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Abstract:
The studies of entrepreneurs is gaining more and more interest among academic researchers within different disciplines and among policymakers as new firms are
recognised as important for job creation, productivity increasement, and competition enhancement. The many studies of the (successful) entrepreneurial profile can
to some extent be categorised into identity (e.g. traits and values), knowledge (e.g. education and work experience) or network (e.g. strong and weak ties) studies:
using the three categories of means terminology introduced by Sarasvathy (2008). The research question being addressed in this paper is: How does place affect the
entrepreneurial profile? Much of the literature points out that the entrepreneurial dynamics in the rural and urban areas are quite different because of agglomeration
effects and the  creative  profile of the residents. Yet, few try to link the studies focusing on individuals with studies focusing on environments (Thornton, 1999). To
the authors knowledge this is the first study trying to combine the entrepreneur s three categories of means with geography. Learning about the answer to this question
could be important for improving entrepreneurship policy and education, and for understanding the entrepreneur and how an entrepreneur is created.

Differences between the entrepreneur s three categories of means, as outlined above, are studied comparing rural and urban entrepreneurs. Identity indicators
encompasses personal traits often associated with entrepreneurs (e.g. risk taking ability, tolerance of ambiguity, creativity/innovativeness, feelings about locus of
control, need for achievement, and desire for autonomy), work values (intrinsic and extrinsic work values: the latter being related to the convenience, financial, co-
worker, and career dimension), and, finally, work involvement (value-orientation towards work and possible work-family conflict). Network indicators encompasses
the use of strong ties, weak ties, and professionals, contact frequency and contact willingness to weak ties and knowledge of (former) entrepreneurs among strong and
weak ties. Knowledge indicators are approximated by age, education level, work experience, and entrepreneurial experience.

The data used is register data from IDA (Integrated Database for Labour Market Research) combined with data from a questionnaire survey conducted on Danish
entrepreneurs and wage earners in 2008. IDA contains longitudinal data on the entire Danish population and the Danish firms in the period 1980 onwards and each
self-employed person or employee can be connected to the firm they worked for in any specific year. IDA is used to provide background information about the
respondents from the survey and also for creating indicators for knowledge. The questionnaire is used to create the above indicators for identity and networks. The
survey allows for utilisation of responses from 1.446 first-time entrepreneurs in 2004: an entrepreneur being defined as someone who started a full-time business with
 real  activity. Furthermore, it is possible to include a control group of 621 respondents that have never been entrepreneurs. The definition of an urban inhabitant is
defined as a person living in a municipality with more than 250.000 inhabitants or living in the surrounding municipalities within commuting distance. This definition
results in two  metropolitan  areas in Denmark being the Copenhagen and Aarhus area. In contrast, a rural inhabitant is defined as a person living in a municipality

JEL - codes: R, -, -



Geography and the Entrepreneurial Profile

- A Study of Rural and Urban Populations in Denmark

L. Carlos Freire-Gibb

Aalborg University

Planning and Development

carlos@plan.aau.dk

Kristian Nielsen

Aalborg University

Business Studies

kn@business.aau.dk

Paper for DRUID Winter 2010

Abstract The literature points out that the entrepreneurial dynamics in
urban and rural areas are quite different because of agglomeration effects and
the ”creative” profile of the residents. Yet, few try to link the research focusing
on individuals with studies focusing on environments. To the authors’ know-
ledge, this is the first study trying to combine both the entrepreneur’s identity
and network with geography. This paper finds that while entrepreneurs in urban
and rural areas are very similar, there are some significant differences when look-
ing at identity and networks. When looking at identity, this paper confirms that
entrepreneurs in urban areas tend to be more creative in several ways. Regarding
networks, the urban entrepreneurs are more resourceful, have richer entrepren-
eurial networks, and weak ties are important to them. Thus, although rural en-
trepreneurs are quite similar to the urban ones, today they still function within
a setting that lacks a precise division of labour, something which has been tradi-
tionally observed in rural settings. These findings for identity and network can
not be ascribed to general characteristics when compared to non-entrepreneurs.
The majority of the indicators included differentiate entrepreneurs from wage
earners regardless of the urban or rural setting.

