and representative sample derived from contact with 64,622 U.S. households.  People were contacted in order to find individuals actively engaged in starting new businesses. The survey identified a panel of 830 nascent entrepreneurs willing to provide detailed information about their business start-up activities.  Details about the PSED are beyond the scope of this paper.  Its application in this study was to serve as a point of reference by which to compare the sample.  Additional information about the PSED can be found in An Executive Summary of The Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (Reynolds et al., 2002b).  The dataset was cleaned using the SPSS syntax file created by Shaver
 that resulted in a usable sample of 1,216 individuals.

FastTrac® programs are delivered in the U.S. by facilitators trained by the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation.  In South Carolina, trained facilitators are contracted by the Charleston Metro Chamber of Commerce, who received a grant from the State of South Carolina legislature to deliver the program on a state-wide level.  The grant enables facilitators to offer FastTrac® training to individuals at a fee discounted by 75 percent.  For this study, the authors developed a survey using a subset of questions used in the PSED.  Questions were selected by the authors based on their relevance to this study.  Using a database created by the program coordinators, graduates of the South Carolina FastTrac® program were contacted via email.  The message included an explanation of the survey and a link to a website that delivered the survey instrument and accumulated responses.  FastTrac® graduates of both the New Venture and Growth Venture classes were given separate but similar surveys.  A total of 480 graduates were contacted via email, and email reminders were sent to the entire database.  At the time of this writing, August 2007, 84 graduates had completed surveys, yielding a response rate of 17.5 percent.  Data were downloaded from the survey in MSExcel, and entered into SPSS v.14 for Windows for analysis.

Analysis: 

The survey of graduates yielded 80 usable responses.  A total of 41 respondents (51.3 percent) were graduates of the FastTrac® New Venture class, while the remaining 39 were graduates of FastTrac® Growth Venture.  In the combined sample, a majority of survey respondents were women (62.3 percent), which may be reflective of a national trend in the number of women engaged in an entrepreneurial process, but exceeds the ratio of 51.2 percent women found in the PSED sample. 

Several questions from the PSED provided a means to examine the backgrounds of entrepreneurs.  Respondents were asked to provide their current marital status (Q385), the educational attainment (Q343), the number of years of full-time work experience (Q340), managerial or supervisory experience (Q341), and the largest number of people supervised (Q342).  Respondents were also asked if either or both of their parents owned their own business (Q362).  In this sample, 45.5 percent of the survey respondents indicated that they had one or more parents who were owners of a business, as compared to 48.7 percent in the PSED.  The descriptives and analysis of variance for the remaining variables are presented in Tables 1 and 2.

A frequency analysis revealed that a majority of respondents in the FastTrac® sample were married (62.3 percent), as compared to 52.4 percent in the PSED.  The next largest group of people, 14.5 percent of FastTrac® graduates and 19.5 percent in the PSED, were found in the never married category.  The largest percentage of FastTrac® respondents (44.8 percent) indicated that they held college degrees (44.8 percent), while the next largest group (19.4 percent) attained masters degrees.  This is in contrast to the PSED sample, in which the largest group (30.7 percent) indicated they had some college education and only 20.8 percent had college degrees.  Only 7.3 percent of individuals in the PSED sample had graduate degrees.  

ANOVA was used to examine differences in marital status, years of paid work experience, years of management experience, and projected revenue between FastTrac® graduates and those in the PSED sample.  The results are presented in Tables 1 and 2.  The analysis revealed no significant differences in the marital status, number of years of full-time work experience, or in the largest number of people supervised.  Significant differences were revealed, however, in the number of years of management or supervisory experience and in educational attainment.  The average supervisory experience of New Venture graduates exceeded that of individuals in the PSED by more than 1 year, while graduates of the Growth Venture class had substantially greater (14.13 years) experience than the other groups in the study.  

