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Abstract: The main goal of this article is to appraise the existence of different patterns of the En-
trepreneurial Ecosystems, to identify its relationship with Entrepreneurial Initiative, and recommend
entrepreneurship policies that may influence the growth of entrepreneurial action. Without evi-
dence on entrepreneurial ecosystems landscape and what determinants stimulate entrepreneurship
in a given environment, policies could become flawed and miss the target. To address research pur-
poses, the analysis was performed using data extracted from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
(GEM) Database carried out between 2010 and 2016. To ensure a longitudinal perspective, it was used
a balanced panel approach followed by Logistic Regression estimations. The article offers a novel
and systematic approach, the Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Taxonomy, to overcome a disaggregated
perspective on entrepreneurial ecosystems, between individual and context levels. Empirical findings
capture four different country profiles, based on two measures: Entrepreneurial ecosystems and
entrepreneurial initiative. The results allow to compare the four groups and appraise significant
disparities around entrepreneurship determinants, namely, the education factor. While education is
commonly recognized as a positive influence on entrepreneurship, the results suggest a contradictory
effect. The existence of differentiated profiles and its determinants points outs the importance of
developing specific entrepreneurship policy packages attending group specificities.

Keywords: entrepreneurial ecosystems; entrepreneurial initiative; entrepreneurial ecosystem
taxonomy; Global Entrepreneurship Monitor

1. Introduction

The complexity of economic, societal and global challenges turned entrepreneurship
into a powerful instrument to nurture business growth [1]. Its connection to innovation, job
creation, and economic development made entrepreneurship a ubiquitous topic in the en-
trepreneurial policy literature [2]. During the last three decades, academics, practitioners,
and policymakers encouraged by a fervent interest on discovering what influences en-
trepreneurship, presented mostly disarticulated approaches focused on the entrepreneur
and on the entrepreneurial venture. More recently, the topic was redressed towards a more
complex and systemic perspective resulting on the emergence of entrepreneurial ecosystems
concept, where the entrepreneur and the entrepreneurial venture along with other contextual
elements interrelate. The recognition of entrepreneurial ecosystems (EEs) as a community
of multiple stakeholders concerned to create favorable environments to support new ven-
tures [2] reinforced the importance of entrepreneurship policy [3]. In fact, during the last
years, countries embedded entrepreneurship at the core of their public policies reflect-
ing a strong commitment to foster broadly entrepreneurial spirit [4]. As a result, most
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of the countries have implemented entrepreneurship strategies and practical measures to
ignite entrepreneurship and create conditions for entrepreneurs to act and strive.

The expansion of entrepreneurship support measures, the raise of entrepreneurship
awareness, as well as the creation of strong entrepreneurial communities contributed
to stimulate a global entrepreneurial climate [1]. Its progressive importance turned en-
trepreneurship a focal point of interest and raised the attention to a “new-fangled” and mul-
tidimensional paradigm revealing the need to observe the phenomenon through the lens
of the individual, the company and the context [5].

The encouragement to implement supportive policies towards entrepreneurship
in a global scale pushed economies to manage entrepreneurial ecosystems differently
triggering the emergence of structural differences among underdeveloped, emergent, or de-
veloped countries [6]. As EEs gained preponderance, their space of action was expanded,
leveraging an international perspective around the phenomenon revealing the importance
of grasping the different realities [7,8].

The formulation of several theories around entrepreneurial ecosystems contributed
to the expansion of the literature focused on their elements and dynamics offering new,
complementary, and even contradictory perspectives about EEs and their complexity.
The results allowed to obtain theoretical contributions and empirical evidence about en-
trepreneurial ecosystems and entrepreneurial initiative, but its connection is still underde-
veloped, along with its differences among countries [2,9]. Indeed, although entrepreneurial
ecosystems could act as an enhancer of entrepreneurial activities [10], and entrepreneurs
are more likely to engage in ecosystems with higher performance, the studies are still scarce
exploring the entrepreneurship policy approaches in this milieu [11].

Recently, Content et al. [12] linked entrepreneurial ecosystems, entrepreneurial initia-
tive, and economic growth within European regions and concluded that entrepreneurial
ecosystems “matters and matters differently in different regions” unleashing the usage of new
perspectives to explain the influence of entrepreneurship policies. On one hand, conven-
tional metrics used to evaluate the entrepreneurship outputs, such as the number of new
employments or businesses created, do not entirely apprehend the quality or performance
of the ecosystem. On the other hand, if the objective is to foster the efficiency of EEs
to tackle national challenges and grasp for efficient entrepreneurship policies, then it is
important to explore their dimensions, considering territorial differences and their impact
on business creation initiatives [13].

The global interdependence of other external factors as gross domestic product, un-
employment or public debt impact world economies pushing the adoption of long-term
public policies to overcome vulnerabilities and ensure economic renewal to face business
downturns [14]. Instigated by competitiveness levels, entrepreneurial activity is superior
in less developed economies and lower in extremely competitive economies [1]. More,
in these environments, entrepreneurial spirit appears in capsulated structures, which recalls
the need to assess the quality of EEs and entrepreneurship rates [1].

EEs follow an evolutionary perspective [11] and comprise several actors, and like
any life cycle, if their actors do not contribute to their preservation, the EEs will decline.
Therefore, the ecosystems should be sustainable and adaptable, permitting adjustments
under the effect of turbulences [8]. Consequently, entrepreneurial ecosystems differ, evolve
over time and influence entrepreneurial initiatives differently, depending on the individ-
uals and their perception about the place where they are embedded. Moreover, given
the specificities of each context, entrepreneurs face unique challenges and their willingness
to enterprise is volatile.

To the best of our knowledge, no prior research attempts to explore the connection
between entrepreneurial ecosystems and entrepreneurial initiative through a multidi-
mensional and quantitative perspective [15] using an entrepreneurship policy approach,
grounded on a taxonomic model. Inspired by the academic gap, this paper empirically
tests a taxonomy aiming to provide an overview of EEs differences and similarities be-
tween countries [8,16] following context-specificities [17]. Additionally, the study seeks



Sustainability 2021, 13, 4065 3 of 26

to provide quantitative evidence around EEs, allowing policymakers to fine-tune policy
measures concerning entrepreneurship. The present work aims to address the following
research questions: (1) “How does entrepreneurial ecosystems relate to entrepreneurial
initiative?” and (2) “Does entrepreneurial ecosystems and entrepreneurial initiative differ
from a country perspective?”

Considering this framework, particularly to entrepreneurship initiative, the main goal
of the present article is to appraise the existence of different patterns of EEs, to identify
the relationship with entrepreneurial initiative, and to identify entrepreneurship policies
that may influence the growth of entrepreneurial action. Therefore, the final purpose of
the study is to offer an integrative perspective about the EE phenomenon. Ultimately,
the article seeks to contribute to grasp for more effective and adequate entrepreneurship
policies according to individual and context singularities, improving entrepreneurship at
large.

To address research questions, the present study splits into two main parts. Firstly, to
expose the theoretical multidimensionality of the topic, is conducted a review on the most
relevant contributions on entrepreneurial initiative and entrepreneurial ecosystems is
conducted. Secondly, the empirical study analyses 21 economies relying on Global En-
trepreneurship Monitor (GEM) database, within a timespan of 7 years.

Overall, this study makes three contributions. First, it takes a novel a systematic
approach to tackle the relation between EE and EI, through the creation of a new com-
parative tool—Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Taxonomy (EET)—at country-level. Second,
the comparison grounded on EET allows to establish four different profiles—Die-Hard,
Go-Getter, Sugar-Coated, and Front-Runners—and to identify their divergent and similar
EI determinants. At last, and following the results, an Entrepreneurship Policy Framework
is presented with recommendations for policymakers with different directions to promote
EI within contexts. By providing empirical evidence on within groups determinants of EI,
the design entrepreneurship policies can be distinguished and become more effective.

After this introduction, the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the two
main concepts—entrepreneurial ecosystems and entrepreneurial initiative and presents
the theoretical framework. Section 3 exposes the methodology design regarding data collec-
tion and the analysis of the results following a quantitative perspective. Section 4 discusses
the results and findings in light of previous studies. Section 5 presents the conclusions of
the study, main limitations and future research perspectives.

2. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: A Review

As entrepreneurship gained popularity, over the past two decades, academics and
practitioners contributed with a plethora of studies on different topics, namely, ven-
ture financing, corporate entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship and sustainability,
entrepreneurial cognition, women and minority entrepreneurs, global entrepreneurial
movement, family businesses, and entrepreneurial education [7]. The contributions pro-
posed eclectic approaches, ranging from the individual, firm, region or country level.

Entrepreneurship has an interdisciplinary nature proved by the links with economics,
managements, psychology, which may be extended to other academic fields. The recognition
of entrepreneurship as a critical source of economic development and growth in most
counties [7,18] has increased the need of analyzing the underlining dynamics of new venture
creation, since it depends on the interdependency of multiple context-based factors [19].

The concept of entrepreneurial ecosystems has captured the attention of researchers,
practitioners and policymakers, during the last decade, leading to the explosion of this
stream of research [17,19–24]. Consistently, different perspectives around the phenomenon
were produced contributing to enlarge the scope of the topic, yet compromising the nar-
rowness needed to understand its multidimensionality in depth [23].

While entrepreneurship dependency on the context is documented and its impact
is marked by a bundle of different actors, the literature around EEs attempted to inves-
tigate and understand the ecosystems within respect to their constituents [20,25,26] and
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the relation between these elements [24] throughout their life cycles [20]. Such studies
allowed to capture a wide variety of EE configurations and highlighted their heterogeneous
nature [27], evidencing the existence of nascent [25] and mature ecosystems [13] with
diverse configurations.