Introduction

Studies of entrepreneurs are gaining interest among academic researchers within
different disciplines and among policymakers as new firms are recognised as
important for job creation, productivity increase, and enhanced competition.
Many studies of the (successful) entrepreneurial profile, can to some extent, be
categorised into studies of identity (e.g. traits and values), knowledge (e.g. edu-
cation and work experience) or network (e.g. strong and weak ties) using the
three categories of means terminology introduced by Sarasvathy (2008). The
research question being addressed in this paper is: How important is Geography
for the entrepreneurial profile? Or more specifically, How does place (as in Dan-
ish urban and rural areas) affect the entrepreneurial profile when looking at
identity and network? Much of the literature points out that entrepreneurial
dynamics in rural and urban areas are quite different because of agglomeration
effects and the ”creative” profile of the residents. Yet, few try to link the stud-
ies focusing on individuals with studies focusing on environments (Thornton,
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1999). To the author’s knowledge, this is the first study that tries to combine
the entrepreneur’s identity and network with geography. Furthermore, when
comparing urban and rural entrepreneurs, entrepreneurship research has basic-
ally been done without the use of control groups. In our paper we compare four
main groups, first-time entrepreneurs in 2004 and the control group of people
who have never been entrepreneurs, both in urban and rural areas.

Understanding entrepreneurs and how they are born/made and act, tak-
ing into consideration important geographical characteristics, is important for
improving entrepreneurship policy and entrepreneurship education. Also, entre-
preneurs can benefit from knowing more about themselves. In order to under-
stand entrepreneurial dynamics, it is, first, crucial to know if there is a real dif-
ference between the people in these regions, and, second, to know in what ways
their entrepreneurship profiles are different. The identity indicators used in this
study encompass personal traits often associated with entrepreneurs (e.g. risk
taking ability, tolerance of ambiguity, creativity/innovativeness, feelings about
locus of control, need for achievement, and desire for autonomy) and intrinsic
and extrinsic work values - the latter being related to convenience, financial,
co-worker, and career dimensions. Network indicators encompass the use of
strong ties, weak ties, and professionals; including contact frequency and con-
tact willingness, to weak ties and knowledge of (former) entrepreneurs among
strong and weak ties. Knowledge indicators are only included indirectly as age
and education are part of the control variables in this study.

It is acknowledged that urban and rural economic dynamics are quite differ-
ent. Economic development disparities became more relevant with the spark of
the industrial revolution. At that time, Adam Smith had already noted that,
”There are some sorts of industry, even of the lowest kind, which can be carried
on nowhere but in a great town” (Smith, 1776, p.18). At that moment he gave
the simple example of a porter (someone hired to carry luggage or other loads),
and remarked that ”a village is by much too narrow a sphere for him”.

He also explained how a family living in a lonely area would have to be its
own butcher, baker and carpenter. This is contrary to the thesis of economic
development through the division of labour which Adam Smith made popular.
The division of labour relates to higher populated areas, a relationship not first
noted by Smith, since even ancient Greeks gave clear details and examples of
how division of labour is possible in large cities (Plato [380 B.C.], 2005; Xeno-
phon [IV Century B.C.], 1999).

All in all, it is accepted that there is a dichotomy between the larger cities
and small towns. One of the clearest statements was made by Jane Jacobs,
one of the greatest influences in economic geography, when she warned not to
apply her research on cities to rural areas, as ”towns, suburbs and even little
cities are completely different organisms from great cities” (Jacobs, 1961, p.22).
Several researchers such as Richard Florida, have even proposed that there is
more than a mere relationship, there is actually a causality. ”As more and more
of the people leave the places they were born and cluster together, their concen-
trations become hotbeds of creative endeavour, innovation, start-up companies,
and economic growth” (Florida, 2008, p.208). This idea is supported to a certain
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extend by Saxenian (2007) with her idea of modern-day Argonauts, entrepren-
eurial minded individuals who will go wherever to join or start projects. The
notion of entrepreneurs going to metropolises seems in accord with much of the
local entrepreneurship policy in cities around the globe, as there are many ini-
tiatives to attract them (Hospers, 2008; Zweig and Rosen, 2003).