To examine psychological factors that may differentiate FastTrac® graduates from other involved in the entrepreneurial process, several variables were operationalized.  Adapting the scale of Paulhus, three factors of control were included in the PSED (QL1h-QL1j) and were used in the survey of FastTrac® graduates: one focused on interpersonal control and two related to personal efficacy (Shaver, 2004a).  The PSED also provided measures of individual motivation in work environments.  The six expectancy variables (QK1a-QK1f) were constructed with the premise that behaviour is a function of individual expectancy, that individuals choose among alternative behaviours based on a perceived value of outcomes and the likelihood that the outcomes will occur (Gatewood, 2004).  To compare individuals in the FastTrac® sample to those in the PSED, ANOVA was performed.  

ANOVA revealed no significant differences in means among the categories in the attribution variables, as presented in Table 3 and 4.  Next, the expectancy variables were analyzed and presented in Tables 5 and 6.  As indicated, no significant differences between the FastTrac® graduates and the PSED participants were found in the six expectancy variables.  

If individuals who completed an entrepreneurial training class had higher growth aspirations than other entrepreneurs, one indicator may be the comparative level of entrepreneurial intensity.  In contrast to entrepreneurial orientation, a measure of innovativeness, proactiveness, risk-taking and competitive aggressiveness (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996), entrepreneurial intensity captures the level of commitment and focus an individual brings to the new venture creation process (Liao and Welsch, 2004).  Four questions derived from the PSED (QL1d-QL1g) were used to measure entrepreneurial intensity of individuals in the sample.  In addition to the intensity and control variables, several measures of career reasons were included in the PSED (QG1a-QG1r) and the survey of graduates that may be indicators of growth aspirations.  In order to remain within the scope of this work, four are presented for analysis.  The four items were chosen to represent the category of financial success (QG1g, QG1k, QG1n, and QG1j), since financial success is likely to accrue to those who grow their enterprise.  

Mean values and standard deviations for entrepreneurial intensity are presented in Table 7, and the ANOVA results are presented in Table 8.  FastTrac® graduates did not have significantly higher mean values in entrepreneurial intensity than those in the PSED.  The graduates also did not have significantly higher mean values in their level of agreement of the importance of business ownership or to do whatever it takes to make their business a success.  Next, the four measures of career reasons were analyzed, with the results presented in Tables 9 and 10.  Of the four variables examined, significant differences were found in two of them.  First, FastTrac® New Venture graduates assigned significantly higher levels in their desire to build a business for their children to inherit.  This view was not shared by the graduates of Growth Venture, whose mean score was below that of the other groups.  The Growth Venture graduates had a significantly higher average score when the desire to build great wealth or high income was measured, while no difference was revealed between the New Venture graduates and the other groups.    

An individual’s desire to follow family traditions or to follow the example of an influential person, collectively called roles, was one of the categories derived from three studies published by the Society of Associated Researchers of International Entrepreneurship (SARIE).  The PSED contained two questions in the Reasons variables (QG1d and QG1i) that measured the importance nascent entrepreneurs assigned to roles in the establishment of a new business.  Individuals who expressed low levels of job and life satisfaction may also be more inclined to attend training classes designed to help them with a career change.  Two questions from the PSED (QL1m and QL1p) were also asked of respondents in the sample.  

We used ANOVA to compare the sample of FastTrac® graduates to individuals in the PSED in the career reasons related to roles.  The descriptives and ANOVA results are presented in Tables 11 and 12.  No significant difference was revealed between the groups in the measure associated with carrying on a family tradition.  There was, however, a significant difference between the groups in the reason associated with following the example of an admired person.  In this measure, FastTrac® graduates of both New Venture and Growth Venture had significantly higher means than individuals in the PSED sample.  Next, the job and life satisfaction questions were analyzed, and the results are presented in Tables 13 and 14.  While the mean values in life satisfaction assigned by FastTrac® graduates were higher than those of the PSED, the difference was not significant.  Significantly higher mean values were revealed, however, in the measure of career satisfaction for the Growth Venture graduates. 