More recent research on EEs tends to inspect the determinants of entrepreneurial ac-
tivity using an exogenous approach, withdrawing the entrepreneur from the “picture” [26].
Entrepreneurs are individuals who recognize an opportunity and act, but they are not in iso-
lation since they are dependent of certain elements to strive, as resources, infrastructures
and support mechanisms [26].

Despite the insights gathered from the extensive research, the entrepreneurial ecosys-
tem domain still remains conceptually fragmented [6] as the underlying mechanisms that
influence entrepreneurs to take initiative and act are uncovered [26].

Prior studies demonstrate that entrepreneurial activity includes, simultaneously,
“wannabe” entrepreneurs and, simultaneously, already established ventures, identify-
ing different entrepreneurial types and phases of entrepreneurship [28]. It is important
to unveil what countries are involved and to establish comparisons to underpin the de-
terminants of entrepreneurial initiative in multiple settings. As entrepreneurial activity is
the process by which individuals generate occasions for innovation [29] referring to early
stage and established ventures, while entrepreneurial initiative encompasses the tentative
of setting-up a business. As the environments affects the dynamics of entrepreneurial
initiative, and being the entrepreneur embedded in a certain environment, the nexus
between entrepreneurial ecosystems and entrepreneurial initiative cannot be disentan-
gled from the entrepreneur and its individual characteristics [30]. This connection can
provide effective insights about the discrepancies across countries and regions regarding
entrepreneurship.

EEs are dynamic, local, social, institutional, and cultural processes that aim to nurture
new venture creation and business growth [31]. This conceptual definition is aligned with
the regional development literature, grounded on its geographical dimension to explain
differences concerning social and economic performances, by appraising innovation or
employment as outcomes [22]. At the same time, EEs are highlighted as the external envi-
ronment of the business initiative where different combinations of processes or elements are
set together, favoring entrepreneurial initiatives. Countries with fertile EEs and exhibiting
high-quality entrepreneurship support services turn to be very attractive to entrepreneurs,
broadening the outcome of the phenomenon, and facilitating entrepreneurs to develop
their business with fewer obstacles [20].

The research contributions on entrepreneurial ecosystems continue to emerge but
a deep understanding around how EE emerge, their change and how endogenous and
exogenous factors influence them need to be appraised and compared among regions [24].

2.1. Entrepreneur and Entrepreneurial Initiative

Schumpeter considers entrepreneurs an innovators who challenge the status quo by
exploiting opportunities that generate new organizational and technological innovations
forcing others to react, instigating new business cycles and market change [28]. There-
fore, entrepreneurship entails a process of discovery, evaluation and exploitation of new
goods and services and the entrepreneur serve as the person who act to achieve those
purposes [29].

It is acknowledged that some individuals behave more entrepreneurially than others,
and to better understand such differences and uncover what ignites entrepreneurs to initiate
a business, a large stream of research devoted their attention to explore entrepreneurs’
inner characteristics.

Commonly, analyzing entrepreneurial initiative entails the individual behavior and
its ability to seize an opportunity, but not acknowledging the environment and its effect
on the opportunity exploitation or individual desire to enterprise, narrows the phenomenon.
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According to Holcombe [30], knowledge and entrepreneurship are closely related
considering that individuals may require specific knowledge, in a certain time and place, to
seize entrepreneurial opportunities and act. The entrepreneur’s endowment is expressed
by education, skills and experience, and inspiration [31] influencing the opportunity
recognition and ability to act [29]. Therefore, the entrepreneur is an “orchestrator” as
she/he needs to combine multiple domains to access and mobilize the necessary resources
to create a new venture.

Entrepreneurs take an active and self-starting approach [32] by spotting opportunities
in the environment and use creativity, resilience, resourcefulness, vision, and optimism
among others to bring innovation [31]. As a result, entrepreneurial initiative conducts
individuals to achieve better results, a superior performance, be more innovative and
entrepreneurial in general [33].

Analyzing entrepreneurial initiative only through exogenous factors has small ex-
planatory power, as they usually influence directly intentions and behavior indirectly,
through attitude changes as suggested by Ajzen and its Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB)
The work of Ajzen [34] is of paramount importance as it explains the behavior of en-
trepreneurs and predicts entrepreneurial initiative. The TPB argues that entrepreneurial
intention generally depends on perceptions of individuals’ attractiveness, social norms
and feasibility, conditioned by a situational dimension. A role-model can act as a “game-
changer” influencing the desirability to enterprise and enhance individual’s awareness
about an entrepreneurial career. The role-model may influence individual’s self-efficacy,
raising their perception of skills, knowledge and managerial competences which will in-
crease the opportunity recognition. Therefore, to encourage entrepreneurial initiative and
new venture creation, individuals and stakeholders perception about skills and opportunity
to act must be positive [35]. Following this perspective, there are three relevant conditions
that can be acknowledged as underpinning the entrepreneurial initiative, namely, the ex-
pected outcomes and desirability, the perceived social norms and self-efficacy (confidence).
The availability of multiple theoretical and empirical works based on the TPB evidenced
these factors as determinants of entrepreneurial behavior [36,37].

The Theory of Human Capital suggests that superior results are achieved in the con-
text of entrepreneurship when background and experience are relevant on the business
domain [31] appraising education in its different levels (primary, secondary, tertiary, formal,
informal, vocational, or on-the job) as central contribution to economic growth [38]. Given
the connection of this theory with the economics field, Sweetland [38] agrees that education
has an economic component, that provides benefits to the individual and society. Moreover,
cognitive factors related to knowledge and necessary skills to enterprise turn individuals
more productive and efficient [36].

Entrepreneurship training and education exposes individuals to stories and cases of
the discovery and exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities, thus providing students
with examples that they can relate to when encountering market gaps and undervalued
resources [37]. Examples of successful entrepreneurs within the community provide a cen-
tral focus for discussing the benefits and possibilities of entrepreneurship and demonstrate
that it is a potential career path for students coming out of lower levels of education [18].

The entrepreneur has a central place in the EE and is the core actor in building and
sustaining the ecosystem [39]. To date, several theories and models were applied to explain
entrepreneurial initiative. However, to the best of our knowledge, the entrepreneurship
research field lacks explanation about the relationship between individuals and their
environment and the effect of this relationship on entrepreneurial initiative.

Emerging from the precedent debate, three aspects need further consideration: (1) En-
trepreneurs are influenced by several factors, namely those related to individual char-
acteristics; (2) entrepreneurs do not act in isolation and suffer influence from external
driving forces; and (3) the entrepreneur is not only an outcome of the ecosystem but a key
player contributing to its generation and maintenance, bi-directionally affected. Following
the literature, Hypothesis 1 is formulated:
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Hypothesis 1. Raising education levels enhance entrepreneurial initiative.

2.2. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

Entrepreneurial ecosystems represent an emergent area of research as the attention
in the concept crosses different disciplines. The raise of the field as contributed to an evolv-
ing discussion with a significant number of studies produced in the past years. As the pro-
liferation of studies about entrepreneurial ecosystems increased, the topic gained a less
consolidated overview, presenting fragmented perspectives, which is reflected by a large
number of current debates about its definition and scope. Entrepreneurial ecosystems
are multi-actor and multi-scalar phenomenon which therefore entails personalized policy
interventions [19].

2.2.1. Concepts

As an “underdeveloped” concept, diverse definitions of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems
are presented in the literature. The entrepreneur is unquestionably a central actor in the en-
trepreneurial ecosystem and therefore the influence of other actors on the pathway of
new venture creation must be determined [15]. The definition proposed by Stam [27]
acknowledges “the entrepreneurial ecosystem as a set of interdependent actors and factors
coordinated in such a way that they enable productive entrepreneurship”, conducting indi-
viduals to act and add value to the society. On one hand, the entrepreneurial environment
determines significantly whether and how entrepreneurship occurs, but on the other hand,
the EE is also influenced by the entrepreneur behavior, in a reciprocal relationship [40].
The traditional perspective of entrepreneurial ecosystems implies the “interconnected set
of entrepreneurial stakeholders in a regional entrepreneurial environment that fosters engagement
in entrepreneurship to contribute to a prosperous regional economy” [40]. According to Brown
and Mason [19] entrepreneurial ecosystems are linked to local economic development
and promote new businesses as entrepreneurial actors, organizations, institutions and
processes formally and informally mingle to connect, mediate, and control the performance
within the local environment. Disregarding the interconnection of elements and tailoring
entrepreneurship apart from own local circumstances can lead to perverse outcomes [41],
particularly if lacks the presence of entrepreneurs.

2.2.2. Agents

The observation of failed entrepreneurship policies permitted to confirm that replica-
tion strategies to boost entrepreneurship is a trap as the coordination of a complex bundle
of factors is connected to local conditions [42]. The selection of factors to turn places more
attractive to enterprise and how the EE development is carried emphasizes the importance
of a systemic overview of the concept. This is noted by De Brito and Leitão [43] since there
is a preponderance on the constituents of the EE and its interaction among research results.

The entrepreneurial ecosystems concept soars from the seminal work untaken by Isen-
berg [44] and rapidly become an important reference to the field. Isenberg [44] believed
that entrepreneurial ecosystems “represents a novel cost-effective strategy for stimulating
economic prosperity” as a reaction to policy faults. The withdrawn of entrepreneurship
as a policy priority, the lack of clear objectives towards entrepreneurship and the depre-
ciation of entrepreneurship as a career option undertake the conditions to support self-
sustained entrepreneurship. The proposed entrepreneurship ecosystem framework entails
twelve elements combined in six domains—policy, finance, culture, supports, human capital,
and markets—comprehending a complex interaction with “high bandwidth” nature.