A number of researchers have explained that, ”to encourage economic devel-
opment, policy makers and practitioners need to understand the backgrounds
and objectives of entrepreneurs who own businesses in rural as well as urban
areas” (Westhead and Wright, 1998, p.63). This study is motivated by the im-
portance of learning about these two well differentiated areas, the urban and
the rural. It is crucial to better understand the real differences between the
entrepreneurs in these settings. It is also important to learn more about the
possible limitations rural entrepreneurs might face in these usually poorer areas.

The analysis in this paper is based on register data from IDA (Integrated
Database for Labour Market Research) combined with data from a questionnaire
given to Danish entrepreneurs and non-enterpreneurs (mainly wage earners) in
2008. IDA contains longitudinal data on the entire Danish population and the
Danish firms from 1980 onwards. Each self-employed person or employee can be
connected to the firm they worked for in any specific year. IDA was used for the
survey sampling and was subsequently used to provide background information
about the survey respondents including two indicators for knowledge - age and
education. The questionnaire is used to create the above indicators for identity
(personal traits and work values) and network (the use of strong ties, weak ties,
and professionals). The survey allows for utilisation of responses from 1.446
first-time entrepreneurs in 2004; an entrepreneur is defined as someone who
started a fulltime business with ”real” activity. Furthermore, it was possible to
include a control group of 621 respondents who have never been entrepreneurs.
The definition of an urban inhabitant is a person living in an area within com-
muting distance to the two significantly biggest cities in Denmark: Copenhagen
and Aarhus. In contrast, a rural inhabitant is defined as a person living in a
municipality with fewer than 50.000 inhabitants and also not living in a mu-
nicipality within commuting distance of the other two big cities in Denmark,
Odense and Aalborg.

The paper is divided in five parts. First, the motivation of the paper concern-
ing the significant differences in the economic and entrepreneurship dynamics
between the urban and the rural areas is explained. Second, the case of Den-
mark is presented and theoretical aspects concerning the characteristics of the
entrepreneurs follow. Third, the methodology section is presented. Fourth, the
main findings are explained in the results section. The paper finishes with a
discussion and brief final remarks.

Entrepreneurship within rural and urban areas

One useful concept to explain the differences between urban and rural economic
development is ”the rural penalty” (Hite, 1997). ”Although there are several
dimensions of the rural penalty, principal among them are a low density of
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population and therefore a low density of most markets, and greater distance
to those markets as well as to information, labour, and most other resources”
(Malecki, 2003, p.201). There are some advantages in the peripheral areas, such
ashaving cheaper land and cheaper labour. However, studies suggest that the
rural areas do not really benefit from these factors, but that the surrounding
areas of bigger cities does (Bar-El and Felsenstein, 1990). This seems to be
supported in figures by Dahl and Sorenson (2009), where it can be seen that
the higher rates of entrepreneurship are not in the largest cities, but in the sur-
rounding areas.

Most of the econometric research, using data at the national level, assumes
that besides the generic differences between industrial categories, there are not
significant differences between entrepreneurs in rural and urban areas. That is,
when a nation or large state is analysed there is a tendency to not differentiate
between urban and rural areas. Comparisons are typically made between dif-
ferent regions or provinces, regardless of the urban-rural categorisation. This
paper can contribute to a better understanding of whether or not it is accurate
to differentiate between urban and rural areas.

Westhead and Wright (1998) pointed out that the vast majority of the entre-
preneurial studies have been done in urban areas. There has been considerable
progress in the last years, yet still ”much of the existing innovation literature are
based on empirical evidence from metropolitan areas and urban agglomerations”
(Fløysand and Jakobsen, 2008, p.5). However, even if this would be true, it is
unclear how the area could affect the entrepreneurial and innovation dynamics.