Discussion:

As stated in the introduction, the aim of this study was to compare and contrast graduates of an entrepreneurial training program in South Carolina with people in the PSED, a representative sample of individuals in the U.S. who were engaged in the entrepreneurial process.  ANOVA was used to compare the levels of agreement that respondents from both groups assigned to questions about their background, their psychological characteristics, their growth aspirations, and their reasons for choosing an entrepreneurial career path.  To achieve the aim of this paper, use of the PSED as a tool for comparative studies had to be demonstrated.  Although the PSED dataset has been analysed by several researchers
 as a representative sample of nascent entrepreneurs, its utility as a basis of comparison for other samples of entrepreneurs has yet to be fully explored.  

In this comparative study, several patterns emerged.  First, the higher level educational attainment of both FastTrac® graduate groups is worthy of consideration.  It would appear that individuals with higher levels of education place a higher value on educational programs such as FastTrac®, willingly sacrificing time with their families or their business to avail themselves of the program.  Surprisingly, the average number of people supervised by FastTrac® Growth graduates was nearly half that of New Venture graduates, although the difference was not statistically significant.  Coupled with the significant difference in the number of years of management experience and the higher level of educational attainment, it suggests a more educated and experienced entrepreneur emerges from the FastTrac® program than the average person involved in the entrepreneurial process.

Whilst the use of psychological variables continues to be refined and is effective in differentiating between entrepreneurs and others, the limited number used in the PSED appear too coarse to differentiate between “types” or “categories” of entrepreneurs, with no significant differences revealed in attribution, expectancy or entrepreneurial intensity.  Despite using the highest loading variables from studies that employed far more psychological measures, the ones used in the PSED failed to reveal significant differences in the comparison of these groups.

Why people choose an entrepreneurial career path while others do not is a question that has been investigated in a number of entrepreneurship studies.  The variables provided in the PSED appear to have the ability to flesh out subtle differences among the groups of entrepreneurs contained in this study.  Although important to respondents, as measured by the mean values of their responses, no significant differences among the groups were revealed in terms of the business’ ability to provide financial security or to earn a larger personal income.  Significant differences were revealed, however, in terms of building a business their children could inherit and the opportunity to build wealth.   When measured by their mean score, graduates of New Venture considered building the business for their children to be significantly more important than the other groups, while it was the Growth Venture graduates considered building great wealth to be more important.  The Growth Venture graduates also considered the role of a person they admire at a level significantly higher than the other groups, and considered it more important than family tradition as a reason for establishing or growing a business.

No significant differences among the groups were revealed in this analysis in terms of their life satisfaction.  The high mean values suggest that, overall, individuals involved in the entrepreneurial process are satisfied with their present lives.  In terms of job satisfaction, some significant differences were present.  The group with the highest mean value was the Growth Venture graduates, while the New Venture graduates had a mean consistent with those found in the PSED.

Conclusions:

The PSED appears to be a valuable tool to compare a sample of entrepreneurs to a representative sample of individuals actively involved in the entrepreneurial process.  The challenges associated with using the complex dataset appear to be outweighed by its utility as a valid and reliable tool for comparative studies.  Although the sample is limited to individuals in the U.S., it has potential use as a tool for international studies, as it provides well-tested questions for survey development.  

The study revealed aspects of heterogeneity among training program graduates that should be considered.  The FastTrac® graduates were more experienced and had higher levels of formal education than average individuals engaged in the entrepreneurial process.  As such, they are likely to be more sophisticated students, who may demand greater academic rigor in the course content and a higher degree of professionalism in the instructors.  Graduates also had different reasons for establishing and/or growing a business, which should be considered in shaping the content of the courses.  Because significantly higher levels of importance were given to building wealth through the business than that of the average respondent in the PSED, it suggests that an emphasis on strategic planning, marketing, and financial management should be important parts of the curriculum. 