While Isenberg [44] omitted causal paths in his framework, Stam [27] acknowledges
EEs as a bundle of different factors and actors that interact organized to developed favorable
environments towards entrepreneurship with entrepreneurial activity as the natural output.
The author also presents the term productive entrepreneurship which encompasses a large
understanding about entrepreneurial activity, including its total value, ranging from new
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businesses to failed enterprises. Therefore, the framework proposed distinguishes conditions,
outputs, and outcomes, but disregards the entrepreneurial initiative as a separated action.

The literature acknowledges the importance of relational and institutional foundations
to stimulate a dynamic interaction between multiple actors, institutions, and processes [3].
The authors propose a taxonomy with entrepreneurial actors, entrepreneurial resource
providers, entrepreneurial connectors and entrepreneurial orientation. Within this concept,
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial infrastructures are central tenets to the system, with
individuals influencing the local dynamics and emergence of EEs. Resource providers
enable the transition of new ventures into potential growing firms, as diverse financial
sources or accelerator programs. EEs typically consume a myriad of connections, based
in formal and informal networks, which facilitate and complement new venture needs,
contributing to raise a community perspective. The third stream of the taxonomy refers to
culture and its impact as a key influence of the ecosystems. For instance, countries that have
higher levels of entrepreneurship typically reflect an effective abundance of role-models,
attracting more entrepreneurs.

Cao and Shi [2] review the EE literature and proposes a conceptual model for three en-
trepreneurial ecosystem dynamics based on resource (entrepreneurs and support resources),
interaction (stakeholders’ connection and network) and governance (policy tools) logic
in emerging economies, as the phenomenon is mostly studied in developing economies.
Using the level of economic development (indicated by GDP per capita), high growth
potential (GDP growth rate) and stability of free market (market support institutions)
the authors focused on 15 countries and used World Bank and GEM 2018 databases to
understand how EEs works in such contexts. By providing a comprehensive framework of
EEs dynamics and appraise factors that hampers the creation of new businesses—digital
absence, resource scarcities, structural gaps and institutional voids—without neglecting
that EEs are driven by individual opportunity interest.

Ecosystem management must be dedicated on whether the ecosystem as a full system,
rather than pure economic and structural inducements, supports new venture creations
and scale-ups [45]. As EEs comprise a multiplicity of different stakeholders or backup
programs (regional/subnational/national governments, public sector bodies, and private
organizations), more mature ecosystems might present a high level of institutional thickness
reflecting an effective coordination between a sizable number of stakeholders with common
objectives and vision of regional development [45].

According to [46] a region with high better economic performance may be better
prepared to stimulate high growth ventures, but, at the same time, the presence of sev-
eral innovation-driven companies will conduct to higher levels of competitiveness and
prosperity. For instance, the case of Silicon Valley or Berlin presents a significant growth
on entrepreneurial performance during the last years withdrawing the attention of other
geographical pools of possible interest from less developed cases. As a consequence,
many researchers attempted to determine how the community was generated and how
it flourished along the years [47].

The growth of businesses reflects a stronger economy and in prosper environments
job opportunities increase, diminishing the interest of individuals to enterprise, suggesting
an undesirable relationship among economic development and entrepreneurial activity.
In a contrary association, countries innovation-driven exhibit wider firm landscape disper-
sal with larger and smaller companies, industry and services, carrying a favorable prospect
to the emergence of entrepreneurs.

Following the work of Porter [48], countries can be characterized according to their
stage of economic development: Factor, efficient, and innovative-driven. Concerning
entrepreneurship, while countries placed in factor driven stages display high rates of self-
employment, the efficiency-driven countries face a reduction of entrepreneurial activity as
the economy becomes more competitive and stable [49].

This goes in line with various studies that have shown that outcomes and antecedents
of entrepreneurship differ for different groups of countries according to level of develop-
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ment [50]. More, the success of EEs depends on the quality and quantity of interactions
between internal and external stakeholders [51]. Hence, Hypotheses 2 and 3 are proposed:

Hypothesis 2. Better entrepreneurial ecosystems reinforce entrepreneurial initiative.

Hypothesis 3. Providing high quality entrepreneurial ecosystems along with higher education
leverages entrepreneurial initiative.

2.2.3. Stages

On the work conducted by the World Economic Forum focused on understanding how
entrepreneurship interrelates with economic competitiveness, what are the underlining
conditions and how policymaking influences entrepreneurship, the results evidence that
high entrepreneurial activity is exclusive to economies with low competitiveness [1]. Also,
the study presents the preconditions to enterprise divided in four classifications: (1) En-
trepreneurial connections; (2) awareness of opportunities; (3) inherent entrepreneurial skills;
and (4) risk taking culture. The report also acknowledges in terms of policymaking, the type
of entrepreneurial economy in which entrepreneurship policies are conducted, the desired
entrepreneurial outcomes and the levers available to support the results. The promptness
of individuals to conduit entrepreneurial efforts is not homogenous across geographic
space and is affected by idiosyncratic preferences, regional characteristics and resources
availability [52]. Thus, higher entrepreneurial capital, hence more knowledgeable individ-
uals, within a region conduit to raise opportunity recognition and entrepreneurial ventures
affecting positively economic growth. But an inverse relationship is also proven, with
economic growth stimulating entrepreneurship. Audretsch and Keilbach [52] provide
a heterogeneous picture about entrepreneurship phenomenon and its connection with
economic growth, pointing that knowledge may not be satisfactory to guarantee com-
petitiveness. With empirical evidence from Germany, the results point that investments
in knowledge may have an inequitable impact on regions, suggesting that public policy
must facilitate spill over and commercialization of knowledge through the encouragement
of entrepreneurship.

The distinctive dynamics of entrepreneurship within countries underpinned sev-
eral studies focusing emerging and developing economies, reflecting the inadequacy of
a unidimensional perspective to understand a multidimensional phenomenon.

Marič et al. [53] unveil the difference between highly developed and emerging countries
evidencing that countries with stronger and more developed economies have a negative effect
on early-stage entrepreneurial activity and individuals tend to engage less in necessity-driven
entrepreneurship. In contrary, countries that are growing faster, exhibit low unemployment
rates and individuals tend to pursue opportunity driven entrepreneurship.

Roundy [9] introduces the differences between emerging and developed places indicat-
ing striking disparities between their resources, as less support organizations, network, pool
of talent or role-models occur. Such differences suggest that specific policy approaches must
follow the variation and size of entrepreneurial ecosystems. According to Cao and Shi [2],
the emerging economies exhibit similarities including digital absence, resources scarcities,
structural gaps, and institutional holes. The shortage of digitalization could notably coerce
the prosperity of entrepreneurial ecosystems as impacts transversally business creation.
Regarding insufficient resources, emerging economies should leverage international knowl-
edge connections to stimulate the contact and knowledge capture. As the government
support programs are limited, new businesses do not have conditions to attract high-quality
personnel, evidencing resources inadequacy.

As the assortment of entrepreneurship and environment become important, the evolu-
tionary stages of entrepreneurial ecosystems in both developed and emerging countries
lacks explanation [6]. Indeed, the diversity of contexts should be investigated by pondering
alternative elements of the ecosystems, along with a time and space reflexion.
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2.3. Taxonomy

The multidimensional complexity of entrepreneurial ecosystems and its place-sensitiveness
supports the analysis of the phenomenon through the lens of nations.

Studies tend to rely on countries that exhibit mature or emerging economies [11], leav-
ing behind “places that don’t matter” [54]. The entrepreneurial process and the evolution
of ecosystems results from dynamic changes along time, as entrepreneurial ecosystems
cannot be instantly built encompassing years of constant efforts [20]. Each ecosystem
(or potential ecosystem) should be considered as unique, with distinctive characteristics
requiring location-specific programs and support [11]. For the authors, “peripheral places”
regularly struggle with the lack of social, cultural and critical thinking and economic
resources, making those EE lag behind when compared to more advanced environments.

Although the progression of the studies, entrepreneurship policymaking tends to
be complex since entrepreneurial action depends on individual motives and the context
in which they are embedded. Without evidence on entrepreneurial ecosystems landscape
and what determinants stimulate entrepreneurship in a given environment, policies could
become flawed and miss the target.

Considering the prior mentioned research, the present study extracts two main di-
mensions related to entrepreneurial ecosystem phenomenon, specifically, entrepreneurial
ecosystem quality and entrepreneurial initiative. This approach emphasizes the relation-
ship between entrepreneurial ecosystems quality using a country-based perspective and its
connection with entrepreneurial initiative of individuals [2,9,53] and uses the performance
average as a threshold to assess its positioning.

The taxonomy represented in Figure 1 offers a model that encompasses two variables—
country Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Quality (EEQ) and individual Entrepreneurial Initiative
(EI). The Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Taxonomy (EET) is a classification system that pro-
vides four typologies of different EEs deployed under two main sources of empirical
evidence (EEQ and EI). The classification breaks the world of EEs into categories, ordering,
comparing, and clustering countries without losing sight of the latent richness and diversity
that exists within the type [55]. This system acknowledges that EEs are either all similar
or are all individually inimitable, asserting the multidimensional nature of each typology.
In this perspective, the taxonomy offers an ordered scheme, grounded on the recognition
of specific similarities, consistent with previous theoretical and practical studies. Follow-
ing the recommendations of Rich [55] the EEs taxonomy provides four major divisions,
within the first group (Die-Hard type) and the last group (Front-Runners type) representing
the lowest and the highest category levels. The specific typologies of EET are Die-Hard,
Go-Getter, Sugar-Coated, and Front-Runners. Die-Hard type is considered the inferior
position within EET framework and refers to countries with lower levels of EEQ and EI.
The usage of Die-Hard evidence the inexorable lack of conditions and efforts to enterprise.
The second position, Go-Getter, captures more ambitious individuals expressing higher
EI. These economies reveal a shortage of EEs conditions and, consequently, a poorer EEQ.
The third type is named Sugar-Coated and addresses countries with attractive EEs. This tax-
onomic position evidence limited EI opposing to outstanding context conditions. At last,
Front-Runner’s type represents the leading economies in both dimensions, evidencing
higher levels of EEQ and EI.