There are several popular arguments to explain the entrepreneurial geo-
graphical concentration in urban areas. Concerning the available externalities
in the areas there are two main research lines captured by Jacobs, with the so
called Jacobs’ externalities, which have a perspective focusing in inter-industry
agglomeration, and the other one is the Marshall-Arrow-Romer externalities
focu on intra-industry agglomeration (Sternberg, 2009). Furthermore, the re-
search shows that entrepreneurship is benefited from geographical proximate to
universities or research centers (Cooke and Schienstock, 2000; Lundvall et al.,
2002; Saxenian, 1994; Østergaard and Dalum, 2009). The main reason for this
has to do with an easier exchange of knowledge, since spatial proximity is ex-
tremely important for accessing knowledge spillovers (Jaffe, 1986). Additionally,
another strand of thought trying to explain the differences between the urban
and rural areas has paid more particular attention to transportation costs and
economies of scale (Krugman, 1991). Finally another strand suggests the ag-
glomeration of service providers in central cities are an effective way of reaching
customers in some type of ”central places” and ”surrounding areas” (Christaller,
1966).

From an entrepreneurship policy perspective, many national and regional
governments already have different policies for urban and rural areas. In the
case of Europe there is a tendency to have more integrated policies, while in
the U.S. there is a tendency to have more of a ”laissez faire” policy (Acs and
Malecki, 2003). Nevertheless, there are different policy programs for urban and
rural areas in different countries, such as UK (O’Sullivan et al., 2009), USA

4



(Blakely and Leigh, 2010; Chrisman et al., 2002) or China (Li, 2008) to name a
few. Occasionally policymakers have been accused of having a top-bottom ap-
proach (O’Sullivan et al., 2009) or trying to implement entrepreneurship policies
in rural areas with expired policy frameworks (Johnson, 2001).

In the academic field, there have been several attempts to point out similar-
ities and differences between the rural and urban entrepreneurs (Stathopoulou
et al., 2004; Chrisman et al., 2002; Westhead and Wright, 1998; Liang, 2004;
O’Sullivan et al., 2009). This research varies to a great extent regarding both
scope and quantitative nature. They all point out some differences between the
entrepreneurs depending on the urban and rural location, however in the ma-
jority of these studies, most of the factors or indicators included do not differ
between urban and rural locations. This literature, together with the Dan-
ish IDA and survey data, is used to prepare the hypothesis in this paper (see
theory section) on Danish entrepreneurs. This study supported that there are
some differences between the rural and urban entrepreneurs but overall they
are actually not that different. When the literature and our initial research,
does not find so many differences between rural and urban entrepreneurs, it
seems necessary to use control groups for each geographical region. This gives
a better picture of the nature of the entrepreneurs. In other words, are the
entrepreneurs ”a different type of people”, regardless of their geographical loc-
ation within the country? This will be further analysed in the discussion section.

The vast majority of the literature does not take into consideration control
groups. Some studies do compare entrepreneurs with different types of wage-
earners (references) but they do not include the geographical dimension. Some
studies even differentiate different types of entrepreneurs, in rural and non-rural
areas, but they do not compare entrepreneurs with non-entrepreneurs (West-
head and Wright, 1998). A significant exception is Babb and Babb (1992) with
their article ”Psychological traits of rural entrepreneurs” in which they com-
pare entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs replicating a study of New England
(more urban), in the more rural North Florida. They found that there were
not major psychological differences between the urban and rural entrepreneurs.
Also their ”models performed modestly” in identifying entrepreneurs and wage
earners (Babb and Babb, 1992). However, these findings could be affected by
the following two reasons: First, the geographical areas seem somewhat hetero-
geneousness, since part of the sample in ”rural” North Florida had some counties
”close enough to urban centers”. Secondly, as they are the first ones to recognise,
they do not control for industry. In fact, the New England study is character-
ised by a high number of high-tech firms, and the one in Florida is defined by
low-tech and service firms. In our case we attempt to include well-defined urban
and rural inhabitants and, furthermore, include control for the inhabitant (e.g.
gender, age, and education) as well as control for the type of business started
(e.g. industry, ownership type, and firm size).