Several avenues for further research along this theme are possible.  First, a longitudinal study measuring pre- and post-training expectancies or other motivational variables is planned.  To be effective, a training class should inform, enlighten, or otherwise have an impact on students.  Those with ill-conceived or undercapitalized concepts should be encouraged to wait before launching or expanding their business, a successful outcome that is often overlooked.  Similarly, those who gain an improved understanding of finance or marketing may receive additional validation of their concept, and should be able to move ahead with newly found confidence.  Second, because a successful training program is comprised of quality course materials and the ability of instructors, we intend to track graduates by instructor, evaluating both content and delivery.  Third, other measures contained in the PSED may provide further insights.  An increasing number of studies are being done on the dataset, and the PSED II has recently been made available to researchers with new variables to be considered.  Overall, the PSED appears to be an effective tool for comparison studies such as this one.
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 Table 1: Background Descriptives

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Q385
	Fully autonomous
	699
	2.7504
	1.46454

	
	Partially autonomous
	102
	2.8164
	1.56058

	 
	Growth Venture
	34
	3.1765
	.93649

	 
	New Venture
	35
	3.0571
	1.57074

	 
	Total
	870
	2.7871
	1.46484

	Q343
	Fully autonomous
	701
	4.5222
	2.47337

	 
	Partially autonomous
	102
	4.8859
	2.76083

	 
	Growth Venture
	32
	6.0625
	1.50134

	 
	New Venture
	35
	6.1143
	1.62284

	 
	Total
	870
	4.6855
	2.48505

	Q340
	Fully autonomous
	700
	16.9924
	12.12402

	 
	Partially autonomous
	101
	16.9515
	12.86344

	 
	Growth Venture
	32
	21.6563
	13.42749

	 
	New Venture
	34
	18.0588
	9.51217

	 
	Total
	867
	17.2016
	12.18440

	Q341
	Fully autonomous
	687
	8.1274
	8.65438

	
	Partially autonomous
	99
	8.8967
	9.87124

	 
	Growth Venture
	32
	14.1250
	10.67028

	 
	New Venture
	35
	9.5714
	8.06695

	 
	Total
	853
	8.5009
	8.92294

	Q342
	Fully autonomous
	593
	46.7735
	164.00068

	
	Partially autonomous
	85
	38.7395
	68.50152

	 
	Growth Venture
	31
	27.7742
	71.01160

	 
	New Venture
	32
	54.7813
	99.27438

	 
	Total
	741
	45.4028
	150.63319


Table 2: Background ANOVA
	 
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	q385
	Between Groups
	8.735
	3
	2.912
	1.359
	.254

	 
	Within Groups
	1855.934
	866
	2.143
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1864.670
	869
	 
	 
	 

	q343
	Between Groups
	154.926
	3
	51.642
	8.581
	.000

	 
	Within Groups
	5211.553
	866
	6.018
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	5366.479
	869
	 
	 
	 

	q340
	Between Groups
	696.951
	3
	232.317
	1.568
	.196

	 
	Within Groups
	127869.160
	863
	148.168
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	128566.112
	866
	 
	 
	 

	q341
	Between Groups
	1163.652
	3
	387.884
	4.939
	.002

	 
	Within Groups
	66671.597
	849
	78.530
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	67835.248
	852
	 
	 
	 

	q342
	Between Groups
	17336.444
	3
	5778.815
	.254
	.859

	 
	Within Groups
	16773528.071
	737
	22759.197
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	16790864.515
	740
	 
	 
	 


Table 3: Attribution Descriptives

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ql1h
	Fully autonomous
	475
	3.9358
	1.67108

	 
	Partially autonomous
	71
	4.0208
	1.48840

	 
	Growth Venture
	35
	4.2000
	.90098

	 
	New Venture
	37
	4.3784
	.72078

	 
	Total
	618
	3.9871
	1.57657

	ql1i
	Fully autonomous
	475
	3.8461
	1.54571

	 
	Partially autonomous
	70
	4.0123
	1.50125

	 
	Growth Venture
	36
	4.1389
	.59295

	 
	New Venture
	37
	4.1892
	.73929

	 
	Total
	618
	3.9025
	1.46675

	ql1j
	Fully autonomous
	475
	4.1612
	1.65905

	 
	Partially autonomous
	72
	4.3617
	1.67510

	 
	Growth Venture
	35
	4.2571
	.61083

	 
	New Venture
	37
	4.3784
	.59401

	 
	Total
	619
	4.2029
	1.57507



Table 4: Attribution ANOVA

	 
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	ql1h
	Between Groups
	8.579
	3
	2.860
	1.151
	.328