In sum, the EET model highlights the diversity of EEQ and EI, deploying a classifica-
tion system capable of characterizing economies according to four different positions.
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Figure 1. Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Taxonomy.

3. Methodology

The methodology employed was based on the development of a balanced panel with
multiple countries, followed by a logistic regression to link entrepreneurial initiative and
entrepreneurial ecosystems.

3.1. Database

The analysis was performed using data extracted from the Global Entrepreneur-
ship Monitor (GEM) Database carried out between 2010 and 2016. GEM represents
the large survey-based research on entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial ecosystems
around the world on an annual basis (methodological details concerning the data collec-
tion can be found in https://www.gemconsortium.org/wiki/1599, accessed 1 April 2020).
The work developed by Reynolds et al. [56] and Levie and Autio [57] were seminal contri-
butions to GEM framework and allowed to tackle different dimensions of the multi-faceted
EE phenomenon and measure EI. As reported by several authors [12,56,58,59] GEM offers
a solid theoretical framework allowing to capture heterogenic, large, reliable, and compara-
ble data about entrepreneurship environment and activity, worldwide. For the purpose
of the study, the data extracted corresponds to 7 years, covering a recent economic cycle
(available data details can be found in https://www.gemconsortium.org/data, accessed
1 April 2020). The inclusion of a large number of countries within the balanced panel,
limited the period of the study, thereby, excluding the last available dataset (2017).

GEM framework is based on two levels of analysis [24]: Micro—based on individ-
uals, and macro—extracted from experts to report the ecosystem’s support conditions.
Concerning micro-level purposes, the model captures Entrepreneurial Initiative (EI) and
provides significant associations between entrepreneurship and individuals’ attitudes,
beliefs, and characteristics. On a macro-level, the Entrepreneurial Framework Conditions
(EFCs) proposed by Levie and Autio [37] intends to mirror the EE as the exogenous en-
vironment and understand the effect of context on new venture creation, through nine
conditions: Finance, Government Policies, Governmental Programs, Education and Train-
ing, R&D Transfer, Commercial and Service Infrastructures, Market Openness, Physical
Infrastructures, and Cultural and Social Norms. GEM admits a positive effect of the EE on
EI [37] but its impact on EI along EE quality using a country-group perspective are still
uncovered, to the best of our knowledge.

3.2. Variables

The variables used (dependent, predictors and controls) were extracted from the GEM
APS 2016 and are described in Table 1. Additionally, a variable to capture the overall

https://www.gemconsortium.org/wiki/1599
https://www.gemconsortium.org/data
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economic context was included, through the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita of
each country, to appraise purchasing power parity, collected from the World Bank database
(available data details can be found in https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.
MKTP.CD, accessed 1 May 2020).

Table 1. Variable description.

Variable Description Type

Entrepreneurial Initiative (EI) 1 = individuals currently trying to set up a business.
0 = otherwise Binary

Gender (GEN) 1 = female individuals. 0 = otherwise Binary

Age (AGE) L1 = under 18 years; L2 = 18–24 years; L3 = 25–34 years; L4 = 35–44 years;
L5 = 45–54 years; L6 = 55–64 years; L7 = more than 65 years. Multinomial

Education (EDU) L0 = no education; L1 = pre-primary education; L2 = primary;
L3 = secondary; L4 = practical courses; L5 = degree; L6 = master or upper. Multinomial

Social Context (SOC) 1 = individuals that personally know someone who started a business.
0 = otherwise. Binary

Opportunity Recognition (POR) 1 = individuals that recognize future business opportunities.
0 = otherwise. Binary

Skills Perception (SKP) 1 = individuals that perceive having the skills and knowledge to
enterprise. 0 = otherwise. Binary

Fear to Fail (FTF) 1 = individuals that fears failure. 0 = otherwise. Binary

Social Regulation (SOR) 1 = individuals that prefer similar standards of living. 0 = otherwise. Binary

Entrepreneurial Desirability (END) 1 = individuals that consider entrepreneurship a desirable career choice.
0 = otherwise. Binary

Entrepreneurship Status (ENS) 1 = individuals that consider entrepreneurship as having a high level of
status. 0 = otherwise. Binary

Entrepreneurship Exposure (EEX) 1 = individuals exposed to entrepreneurship stories in public media.
0 = otherwise. Binary

Entrepreneurship Easiness (EEA) 1 = individuals that considers easy to start a business; 0 = otherwise. Binary

Social-Driven Entrepreneurship (ESD) 1 = individuals’ recognition of social entrepreneurship. 0 = otherwise. Binary

Country Stage of Development (CAT) CAT1 = factor driven economy; CAT2 = efficiency-driven economies;
CAT3 = innovation-driven economies. Multinomial

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Country Gross Domestic Product per capita Continuous

3.3. Research Methods

The empirical study was conducted in two phases, within different steps, to address
the two research questions defined in the introduction. Other studies grounded on GEM
adopted the same method [59] due to the binary nature of the dependent variable, ensuring
the appropriateness of methodological options. The effect of EI determinants was estimated
using models of logistic regression, contributing to consolidate the empirical research
landscape with a new taxonomic approach.

Phase one: Firstly, in order to develop a comprehensive overview about the empir-
ical patterns of the entrepreneurial ecosystem quality, a three-stage exploration process
was applied.

Step one: The data used was collected from the GEM Adult Population Survey
(GEM APS) and the GEM National Expert Survey (GEM NES), between the years 2010 and
2016, using the last public available dataset. Since databases differ in scope (on a micro
and macro level), the dataset was harmonized to guarantee the feasibility and reliability of
balanced panel approach. This methodological option ensured the time and space overview,
following a balanced panel, dropping out cases without representation during the overall

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD
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7 years. This procedure allowed to extract data from 21 countries: Spain (ES), Greece (GR),
Slovenia (SI), Hungary (HU), South Africa (ZA), United Kingdom (GB), Argentina (AR),
Brazil (BR), Uruguay (UY), Croatia (HR), Peru (PE), Colombia (CO), Switzerland (CH),
Finland (FI), Germany (DE), Malaysia (MY), Portugal (PT), Sweden (SE), Mexico (MX),
Ireland (GBI), and Chile (CL). All data was compiled according to the GEM protocol.

Step two: To obtain EI per country and per year, statistical procedures were imple-
mented after data harmonization. Afterward, using similar techniques, the average of EE
was determined per variable, per year and per country. Considering that all of the dimen-
sions of an EE contribute equally to its quality, a new indicator was conceptualized—the
Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Quality (EEQ). After obtaining the EEQ and EI, it was possible
to evaluate the progress of EE in a diachronic and geographic perspective [60]. The analysis
described similarities and differences between countries, and the connection between
the EEQ and EI was further debated over time.

Step three: Considering the prior results, a new taxonomic scheme—Entrepreneurial
Ecosystems Taxonomy (EET)—was explored to capture the overall position of the countries,
concerning their EEQ and EI, in the years 2010 and 2016. Despite the fact that there
is information on all of the years between 2010 and 2016, the years between those two
exact years were left out on purpose in order to identify eventual structural breaks since
the impact of structural changes is not traceable in the short-term, which justifies the mid-
series lag.

Phase two: After the implementation of the EET, and using the taxonomic quadrants
for cross-section purposes, the relation between the EEQ and EI was examined through bi-
nary logistic regression analysis. Econometric estimations were run based on sub-sampling
segmentation which was based on the groups placed in each quadrant. The same model
was applied to all, considering microeconomic data from the GEM APS 2016 (since it is
the last one that is openly obtainable), in order to address if the determinants of the EI
apply to each taxonomic category.

4. Results
4.1. Phase One: Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Taxonomy

The analysis of the Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Taxonomy (EET), shown in Figure 2,
allows us to evaluate the dynamics concerning the entrepreneurship ecosystem quality
(EEQ) and entrepreneurial Initiative (EI) of each country—and observe the evolution in two
different moments: 2010 (shown in orange) and 2016 (shown in green).

As captured, there are some changes throughout the years, with some countries
dropping their position or conquering a new one, while others remain in the same quadrant
despite the time gap between those two moments.

The EI was measured as a binary variable (0 and 1), and in 2010 the mean value
reported was 0.087. The countries that exhibit a better performance both in the EEQ
and in EI, and therefore, are considered as “front-runners” are, surprisingly, Colombia,
Mexico, and Uruguay. Among those three countries, Mexico is the strongest with a better
positioning in both dimensions. The results were unexpected, since these countries are not
usually considered as innovative, and they do not display stronger economies. Also, there
is an absence of European countries in the quadrant, which can lead us to believe that there
are territorial singularities, deserving further analysis.

In contrast, the countries poorly ranked in both dimensions, positioned in the “die-
hard” group in 2010 are: Greece, Hungary, Spain, Portugal, Sweden, Slovenia, and Croatia.
The results revealed the lack of entrepreneurial initiative and entrepreneurial conditions
since they were all placed below the average. It is interesting to acknowledge that this
cluster only encompasses European countries, which suggests a geographical dimension of
the phenomenon.
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Figure 2. Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Taxonomy (2010–2016).