For many studies, it is not relevant to use control groups. However, it is
for instance popularly believed that entrepreneurs in rural areas have a smaller
network. But it is unknown if this is particular to rural entrepreneurs or if it is
a common trait for all rural inhabitants. Therefore, it is important to include a
control group of non-entrepreneurs in this study.
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The case of Denmark

It should be kept in mind that this is a study of Danish entrepreneurs. Con-
sequently, some findings might be against the majority of the literature. In
this section is explained some characteristics of entrepreneurship in Denmark
as well as how the urban-rural dichotomy could be operationalised for Denmark.

The Eurobarometer (2007) found a striking result for Denmark. The Re-
port, which had approximately half of the interviewed entrepreneurs live in
areas described as rural, found that Danish respondents (compared to those in
other EU25 countries) from rural areas are the least likely to be entrepreneurs
(compared to respondents living in urban or metropolitan areas). The Euroba-
rometer also points out that the entrepreneurship rate tends to be higher in
urban areas for all EU countries (Eurobarometer, 2007).

This stark geographical contrast for the case of Denmark has been of in-
terest of several socioeconomic researchers over the last decades (Hansen, 1991;
Freire-Gibb, 2010). Using the urban-rural dichotomy from this study (as ex-
plained in the methodology section), table 1 shows that the start-up rate is
higher in urban areas in Denmark. Also, several studies points out that higher
start-up rates are usually in urban areas (Sternberg, 2009). However, it is im-
portant to emphasise that there is not a clear cut definition or urban and rural
areas. Because of this, some conflicting evidence can appear in the discussion
of Danish entrepreneurship (Dahl and Sorenson, 2009). Summing up, it is the
scope of this study to contribute to the entrepreneurship literature with focus on
the urban-rural dimension but it should be taken into account that the results
are based on Danish data.

Table 1 shows the start-up rates in urban and rural areas in Denmark in
2004 according to the definition used in this paper; see methodology section.

Area New firms Firm population Start-up rate

Urban 6,328 105,328 6.01
Semi-urban 2,584 57,420 4.50
Rural 4,619 120,220 3.84

Total 13,531 282,968 4.78

Table 1: Start-up rates for firms started in Denmark in 2004.

These start-up rates differ from start-up rates in national statistics because
of the restrictions on firms with ”real” activity in the start-up year. From table
1 it is seen that the start-up rate is highest in the urban areas and lowest in the
rural areas.

Theory

Traits and values

The discussion about the entrepreneurial profile in urban and rural areas, the
former being more ”creative”, is in this paper investigated be looking at personal
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traits and work values. Several personality traits have been associated with en-
trepreneurs within the psychology literature but some of the often mentioned
traits used to differentiate entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (or success-
ful entrepreneurs from the unsuccessful entrepreneurs) are (Hisrich et al., 2005;
Parker, 2004; Kirby, 2003; Cromie, 2000): Risk willingness, tolerance of am-
biguity, feelings about locus of control, creativity or innovativeness, need for
achievement, and desire for autonomy. These are also the traits included in
this paper and the operationalisation of these traits can be seen in table 13 in
the appendix. The operationalisation is especially important given the discus-
sions within the literature about problems of categorisation and distinction of
these traits (Cromie, 2000; Gartner, 1988). A further theoretical discussion of
the above traits can be found in Nielsen (2009) and Dahl et al. (2009). How-
ever, the empirical studies trying to verify that (successful) entrepreneurs posses
certain traits are ambiguous; only Caird (1991) and Cromie and O’Donaghue
(1992) finds that entrepreneurs are different than other groups regarding all the
traits.

Hypothesis 1: Entrepreneurs in urban areas are better characterised by the
entrepreneurial traits than rural entrepreneurs.