	 
	Within Groups
	1525.020
	614
	2.484
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1533.599
	617
	 
	 
	 

	ql1i
	Between Groups
	7.408
	3
	2.469
	1.149
	.329

	 
	Within Groups
	1319.982
	614
	2.150
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1327.390
	617
	 
	 
	 

	ql1j
	Between Groups
	3.884
	3
	1.295
	.521
	.668

	 
	Within Groups
	1529.268
	615
	2.487
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1533.153
	618
	 
	 
	 


Table 5: Expectancy Descriptives

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	qk1a
	Fully autonomous
	478
	4.2108
	1.70735

	 
	Partially autonomous
	73
	4.0564
	1.71805

	 
	Growth Venture
	37
	4.5405
	.60528

	 
	New Venture
	41
	4.3415
	.96462

	 
	Total
	629
	4.2208
	1.62574

	qk1b
	Fully autonomous
	477
	4.0258
	1.71022

	 
	Partially autonomous
	73
	3.8742
	1.54131

	 
	Growth Venture
	39
	4.4615
	.68234

	 
	New Venture
	41
	4.1707
	.97217

	 
	Total
	630
	4.0447
	1.60905

	qk1c
	Fully autonomous
	477
	4.1919
	1.71617

	 
	Partially autonomous
	73
	4.0988
	1.65587

	 
	Growth Venture
	37
	4.7297
	.50819

	 
	New Venture
	41
	4.4634
	.80925

	 
	Total
	628
	4.2305
	1.62136

	qk1d
	Fully autonomous
	478
	4.3125
	1.71667

	 
	Partially autonomous
	73
	4.1357
	1.68566

	 
	Growth Venture
	39
	4.4615
	.55470

	 
	New Venture
	41
	4.3659
	.85896

	 
	Total
	631
	4.3047
	1.62066

	qk1e
	Fully autonomous
	476
	4.2100
	1.76035

	 
	Partially autonomous
	73
	4.0249
	1.79589

	 
	Growth Venture
	39
	4.5897
	.67738

	 
	New Venture
	41
	4.2683
	.89511

	 
	Total
	629
	4.2159
	1.67498

	qk1f
	Fully autonomous
	473
	4.3844
	1.72873

	 
	Partially autonomous
	73
	4.3708
	1.70452

	 
	Growth Venture
	39
	4.4359
	.75376

	 
	New Venture
	41
	4.3659
	.85896

	 
	Total
	626
	4.3848
	1.63512


Table 6: Expectancy ANOVA

	 
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	qk1a
	Between Groups
	6.402
	3
	2.134
	.807
	.490

	 
	Within Groups
	1653.415
	625
	2.645
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1659.817
	628
	 
	 
	 

	qk1b
	Between Groups
	9.720
	3
	3.240
	1.253
	.290

	 
	Within Groups
	1618.779
	626
	2.586
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1628.499
	629
	 
	 
	 

	qk1c
	Between Groups
	13.422
	3
	4.474
	1.708
	.164

	 
	Within Groups
	1634.850
	624
	2.620
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1648.272
	627
	 
	 
	 

	qk1d
	Between Groups
	3.227
	3
	1.076
	.408
	.747

	 
	Within Groups
	1651.491
	627
	2.634
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1654.718
	630
	 
	 
	 

	qk1e
	Between Groups
	8.242
	3
	2.747
	.979
	.402

	 
	Within Groups
	1753.639
	625
	2.806
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1761.880
	628
	 