The findings also reveal six countries classified as “sugar-coated”, meaning that all
of these countries had a higher performance concerning EEQ, and a lower rank regard-
ing entrepreneurial initiative (Finland, United Kingdom, Ireland, Germany, Switzerland,
and Malaysia). It is surprising to find countries from two different regions in this cluster—
Europe and Asia—since they tend to follow distinctive innovation and entrepreneurship.
Switzerland is the most prominent country when it comes to EEQ, nevertheless, it is one
of the countries with the lowest level of entrepreneurial initiative. Ireland, in contrary,
performs more positively in terms of EI, but it also reveals less favorable conditions of
the EEQ compared to Germany or the United Kingdom.

The “go-getter” quadrant includes countries with higher levels of EI, but lower levels
of EEQ. In this quadrant, one may find Argentina, South Africa, Brazil, Chile, and Peru.
Surprisingly, the cluster only gathers non-European countries, with representatives of
Latin America and Africa. As extensively recognized, these countries historically display
unstable economies and tend to have unequal societies. Nevertheless, they still have higher
entrepreneurial dynamism when compared to European countries.

The analysis performed, concerning 2010, gave us a clear understanding of the dissim-
ilarities in the EEQ and EI between countries and it also allowed the establishment of a new
categorization of entrepreneurial ecosystems. As expected, more developed countries
possess better conditions to enterprise. But surprisingly, despite having the necessary
encouragement to enterprise, in terms of infrastructures, funding support, governmen-
tal programs, market openness or education, which is the case of Finland or Sweden,
the entrepreneurial Initiative is very scarce, particularly when compared to countries like
Argentina or South Africa. Such difference could be justified by the inequalities in terms
of job market opportunities and income, instigating necessity-driven entrepreneurship.
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As more developed economies tend to provide better job opportunities and stable revenues,
the number of those who decide to enterprise are low.

The year of 2016 reports significant differences when compared to 2010, particularly
among the countries which are better ranked concerning entrepreneurial initiative and
the Entrepreneurship Ecosystem Quality. From 2010 to 2016, the progress of EI was positive,
moving from 0.087 to 0.127; in contrast, EEQ decreased from 2.735 to 2.723.

The group labelled as “front-runners” in 2016 is composed by three countries: Mexico,
Ireland and Chile. However, only Mexico maintains its position when compared to 2010, with
Colombia leaving the group. Unexpectedly, the new entries come from different quadrants:
Ireland came from the “sugar-coated” group and Chile left its position as a “go-getter”.

Mexico presents a similar pattern, although it still maintains its position as a “front-
runner”. On the other hand, Ireland joins the front-runners and achieves the second-best
position regarding EI. Surprisingly, the EEQ did not increase in the same proportion,
but it seemed to be enough to trigger entrepreneurial behavior. Chile exhibits an analo-
gous performance, going from the “go-getters” group to the most advantageous position
within the “front-runner” quadrant concerning EI.

On the contrary, the “die-hard” group presents two new entries, namely, United King-
dom and South Africa. Although the country faced a decrease of the EEQ, EI reached
twice the value of 2010. Spain, Greece, Hungary, and Slovenia maintained their position
within the group, with positive movements in both dimensions, although its performance
remains below the average. The results suggest a positive relationship between the promo-
tion of EEQ and EI. It should also be noted that three countries moved to other quadrants,
namely Sweden, Portugal and Hungary, when compared to 2010. As for the first and second
country, the results demonstrate a significant increase in terms of the EEQ which allowed
them to enter on the “sugar-coated”. The other remaining country (Croatia) moved to
the “go-getter” quadrant, revealing a noteworthy increase of EI. For instance, EI in Hungary
nearly doubled when comparing to 2010. The remaining countries progressed more slowly.

“Sugar coated” stands in 2016, with four countries maintaining their position since
2010 and two new entries. Switzerland, Finland, Germany, and Malaysia reveal positive
signs of progress in terms of EI. Nevertheless, only Switzerland raised its EEQ. On the con-
trary, Germany faced a decrease regarding EEQ while Finland and Malaysia maintained
their EEQ levels. However, this did not affect their EI performance. The results also posit
Sweden and Portugal in this quadrant. It should be mentioned that both of these countries
were in the “die-hard” group, which reveals a significant increase in their EEQ. In regard
to Portugal, the impact in its EI was twofold when compared to 2010.

The results underpin the “go-getter” group and reveal three new entries: Uruguay,
Croatia and Colombia. Uruguay and Colombia leaved the “front-runners” group due to
a decrease in EEQ contributing to a downturn in entrepreneurship. Croatia came from
the “die-hard” group, enlightening the growth of EI, although the EEQ declined in some cases.

Argentina, Brazil, and Peru maintain its position within the group, evidencing a cut-
back in its EEQ. However, its increase in EI shows an outstanding performance of the coun-
try in terms of new venture creation.

The analysis based on the EET reveals an outstanding performance of Latin-American
countries regarding EI, as proved by Peru’s, Colombia’s and Chile’s position. With an op-
posite behavior, in general, European countries disclose a weak performance regarding EI.
With the purpose of determining the EE taxonomic dynamism among the countries, Table 2
reveals the changes between quadrants, if any, and determines the type of movement
(ascending or descending) according to the countries taxonomic position. As observed,
twelve countries do not undergo changes concerning taxonomic position. Also, it is clear
that there is not a quadrant effect since it is transversal. In addition, it seems that there
is no influence regarding GDP, because countries that have faced increase and decrease
posit in the same spot. Only two countries—Portugal and Sweden—faced an increase
in EEQ and EI, with Portugal taking a huge leap forward. Once again, this positive increase
in Sweden is the opposite of their GDP performance. Out of the five countries that faced
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a decrease in their position, Colombia and Uruguay performs the most evident change
since both faced a decrease of two positions. Nevertheless, there is only one country (Peru)
with higher EI which exposes the country’s entrepreneurial spirit. Surprisingly, the GDP
in Colombia increases strongly between the years 2010 and 2016.

Table 2. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Taxonomic Dynamics.

Country GDP * 2010 GDP * 2016 Taxonomic Dynamic EET 2016

Spain −0.297 2.944 = Q1
Greece −5.601 0.225 = Q1

Slovenia 0.903 3.046 = Q1
Hungary 0.892 2.502 = Q1
Portugal 1.691 2.342 ⇑ Q3
Croatia −1.273 4.209 ⇓ Q2
Sweden 5.288 1.134 ⇑ Q3

Argentina 9.300 −3.110 = Q2
Brazil 6.524 −4.069 = Q2

Uruguay 7.495 1.330 ⇓ Q2
Chile 4.750 4.209 ⇑ Q4
Peru 7.455 2.423 = Q2

South Africa −1.061 1.551 ⇓ Q1
Switzerland 1.936 0.618 = Q3

Finland 2.715 2.333 = Q3
Germany 4.339 1.408 = Q3
Malaysia 5.624 3.041 = Q3

U. Kingdom 1.153 1.149 ⇓ Q1
Ireland 1.257 2.514 ⇑ Q4
Mexico 3.617 1.680 = Q4

Colombia 0.708 3.257 ⇓ Q2
* GDP = Gross Domestic Product per capita growth % (information retrieved from the World Bank Database).

4.2. Phase Two: Entrepreneurial Ecosystems Taxonomy and EA Determinants

The descriptive statistics shown in Table 3 provide summaries about the variables used.
The sample of the Die-Hard quadrant (Q1) is composed of a total of 41,018 individuals.
Almost 95% are not engaged in entrepreneurial efforts. The sample which represents the Go-
Getter quadrant (Q2) is composed of 12,127 individuals and shows a higher performance
of EI when compared to the first group, reaching a total of 21.11%. As for the Sugar-Coated
quadrant (Q3), the sample comprises 18,618 individuals and only 6.41% are engaged
in entrepreneurship. At last, the Front-Runners group (Q4) includes 16,264 individuals and
more than 20% are enterprising. In regard to “education”, the three groups—Die-Hard, Go-
Getter and Sugar-Coated—reveal similar levels of instruction. Almost 25% of the sample
has a higher education. However, the Sugar-Coated quadrant shows that individuals
have upper levels of education. The data evidence the prevalence of secondary level of
education among the groups. In regard to “social context”, individuals from Q4 have
more personal contact and interaction with entrepreneurs (41.27%). Surprisingly, the same
group does not reveal similar performance in terms of media influence. Both groups, Go-
Getter (59.14%) and Sugar-Coated (61.10%), are more exposed to successful stories about
entrepreneurship when compared to the other groups. It seems that personally knowing
an entrepreneur can really influence an individual to choose an entrepreneurial career,
as shown by the Front-Runners. Unsurprisingly, despite the general positive influence
towards entrepreneurship, only individuals from the Front-Runners quadrant, show higher
levels of business opportunity recognition (45.63%) in contrast to the Die-Hard group
(27.55%). In terms of “skills perception”, almost 60% of the individuals from the Go-
Getter quadrant state that they have the proper knowledge, skills and experience to start
a business. On the other hand, only 37.67% of the individuals from the Sugar-Coated
group say that they are prepared to enterprise. The difference between these two groups
highlights the role of education in entrepreneurship since those who are more educated
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tend to be less entrepreneurial. As expected, the Front-Runners reveal less fear of failure
(33.7%) as opposed to individuals from the Die-Hard quadrant (44.67%). In regard to
the dimension of “social regulation”, it is clear that the majority of the individuals aim
for equality and similar standards of living, which can symbolize the desire to flatten
social gaps. As for “entrepreneurship desirability”, more than 50% see entrepreneurship
as a desirable career choice. Also, the recognition of a high level of “status” around this
career choice (63.62%) could positively influence the creation of such positive perception.
This could be related to the understanding that starting a business is demanding (65.96%)
and, therefore, those who choose to pursue entrepreneurial pathways are recognized.
In terms of “entrepreneurial exposure”, in general, more than 50% of the individuals
from all of the groups confirm that they are frequently exposed to successful business
stories through media. Nevertheless, the Sugar-Coated group reveals the highest level of
media exposure, which is surprising considering the lower rate of entrepreneurial initiative.
As for the variable “Entrepreneurship easiness”, individuals from the different quadrants,
in general, believe that starting a business is not easy. Finally, regarding the variable
“social-driven entrepreneurship”, the majority recognizes that businesses are more focused
on non-social problems. Despite this, the Go-Getter group reveals a higher propensity to
tackle social dilemmas, reaching 36.09%.