Work values, as categorised by Kalleberg (1977), can be closely related to
some of the personal traits mentioned above. Kalleberg divides work values
(and work characteristics) into six dimensions: Intrinsic, convenience, financial,
relations with co-workers, career opportunities, and resource adequacy. The in-
trinsic dimension covers work values associated with the work tasks itself while
the following dimensions (except resource adequacy) represents an extrinsic di-
mension where the work values are not related to the work tasks. Finally, work
values under resource adequacy covers the access to different resources with in-
fluence on the extent to which the person can do his/her work satisfying; this
dimension is the only one left out of the analysis in this paper given that it is
not included in the survey. The operationalisation of the intrinsic and extrinsic
dimensions of work values is also found in table 13 in the appendix. As in Kal-
leberg (1977), work values and work characteristics are in the literature often
used to predict work satisfaction. In this regard, a lot of studies find higher
work satisfaction among entrepreneurs than among wage earners explained by
differences in the work characteristics (Parker, 2004; Hundley, 2001; Blanch-
flower and Oswald, 1998).

Hypothesis 2: Entrepreneurs in urban areas value the intrinsic dimension of
work values higher than rural entrepreneurs.

Social network

A critique of the above mentioned approach focusing on personal traits and
work values is that the decision to become or remain a (successful) entrepreneur
can not be explained solely by looking at the (rational) individual (Granovetter,
1985; Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986):
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”Persons do not make decisions in a vacuum but rather consult and are subtly
influenced by significant others in their environments: family, friends, cowork-
ers, employers, casual acquaintances, and so on.” (Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986,
p.6)

The advantages the entrepreneurs can benefit from through the social net-
work are in the literature often related to motivation and access to valuable
resources like information, customers and suppliers, and capital and labour
(Parker, 2004; Brüderl and Preisendörfer, 1998; Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986).
Ego-centric social network studies often divides the network ties into strong ties
and weak ties, dependent on the degree of trust between these two persons (Du-
bini and Aldrich, 1991). Strong ties are often assumed to be spouse, parents,
other relatives, and close friends while weak ties are business partners, (former)
employers and co-workers, and other acquaintances (Brüderl and Preisendörfer,
1998). Despite the high degree of trust to strong ties, a social network mainly
consisting of strong ties is not necessary optimal given the assumed low diversity
and high density; i.e. the people share the same characteristics and contacts
outside of the network.In addition to the nature of network ties, the size of the
social network is the most common measure for the entrepreneur’s potential
opportunities (Burt, 2000). Given the assumed agglomoration effect of people
living in urban areas, this study compares the use of strong (family members)
and weak (colleagues and friends) ties and the size of the social network between
entrepreneurs and wage earners in urban and rural areas. The operationalisa-
tion of these variables can be seen in table 14 in the appendix.

Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurs in urban areas utilize strong ties (weak ties) to
a lesser (greater) extent than rural entrepreneurs.

However, it is not sufficient to look at the structural dimensions of the so-
cial network. The interactional dimensions are especially important since the
relationship to weak ties will decay over time if they are not continuously main-
tained (Burt, 2000). In this paper, the contact frequency to defined groups of
weak ties is included in the analysis together with the contact willingness to
these groups in the case of work-related help. Finally, the use of professional
contacts in a given situation is also included where it can be argued that the
use of professionals is more natural in urban areas. The operationalisation of
the indicators covering the interactional dimension can also be found in table
14 in the appendix.

Hypothesis 4: Entrepreneurs in urban areas are more willing to contact weak
ties and professionals for work-related help than rural entrepreneurs.

These four hypothesis will be investigated in this paper with Danish register
data from IDA (Integrated Database for Labour Market Research) combined
with data from a questionnaire survey conducted on Danish entrepreneurs and
non-entrepreneurs (i.e. mainly wage earners) in 2008. In the following section,
this data and the methodology behind this study is described.
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Methodology

IDA contains longitudinal data on the entire Danish population and the Danish
firms in the period 1980 onwards and each self-employed person or employee can
be connected to the firm they worked for in any specific year. IDA is used for the
sampling of the questionnaire survey and, subsequent, to provide background
information about the respondents from the survey. The questionnaire is used
to create the above indicators for identity and network for all the respondents
(both entrepreneurs and wage earners) and, in the final section, uncover the
circumstances regarding the business start-up for the entrepreneurs; including
the start-up motivation and utilisation of the social network.