	 
	 

	qk1f
	Between Groups
	.131
	3
	.044
	.016
	.997

	 
	Within Groups
	1670.872
	622
	2.686
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1671.003
	625
	 
	 
	 


Table 7: Entrepreneurial Intensity Descriptives

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ql1d
	Fully autonomous
	476
	3.9670
	1.71408

	 
	Partially autonomous
	71
	3.8989
	1.65271

	 
	Growth Venture
	36
	4.3333
	.95618

	 
	New Venture
	37
	4.2432
	.76031

	 
	Total
	620
	3.9969
	1.63119

	ql1e
	Fully autonomous
	476
	3.8222
	1.69457

	 
	Partially autonomous
	72
	3.8251
	1.65550

	 
	Growth Venture
	36
	3.8611
	1.17480

	 
	New Venture
	37
	3.6216
	1.16312

	 
	Total
	621
	3.8128
	1.63484

	ql1f
	Fully autonomous
	475
	3.6880
	1.63485

	 
	Partially autonomous
	71
	3.8501
	1.56827

	 
	Growth Venture
	36
	3.6944
	1.23796

	 
	New Venture
	37
	3.9730
	.89711

	 
	Total
	619
	3.7240
	1.57125

	ql1g
	Fully autonomous
	475
	1.7788
	1.21731

	 
	Partially autonomous
	72
	1.6239
	.98867

	 
	Growth Venture
	36
	1.9722
	.99960

	 
	New Venture
	37
	2.0811
	.95389

	 
	Total
	620
	1.7900
	1.16900



Table 8: Entrepreneurial Intensity ANOVA

	 
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	ql1d
	Between Groups
	7.428
	3
	2.476
	.930
	.426

	 
	Within Groups
	1639.592
	616
	2.662
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1647.021
	619
	 
	 
	 

	ql1e
	Between Groups
	1.489
	3
	.496
	.185
	.907

	 
	Within Groups
	1655.587
	617
	2.683
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1657.076
	620
	 
	 
	 

	ql1f
	Between Groups
	4.071
	3
	1.357
	.548
	.649

	 
	Within Groups
	1521.656
	615
	2.474
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1525.727
	618
	 
	 
	 

	ql1g
	Between Groups
	6.377
	3
	2.126
	1.560
	.198

	 
	Within Groups
	839.529
	616
	1.363
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	845.906
	619
	 
	 
	 


Table 9: Career Reasons Descriptives

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	qg1g
	Fully autonomous
	477
	4.2128
	1.94441

	 
	Partially autonomous
	72
	4.2241
	1.94313

	 
	Growth Venture
	33
	4.3333
	.85391

	 
	New Venture
	34
	4.3529
	1.04105

	 
	Total
	616
	4.2283
	1.86007

	qg1j
	Fully autonomous
	472
	2.7017
	1.83717

	 
	Partially autonomous
	72
	2.9268
	2.12447

	 
	Growth Venture
	33
	2.4848
	1.46033

	 
	New Venture
	33
	3.5758
	1.34699

	 
	Total
	610
	2.7638
	1.84121

	qg1k
	Fully autonomous
	477
	4.0889
	1.93142

	 
	Partially autonomous
	72
	4.1813
	1.95282

	 
	Growth Venture
	33
	4.2424
	.86712

	 
	New Venture
	35
	4.1714
	.82197

	 
	Total
	617
	4.1126
	1.84406

	qg1n
	Fully autonomous
	475
	3.2661
	1.97679

	 
	Partially autonomous
	72
	3.7615
	1.87888

	 
	Growth Venture
	33
	4.0909
	.84275

	 
	New Venture
	35
	3.7143
	1.01667

	 
	Total
	615
	3.3938
	1.89198


Table 10: Career Reasons ANOVA

	 
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	qg1g
	Between Groups
	1.008
	3
	.336
	.097
	.962

	 
	Within Groups
	2126.801
	612
	3.475
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	2127.809
	615
	 
	 
	 

	qg1j
	Between Groups
	28.057
	3
	9.352
	2.783
	.040

	 
	Within Groups
	2036.476
	606
	3.361
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	2064.533
	609
	 