The variables used are moderately correlated, which proves the inexistence of mul-
ticollinearity (Table 4). The results of the Logistic Regression for all of the models are
presented in Table 5.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics.

Die-Hard Go-Getter Sugar-Coated Front-Runners Entire Sample
N % N % N % N % N %

Entrepreneurial Initiative (EI) No 38,740 94.45 9567 78.89 17,424 93.59 12,830 78.89 78,561 89.25
Yes 2278 5.55 2560 21.11 1194 6.41 3434 21.11 9466 10.75

Gender Male 20,438 49.66 5829 47.94 10,300 49.71 8040 49.29 44,607 49.38
(GEN) Female 20,715 50.34 6329 52.06 10,419 50.29 8271 50.71 45,734 50.62

Age
(AGE)

G2 4532 11.01 2166 17.82 2195 10.59 2672 16.38 11,565 12.80
G3 8145 19.79 2750 22.62 3537 17.07 3835 23.51 18,267 20.22
G4 9525 23.15 2476 20.37 3497 16.88 3384 20.75 18,882 20.90
G5 9005 21.88 2224 18.29 3881 18.73 2994 18.36 18,104 20.04
G6 7511 18.25 1827 15.03 3360 16.21 2191 13.43 14,889 16.48
G7 2435 5.92 715 5.88 2252 10.87 1235 7.57 6637 7.35

Education
(EDU)

L0 386 0.95 307 2.54 147 0.79 524 3.23 1364 1.56
L1 6454 15.92 1504 12.45 792 4.28 1130 6.97 9880 11.31
L2 7943 19.59 1689 13.98 1814 9.79 2870 17.71 14,316 16.39
L3 10,232 25.24 5018 41.53 8063 43.53 5060 31.22 28,373 32.48
L4 5409 13.34 1554 12.86 2667 14.40 2141 13.21 11,771 13.47
L5 9671 23.85 1928 15.96 4863 26.25 3935 24.28 20,397 23.35
L6 450 1.11 82 0.68 178 0.96 550 3.39 1260 1.44

Social context (SOC) No 27,703 67.74 7482 61.97 12,638 69.05 9463 58.73 57,286 65.56
Yes 13,196 32.26 4591 38.03 5664 3.95 6649 41.27 30,100 34.44

Opp. Recognition (POR) No 24,521 72.45 6503 58.61 7599 55.74 8022 54.37 48,014 63.61
Yes 9324 27.55 4593 41.39 6034 44.26 6732 45.63 27,176 36.39

Skills Perception (SKP) No 22,279 55.77 4822 40.65 11,035 62.33 7576 47.80 45,712 53.55
Yes 17,668 44.23 7039 59.35 6669 37.67 8275 52.20 39,651 46.45

Fear to fail (FTF) No 22,142 55.33 7476 63.10 10,301 58.19 10,591 66.30 50,510 59.05
Yes 17,875 44.67 4372 36.90 7401 41.81 5383 33.70 35,031 40.95

Social Regulation (SOR) No 8658 30.37 3724 37.95 7380 42.01 5795 42.47 25,557 36.76
Yes 19,849 69.63 6088 62.05 10,186 57.99 7849 57.53 43,972 63.24

Entrepreneurship Desirability (END) No 15,713 43,13 3556 36,80 8602 50.78 6059 39,23 33,930 43.23
Yes 20,719 56,87 6108 63,20 8338 49.22 9387 60,77 44,552 56.77

Entrepreneurship Status (ENS) No 14,178 37.75 3828 39.96 5084 29.71 5894 38.25 28,984 36.38
Yes 23,380 62.25 5752 60.04 12,028 70.29 9516 61.75 50,676 63.62

Entrepreneurship Exposure (EEX) No 17,603 46.34 3893 40.86 6535 38.90 6759 43.47 34,790 43.56
Yes 20,387 53.66 5635 59.14 10,264 61.10 8788 56.53 45,074 56.44
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Table 3. Cont.

Die-Hard Go-Getter Sugar-Coated Front-Runners Entire Sample
N % N % N % N % N %

Entrepre. Easyness (EEA) No 19,021 72.25 6435 66.60 5217 50.30 10,019 65.34 40,692 65.96
Yes 7305 27.75 3227 33.40 5154 49.70 5314 34.66 21,000 34.04

Entrep. Social-Driven (ESD) No 19,425 71.84 6045 63.91 6944 67.63 9651 71.92 42,065 69.89
Yes 7616 28,16 3414 36.09 3324 32.37 3768 28.08 18,122 30.11

CAT
G2 5141 12.49 12,158 100 2005 10.71 14,307 87.71 33,611 38.05
G3 36,012 87.51 0 0.00 16,717 89.29 2004 12.29 54,733 61.95

Table 4. Pearson Correlation Matrix.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. EI 1
2. GEN −0.056 ** 1
3. AGE −0.079 ** 0.023 ** 1
4. EDU 0.054 ** −0.013 ** −0.106 ** 1
5. SOC 0.174 ** −0.057 ** −0.110 ** 0.106 ** 1
6. POR 0.161 ** −0.052 ** −0.042 ** 0.102 ** 0.189 ** 1
7. SKP 0.238 ** −0.113 ** 0.009 * 0.128 ** 0.230 ** 0.155 ** 1
8. FTF −0.101 ** 0.071 ** −0.022 ** −0.029 ** −0.046 ** −0.101 ** −0.161 ** 1
9. SOR −0.017 ** 0.014 ** 0.009 * −0.087 ** −0.019 ** 0.004 −0.013 ** 0.068 ** 1
10. END 0.059 ** 0.002 −0.004 −0.078 ** −0.003 0.111 ** 0.038 ** −0.008 * 0.138 ** 1
11. ENS 0.025 ** −0.004 0.010 ** 0.021 ** −0.010 ** 0.107 ** −0.004 0.047 ** 0.078 ** 0.202 ** 1
12. EEX 0.046 ** −0.002 0.056 ** −0.004 0.031 ** 0.142 ** 0.054 ** −0.001 0.076 ** 0.149 ** 0.171 ** 1
13. EEA 0.055 ** −0.022 ** 0.055 ** −0.022 ** 0.060 ** 0.220 ** 0.079 ** −0.071 ** 0.022 ** 0.101 ** 0.085 ** 0.178 ** 1
14. ESD 0.040 ** −0.003 0.043 ** −0.091 ** 0.010 * 0.108 ** 0.047 ** −0.004 0.107 ** 0.163 ** 0.125 ** 0.215 ** 0.203 ** 1
15. CAT −0.208 ** −0.007 * 0.113 ** 0.075 ** −0.064 ** −0.079 ** −0.082 ** 0.082 ** 0.085 ** −0.073 ** 0.040 ** −0.008 * 0.009 * −0.048 ** 1

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 (two-tailed).

Table 5. Logistic Regressions.

Variable Die-Hard
Model 1

Go-Getter
Model 2

Sugar-Coated
Model 3

Front-Runners
Model 4

All sample
Model 5

GEN −0.184 *** −0.170 *** −0.285 *** −0.184 *** −0.191 ***
(0.066) (0.059) (0.102) (0.049) (0.031)

AGE −0.052 *** −0.125 *** −0.162 *** −0.052 *** −0.106 ***
(0.026) (0.021) (0.035) (0.017) (0.011)

EDU 0.106 *** −0.016 0.011 0.106 *** 0.065 ***
(0.025) (0.025) (0.043) (0.018) (0.012)

SOC 0.531 *** 0.512 *** 0.687 *** 0.531 *** 0.541 ***
(0.068) (0.061) (0.103) (0.050) (0.032)

OPR 0.430 *** 0.521 *** 0.469 *** 0.430 *** −0.486 ***
(0.070) (0.062) (0.106) (0.051) (0.032)

SKP 1.400 *** 1.182 *** 1.344 *** 1.400 *** 1.299 ***
(0.079) (0.076) (0.116) (0.060) (0.038)

FTF −0.399 *** −0.196 *** −0.599 *** −0.399 *** −0.379 ***
(0.071) (0.066) (0.114) (0.057) (0.035)

SOR 0.130* 0.031 −0.132 0.130** 0.028
(0.069) (0.062) (0.101) (0.051) (0.032)

END 0.151* 0.166 ** 0.195 * 0.151 *** 0.162 ***
(0.071) (0.065) (0.101) (0.055) (0.034)

ENS 0.091 0.180 *** −0.141 0.091 0.110 ***
(0.071) (0.064) (0.104) (0.052) (0.033)

EEX 0.188 *** 0.082 −0.251 ** 0.188 0.133 ***
(0.071) (0.065) (0.102) (0.052) (0.033)

EEA −0.017 0.358 *** −0.389 *** −0.017 0.043
(0.074) (0.064) (0.103) (0.053) (0.033)

ESE 0.022 0.060 0.241 ** 0.022 0.054
(0.075) (0.065) (0.103) (0.057) (0.035)

Die-Hard - - - - -
- - - - -
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Table 5. Cont.