One problem of using survey data for quantitative analysis is missing values.
In the case of non-response in one variable, the respondent is dropped in the
regressions which is problematic when including several independent variables
(if the non-responses for each variable are distributed on different respondents).
The problem is avoided in this paper because one regression is carried out for
each survey indicator together with the control variables from IDA. This is done
because of the limited number of observations and the assumed multicollinearity
between the survey indicators. If all survey indicators were to be included in
the same regression, imputation of missing values would be appropriate (e.g.
regression imputation or hot/cold deck imputation (Levy and Lemeshow, 2008).
The results from each of these regressions can be seen in table 7-12 after a
detailed description of the sample, the dependent variable, and the independents
variables used in this study.

The sample: Entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs

The questionnaire survey used in this study was conducted in 2008. However,
the sampling for the survey was based on information from 2004 which was the
latest available year in IDA at the time. In table 2 the size of the population,
sample, and response population can be seen for the two strata used in this
paper: First-time entrepreneurs in 20041 and non-entrepreneurs2 (mainly wage
earners) in the period 1994-2004; see Dahl et al. (2009) for more about the
survey sampling, correction of data, and the representativeness of the response
population.

The first-time entrepreneurs in 2004 are largely oversampled in the survey
and these entrepreneurs are used in this study to identify differences between
urban and rural entrepreneurs given that this will result in the least retrospective
bias given the time-lag from they started the business in 2004 till they answered

1The entrepreneur register in IDA contains the main founder behind every new company
started in the period 1994-2003. See Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen (2005) for the identification
procedure to find the main founder. Entrepreneurs in 2004 are defined by meeting the following
criteria: In the period 1994-2004 they have started one or more incorporated or unincorporated
businesses of which at least one is still ”real” active in 2004. For the business to be ”real” active
in 2004, the work effort and/or the earnings (calculated from turnover) has to be above a given
industry specific level in 2004; for businesses started in 2004 the earnings level is set to half.
Businesses from the primary sector (and the energy sector) are not included given the level of
government regulation in these sectors.

2The remaining part of the population are, thus, defined by NOT being entrepreneurs from
the former definition. Thus, this group mainly consists of wage earners but also people that
are unemployed, on leave or under education.
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Number of persons in:

Strata Population Sample Respondents

Entrepreneurs 6,873 4,586 1,446
Non-entrepreneurs 2,793,382 1,554 621

Total 2,800,255 6,140 2,067

Table 2: Danish population, sample, and response population for the two strata in the
survey: First-time entrepreneurs in 2004 and non-entrepreneurs 1994-2004.

the questions about the start-up in 2008. Furthermore, this study takes ad-
vantage of the possibility to include a control group of wage earners that have
never been entrepreneurs to see if there is a difference between entrepreneurs
and wage earners in urban and rural areas, respectively. Therefore, the survey
allows for utilisation of responses from 1,446 first-time entrepreneurs in 2004
and a control group of 621 non-entrepreneurs; an entrepreneur being defined as
someone who started a full-time business with ”real” activity. All respondents
are in the age range 15-66 in 2004.

Finally, there is the problem with the time-lag between the time of sampling
and answering of the questionnaire and, furthermore, the limited time period
covered in IDA. However, from the questionnaire it is known whether the re-
spondent is an entrepreneur in 2008, is not an entrepreneur in 2008 but have been
earlier, or is not an entrepreneur in 2008 and have never been one. Therefore, it
is possible to select first-time entrepreneurs in 2004 that are still entrepreneurs
in 2008 and wage earners in 2008 that have never been entrepreneurs for the
analysis in the paper. This is important because a lot of the first-time entre-
preneurs in 2004 will not be entrepreneurs in 2008 given the low survival rates
of new businesses (Dahl et al., 2009).