	 
	 

	qg1k
	Between Groups
	1.285
	3
	.428
	.125
	.945

	 
	Within Groups
	2093.461
	613
	3.415
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	2094.746
	616
	 
	 
	 

	qg1n
	Between Groups
	37.116
	3
	12.372
	3.498
	.015

	 
	Within Groups
	2160.761
	611
	3.536
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	2197.877
	614
	 
	 
	 


Table 11: Role Reasons Descriptives

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	qg1d
	Fully autonomous
	476
	1.6317
	1.30640

	 
	Partially autonomous
	71
	1.6073
	1.29163

	 
	Growth Venture
	33
	1.9697
	1.21153

	 
	New Venture
	35
	2.0857
	1.35845

	 
	Total
	615
	1.6729
	1.30594

	qg1i
	Fully autonomous
	473
	2.1562
	1.53768

	 
	Partially autonomous
	71
	2.1018
	1.57781

	 
	Growth Venture
	33
	2.6970
	1.33428

	 
	New Venture
	33
	3.4545
	1.32502

	 
	Total
	610
	2.2493
	1.55028



Table 12: Role Reasons ANOVA

	 
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	qg1d
	Between Groups
	9.984
	3
	3.328
	1.960
	.119

	 
	Within Groups
	1037.174
	611
	1.698
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1047.158
	614
	 
	 
	 

	qg1i
	Between Groups
	60.199
	3
	20.066
	8.664
	.000

	 
	Within Groups
	1403.447
	606
	2.316
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1463.645
	609
	 
	 
	 


Table 13: Satisfaction Descriptives

	 
	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ql1m
	Fully autonomous
	475
	3.9072
	1.63951

	 
	Partially autonomous
	70
	4.0609
	1.55110

	 
	Growth Venture
	35
	4.0857
	.85307

	 
	New Venture
	36
	4.2778
	.84890

	 
	Total
	616
	3.9564
	1.55981

	ql1p
	Fully autonomous
	476
	3.2546
	1.68779

	 
	Partially autonomous
	71
	3.5123
	1.66905

	 
	Growth Venture
	35
	4.0857
	.98134

	 
	New Venture
	37
	3.3784
	1.25502

	 
	Total
	619
	3.3385
	1.64024



Table 14: Satisfaction ANOVA

	 
	 
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	ql1m
	Between Groups
	6.218
	3
	2.073
	.851
	.466

	 
	Within Groups
	1490.088
	612
	2.435
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1496.307
	615
	 
	 
	 

	ql1p
	Between Groups
	25.100
	3
	8.367
	3.142
	.025

	 
	Within Groups
	1637.551
	615
	2.663
	 
	 

	 
	Total
	1662.651
	618
	 
	 
	 


� Curran cites a House of Commons Library paper that reports that the government spent an estimated £1.1billion for assistance to small business for the period between 1980 and 1985 alone � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Curran</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>1148</RecNum><record><rec-number>1148</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="a0vfaz5eff52zpew2sb5zardtdvda5pefsz0">1148</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Curran, James</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>What is Small Business Policy in the UK For?  Evaluation and Assessing Small Business Policies</title><secondary-title>International Small Business Journal</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>International Small Business Journal</full-title></periodical><pages>36-50</pages><volume>18</volume><number>3</number><dates><year>2000</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Curran, J. (2000) International Small Business Journal, 18, 36-50.�.  


� Source: http://www.fasttrac.org/pages/factsheet.cfm


� A subsequent study, the PSED II was released in May of 2007 that will follow a new group of nascent entrepreneurs over a three-year period.


� Source: http://www.dti.gov.uk/bbf/small-business/index.html


� Source: http://www.sba.gov


� Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cofc.edu/~shaverk" ��http://www.cofc.edu/~shaverk�. 


� A current list of research projects associated with the PSED are available through the Kauffman Research Portal  at http://research.kauffman.org/cwp/appmanager/research
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