Variable Die-Hard
Model 1

Go-Getter
Model 2

Sugar-Coated
Model 3

Front-Runners
Model 4

All sample
Model 5

Go-Getter - - - - 0.723 ***
- - - - (0.059)

Sugar-Coated - - - - 0.139 **
- - - - (0.059)

Front-Runners - - - - 0.693 ***
- - - - (0.057)

CATGCR2 −0.914 *** - −0.175 - −0.714 ***
(0.073) - (0.117) - (0.058)

Constant −2.890 −2.195 *** −1.986 *** −2.890 *** −1.713 ***
0.251 (0.162) (0.329) (.0126) (0.171)

Note: p < 0.1 *, p < 0.05 **, p < 0.01 ***; (SE): Standard Error.

With these results, it is evident that in each model Gender has a negative effect
on the propensity to start a business and that it is significant in Model 1 (β = −0.184;
p = 0.007), Model 2 (β = −0.170; p = 0.004), Model 3 (β = −0.285; p = 0.005), and Model 4
(β = −0.184; p = 0.000). This reveals that women enterprise less when compared to their
male counterparts. Age also has a negative effect on entrepreneurial initiative. This re-
sult holds for all of the models, which shows that older individuals tend to be less en-
trepreneurial. However, Education has a positive effect regarding Model 1 (β = −0.106;
p = 0.000) and Model 4 (β = −0.106; p = 0.000) and is strongly significant in both cases.
Even though the studies indicate education as an enhancer for EI, it is surprising to see
that it is only important in two groups. It is also clear that Social Context has a positive
effect and is intensely significant in all of the models.

This suggests that knowing entrepreneurs personally and having a close interaction
with them induces entrepreneurial careers more than education. This goes in line with
studies that defend that role-modelling is an important influence on the diffusion of certain
behaviors. Opportunity Recognition has a positive effect on EI regarding all of the models
too. Such result shows that individuals that have more entrepreneurial alertness and that
easily detect business opportunities tend to enterprise. Skills perception has a positive
effect on choosing entrepreneurial journeys. The variable is strongly significant in all of
the models. More than being educated, it is more important to have a positive percep-
tion of the skills, have knowledge and have some experience to enterprise. This reveals
the importance of inner confidence.

Fear to fail has a negative effect on entrepreneurial initiative in all of the models. The re-
sults suggest that despite the diversity of the conditions, one can conclude that individuals’
fear of failure is a deterring factor. For the individuals of the Die-Hard and Front-Runners
group, Social Regulation affects EI positively. This could suggest that individuals are
persuaded to follow entrepreneurship to reach a certain level, as a mean to flatten social
gaps. Entrepreneurship desirability is positively significant in all of the models.

Entrepreneurship status has a positive effect in Model 2 and it becomes significant
within the Go-Getter group (β = 0.180; p = 0.005). Individuals from this group seek
for recognition, which is a leverage to foster entrepreneurial initiative. Entrepreneurial
Exposure has a positive effect in Models 1 and 3. Entrepreneurship Easiness has a negative
effect in Model 3 (β = 0.389; p = 0.000) and reveals an opposite behavior in Model 2
(β = 0.358; p = 0.000). Entrepreneurship Social-Driven has a positive effect in Model 3.

Model 5 exhibits a positive and significant effect on entrepreneurial initiative between
taxonomic positions, evidencing that individual’s enterprise more when moving to more
advantage context.
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4.3. Discussion and Policy Framework

During the last decade, policy makers attempted to design effective entrepreneurship
policies to incentive new business creation. Departing from successful cases, academics
and practitioners grasped for miraculous recipes capable of being transported and adopted
in different scenarios. In fact, entrepreneurship turned to be a hot topic with political
appeal which instigated generalized support measures. In a contrary opinion, Shane [61]
advocates that policy-makers must encourage the formation of high-growth companies and
leave behind those with a low probability to growth. In this vein, policies must be designed
to increase the rate of new business, attract the best entrepreneurs but, simultaneously,
support high-growth businesses to ensure the raise of competitiveness, jobs and economic
growth, without neglecting “aspiring” entrepreneurs.

The taxonomic perspective builds up from the level of entrepreneur to its context and
feeds a multidimensional shift on the field. The entrepreneur is at heart of entrepreneurship
process and the external conditions are crucial for building an ecosystem. Their intercon-
nection can maximize the creation of a productive and sustainable entrepreneurship [27].

The entrepreneurial ecosystem taxonomy approach delivers a framework for the in-
tegration of insights from entrepreneurship research field and includes valuable novel
contributions within an entrepreneurship policy framework (see Table 6). The recom-
mendations are exposed according to the entrepreneurial ecosystem taxonomy, aiming to
address each group singularities and to exploit its full potential.

The first group, Die-Hard, presents an adverse context conditions and a limited
entrepreneurial initiative. The higher the performance in both dimensions, the more
governments need to assess the existence of entrepreneurship bottlenecks and the areas
that need to be developed more urgently [12]. While the improvement of EE could be
a costly long-term investment, fostering individuals’ desire to enterprise through economic
incentives could lead to a positive growth and to strengthen entrepreneurial culture.
As the group possesses the most vulnerable condition, fear of failure prevent them to
act, government support is crucial to foster new venture initiation [61]. Simultaneously,
the investment in education and training is also relevant since it reinforces individual’s
human capital, their exposure to successful entrepreneurial cases and the creation of
entrepreneurial community [62,63]. The role of universities is, therefore, of paramount
importance to promote a culture favoring entrepreneurship [64].

The second group represents countries with higher entrepreneurial initiative, despite
the lack of entrepreneurial support conditions. The comparison between the first and sec-
ond groups evidences a substantial difference regarding the effect of education. Although
the literature points that educational patterns are important to innovative markets but
also to traditional markets, particularly the importance of holding a university degree [65],
this is not applicable within Go-Getter group. The raise of entrepreneurial initiative could
turn entrepreneurship challenging in different spheres: Entrepreneurial breakout and
masked entrepreneurial high-growth potential. Entrepreneurship is critical to economic
growth, but it depends on the ability to retain and support valuable entrepreneurial ven-
tures [66]. Potential high-growth entrepreneurs tend to evaluate the best location to develop
the business, choosing to engage in vibrant EE. When EE do not offer the conditions to
thrive—talent, support industries, or venture capital—entrepreneurs tend move to other
contexts to access more adequate entrepreneurship support [67]. In another perspective,
the government policies to support entrepreneurship could be flawed as the investment
in entrepreneurship is wider [66], neglecting businesses that potentially lead to more
innovation and economic growth.
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Table 6. Entrepreneurship Policy Framework recommendations.

Sugar-Coated
(Lateral Movement to Increase EI)

Front-Runners
(Maintain EEQ and EI)

- Build growth ambition with role-modelling, through
the creation of tailored networks.

- Support the development of specific training programs to
replace mainstream programs or accelerators, oriented to
added-value projects.

- Support social-entrepreneurship with specific measures,
tailored programs and specific funding schemes.

- Develop high value training, mentoring and coaching
programs targeting managerial and strategic
entrepreneurial challenges.

- Long-term communication strategies focusing relevant
entrepreneurship cases and growth companies.

- Foster an environment driven by entrepreneurial impact,
exposing entrepreneurs as game-changers.

- Reinforce the importance of sustainable entrepreneurship.

Die-Hard
(Lateral and ascendant movement to increase EEQ and EI)

Go-Getter
(Ascendant movement to increase EI)

- Provide an education system to support transversally
individuals, leveraging opportunity recognition in more
competitive fields.

- Recognize the importance of role-modelling and create
more social engagement with entrepreneurs, instigated by
networks of proximity.

- Support entrepreneurial career development, using formal
(education) and informal (training, coaching and
mentoring) approaches to reduce fear of failure and raise
human capital.

- Raise entrepreneurial culture through communication and
share entrepreneurship stories to stimulate
entrepreneurship as a desirable career option,
in multi-content platforms.

- Offer specific programs to support early-stage
entrepreneurs.

- Offer entrepreneurship role-models and use social context
to expand entrepreneurship desirability.

- Strength the assessment of opportunities and offer
support services to value-driven entrepreneurship.

- Tailored skills development programs using informal
education strategies (training, coaching and mentoring) to
more impactful business ideas.

- Emphasize entrepreneurship as a high-added value career
option stimulating a culture of sustainable
entrepreneurship and innovation-driven.

- Support specific funding schemes to leverage high
potential projects using international networks.

- Build support services and infrastructures.

The third group, Sugar-Coated, is composed by countries with better EEs. Neverthe-
less, better conditions cannot be directly related with entrepreneurial initiative, as demon-
strated by the empirical results. While the governments invested in developing EE in these
countries, individuals are less attracted for an entrepreneurship career due to job market
dynamics and favorable economic outlook. To stimulate entrepreneurial initiative in these
contexts, institutions must act on specific programs with unique attributes, to attract en-
trepreneurs [67], namely, social oriented businesses. The motivation to promote social
impact could act as a catalyst to overcome their fear of failure and increase their desire to
enterprise. One of the government strategies could rely on accelerator programs devoted to
support social entrepreneurs [68] to enhance their skills on the field and to expand interac-
tions with diversified entrepreneurship agents. The alignment with the global sustainability
agenda is relevant for tackling fundamental societal changes, induce individuals to embrace
sustainable entrepreneurship [69] and enable the transition for a competitive position.

The last group, Front-Runners, represents the countries with superior performance
in both dimensions; therefore, entrepreneurship policies should place a strong emphasis
on the exploitation of EE potential to promote the transition to a sustainable entrepreneurial
ecosystem [70] The cultural attributes of EEs must contribute significantly to sustainable
businesses and simultaneously, act as a catalyst in developing economic and non-economic
benefits at large [69].

The implementation of entrepreneurship policies encompasses the quality of ecosys-
tems and the growth of entrepreneurial initiative, but the desirable pathway must be
dependent on economies positioning and long-term goals, herein economic growth.
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5. Conclusions and Policy Recommendations

Few studies have analyzed the relationship between EEs and EI exploring both time
and space perspective. As illustrated in the conceptual framework proposed for EE, co-
herent and holistic efforts to appraise EE can help identify which dimensions are more
significant for each type of EE, and it can also turn policies and strategies more adequate to
the different ecosystems. Moreover, the taxonomic outlook around EE highlights the differ-
ences between the groups and, like a magnifier, it acknowledges the impact of different
factors and their influence on entrepreneurial initiative.

This paper finds that all groups are positively ignited by a set of variables, such
as Social Context, Opportunity Recognition, and Skills Perception. Additionally, it was
found that Entrepreneurship Exposure has a positive effect in stimulating entrepreneurship
in the countries that belong to the Die-hard group. Considering that these countries are
placed below the average in terms of EEQ, the establishment of new public policies that
make entrepreneurship more visible might lead to the creation of new enterprises. For the
second group, Go-Getter, it is more important to have a positive perception of the easiness
of starting a business. In that case, the establishment of public policies could be devoted
to flattening the perception of entrepreneurship barriers since that could be a driver of
entrepreneurial endeavors. Also, the group is positively influenced by status recognition.
This suggests that measures that allow a wider recognition of entrepreneurs could induce
others to pursue similar professional choices. As for the Sugar-Coated group, the results
reveal the opposite since they are only positively affected by the need to solve social
problems. Finally, the Front-Runners are induced by social regulation and the results
suggest that individuals tend to grasp similar standards of living.

An important finding of the work is the understanding of education as an entrepreneur-
ship driving force for the countries in the Die-Hard and the Front-Runners group only.
Although several studies define education as an enhancer of entrepreneurial Initiative,
the results demonstrate otherwise. Moreover, considering the levels of education of each
group, it is possible to observe an interesting phenomenon: Education is important to
the groups that have moderate education while it is irrelevant to those who are less edu-
cated or that have a higher level of education. The findings suggest that the more educated
population does not pursue entrepreneurial pathways that often, which is most likely due
to the fact that they have better job opportunities and a higher income. As for those less
educated, the results suggest that people are necessity-driven regardless of the external
conditions. In this setting, the individuals from the Go-Getter group tend to be more
entrepreneurial oriented and to have different motivations. As for the remaining groups—
Die-Hard, and Front-Runners—the taxonomy reveals the importance of EEs. In such cases,
education allows individuals to perceive EE support conditions, stimulating entrepreneurs
to use the available resources to usually ignite opportunity-driven businesses. In this
way, entrepreneurs tend to become serial entrepreneurs to take advantage of the external
conditions and support mechanisms.

The Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Taxonomy revealed that EEs are more influential on
more educated groups, which highlights an elitist approach of the systems. Moreover, EE
for those who pursue entrepreneurship as a survival condition is not so relevant.

Overall, this paper empirically extends the discussion around entrepreneurial ecosys-
tems and its relationship with entrepreneurial initiative. Moreover, the new taxonomic
approach brings attention to the differences between groups concerning Entrepreneurial
Ecosystem Quality and allows us to appraise significant disparities around entrepreneur-
ship determinants, which points outs the importance of developing specific policy packages
for each group. This marks the need of having place-sensitive entrepreneurship policies,
with tailored instruments for different countries. Despite entrepreneurship is currently em-
bodied in the global economic development strategy, to spread entrepreneurial Initiative is
not only a matter of rising ecosystem quality. The overarching model entails a structural un-
derstanding around entrepreneurship, but with divergent context-dependent instruments
capable of exploit the available resources.
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5.1. Theoretical Implications

The proposed taxonomy focuses on entrepreneurial ecosystems and their quality
in a global perspective. On one hand, the empirical study acknowledges the importance
of external factors, herein entrepreneurial ecosystems, to instigate entrepreneurship and
evidences the differences among territories. A broader perspective is offered placing
countries in different positions according to their performance. On the other hand, by
adopting a magnifying approach in each group, the study allows to recognize the variables
and its differentiated impact within the four groups. Therefore, the relation between EEs
and EI needs to be further developed, while the complexity of each EE system flourishes
due to the transformation of forces [71]. While the empirical findings are encouraging,
entrepreneurial ecosystems theory must be expanded.

First, the singularities detected confirm that entrepreneurial ecosystems are hetero-
geneous, therefore, “universalist” approaches need to be avoided [9]. Entrepreneurial
ecosystems result from a combination of several factors, processes and agents with placed
dynamics. The Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Taxonomy illustrates that EI determinants differ
between groups, which contributed to capture the dynamic nature of entrepreneurial
ecosystems [72] through its quality. More work is required to theoretically consolidate
the EET approach and to expand the model with existing theories, as suggested by Wurth
et al. [17]. Second, the comparison between EET profiles showed that entrepreneurship
policies must avoid general conceptualizations and must rely on specific EI determinants, to
ensure a transformative process of EE. The combination of short- and long-term measures
to broaden entrepreneurship impact need to be fine-tuned emphasizing the importance
of longitudinal research including other variables. The linkage with the evolutionary
dynamics of EE proposed by Mack and Mayer [20] offers an additional research path-
way to grasp a more detailed perspective of the cost-benefits of entrepreneurship policies.
In essence, the theoretical framework contributes to addressing the “distance” between
the entrepreneur and the entrepreneurship system. The results evidence a disconnec-
tion between entrepreneurship policies and real entrepreneurship challenges, suggesting
the existence of “entrepreneurship myopia”. The economic rationale behind the huge in-
vestment of governments and institutions on developing favorable EEs and entrepreneurial
initiative is leading to an entrepreneurship imbalance. Third, the results point the devel-
opment of self-sustaining and sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystems as urgent matters.
A self-sustaining ecosystem must combine the development of the components to support
entrepreneurship and the processes to refeed the system. While self-sustained EEs can
be stronger vehicles to economic growth, sustainable EEs will permit to be driven by
sustainable development goal. The combination of both trajectories, simultaneously, will
lead to multiple benefits and to expand EE theorization.

5.2. Practical Implications

The framework EET represents a novel approach to the concept of EEs, opening
the boundaries of theory but also providing practical utility, particularly, to entrepreneur-
ship policymakers. The insights obtained based on empirical results conceive four different
profiles—Die-hard, Go-Getter, Sugar-Coated, and Front-Runners—and permitted to extract
the specific factors that hamper or foster EI. It is unquestionable that a positive change on
EE and EI requires the implementation of articulated strategies, congruent to each group
limitations and goals. Entrepreneurship policies need to address multi-level challenges
and recognize the importance of coordinating the engagement of multiple agents [73].

The empirical results reveal that several EEs are trapped in an easily overshadow
entrepreneurship agenda, with an EI that is out of proportion. Many EEs possess deficient
conditions to stimulate new venture creation. However, individuals can be impelled
to start a business, even within a less favorable context. For example, most economies
are exploring strategies to address viable entrepreneurship and to remove barriers to its
implementation, by placing entrepreneurs into the center of EEs [74]. Driven by factors
such as the role-modelling and support to those who seize new opportunities, or are social-
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oriented, the practical agenda must acknowledge and target differently each context to
enable entrepreneurship at large.

The empirical results also stress the relevance of self-sustaining EE as opposed to a subsis-
tence model grounded on funding sources that provide limited support on EE development.
The transformation of EEs on a self-sustaining system will probably slow short-term results,
but the promotion of a culture of entrepreneurship is crucial to improve EI.

Encouraging entrepreneurship and addressing territories inequalities are a global con-
cern, although countries feel the lack of resources and support measures differently. In sum,
the integration of empirical findings on entrepreneurship public policy development can
help to manage a more effective allocation of resources to promote entrepreneurship
aligned with the singularities of each context.

5.3. Limitations and Future Lines of Research

The GEM database offers evidence about entrepreneurship phenomenon in a large
number of countries, since 1999. GEM captures national dynamics around entrepreneur-
ship and provides valuable insights for policymakers. Nevertheless, the participation
on the study depends on each country, compromising the presence of all economies si-
multaneously, considering a longitudinal perspective. The sampled used encompassed
21 countries and was obtained after confirming the countries present along the 7 years.
The present analysis covers only a portion of all economies, entailing the need to ex-
plore further to draw generalized conclusions. Prior years were not considered, since
the suggested time span captures the length of more than one economic cycle to avoid
short-term volatility.

Currently, the enlargement of the timespan is not possible, as the database is only
available with 3 years of delay. As the data become accessible, the taxonomic perspective
could be explored in a fine grain perspective along time and/or along space.

5.4. Policy Recommendations

The debate on entrepreneurial ecosystems cannot ignore a multidimensional approach
where entrepreneurs act centrally. The ultimate effort on designing effective entrepreneur-
ship policies aims to impact transversally the economies. However, narrowed strategies to
support entrepreneurship can reduce the investments on entrepreneurship at large and
impact more significantly entrepreneurial action in specific contexts. The empirical findings
suggest a flexible bundle of policies to tackle entrepreneurship barriers.
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