The dependent variable: Defining urban and rural

The first task is to define urban, once this is done everything else is rural. How-
ever the concept of urban can be quite complex. ”It is a function of (1) popu-
lation size, (2) space (land area), (3) the ratio of population to space (density
of concentration), and (4) economic and social organisation.” (Weeks, 2008,
p.354). In research studies, places with a population of 2,000, 5,000, 10,000
or more have been considered urban. Concerning entrepreneurial studies, the
already mentioned Babb and Babb (1992), use ”more urban” and ”more rural”
counties. Westhead et al., have used the threshold of 10,000 inhabitants in the
United States (Westhead and Wright, 1998; Westhead et al., 2004). This figure
is somewhat lower for most of the agencies defining an ”urban area”, such as
the U.S. Census Bureau which requires 50,000 inhabitants. This figure is used
by Liang (2004) among others, when comparing American rural versus urban
entrepreneurs. However this figure might seem too small for some economic
geographers, having suggested that the analysis should be done on megalopolies
or mega-regions. As these economic areas are the ones behind world’s economic
growth, scientific citation, patents, etc. The top 10 megacities comprise between
30 and 40 million people (Florida et al., 2008). Therefore, as already explained
the term of rural-peripheral and urban-metropolis, is complex. The United Na-
tions recognises that there are different measures for each country, for what
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constitutes rural and urban areas, depending on their circumstances.

Many geographers have pointed out the difficulties of defining them. In this
paper as in many other studies, while it is claimed there is a supposed dichotomy
between urban and rural places, there is in fact a big scale of gray areas (Weeks,
2008). In the case of this research for Denmark, the four functions proposed
by Weeks (2008) in the above paragraph are directly and indirectly taken into
account.

The definition of an urban inhabitant used in this paper is a person living
in an area within commuting distance to the two significantly biggest cities in
Denmark, Copenhagen and Aarhus. In other words, people living within less
than 20 km (center-to-center) from surrounding municipalities. For Denmark, a
similar approach has been used by others such as Dahl and Sorenson (2009). For
our case, 37 and 16 municipalities are connected to the Copenhagen and Aar-
hus areas, respectively. These ”metropolitan” areas had respectively 1,605,943
and 475,810 inhabitants in 2004. In contrast, a rural inhabitant is defined as
a person living in a municipality with less than 50.000 inhabitants in 2004 and
also not living in a municipality within commuting distance to the two other
big cities in Denmark, Odense and Aalborg. Please refer to figure 1, in which
the 271 municipalities in Denmark, as in 2004, are displayed.

As mentioned above the main challenge is to define the ”gray areas”. In the
majority of comparative studies, researchers use a figure, (e.g. 50,000 inhab-
itants) to separate the rural and urban areas. If one is an entrepreneur in an
administrative unit with 50,000 inhabitants, one becomes an urban entrepren-
eur, and if one lives in a municipality with 49,999 inhabitants, one becomes a
rural entrepreneur. While this approach is practical for statistical purposes, it
can be somewhat biased. In order to better differentiate the rural and the urban
areas, this paper uses a more conservative approach creating a semi-urban area,
shown in gray color in the map. These semi-urban areas are left out of this study.
They correspond to the following two second largest cities in Denmark, Odense
and Aalborg, both of them with a population between 150,000 and 200,000 in-
habitants in 2004. Following the conservative approach we include for these
areas the surrounding municipalities within less than 20 km (center-to-center)
which is 24 and 14, respectively. Apart from the Odense and Aalborg areas, only
8 of the remaining municipalities have more than 50.000 inhabitants. These are
also categorised as semi-urban areas together with Odense and Aalborg.

Denmark had a population of just below 5,5 million in 2004. All in all,
while the population is not the only variable to take into account in our study,
the total population figures are the following; around two million inhabitants
respectively for the rural and the urban areas, and around one million people
for the semi-urban area, or the ”gray areas” not used in the study. That is, if
one lives in an area of more than approximately 500,000 inhabitants one is an
urban, and if one lives in an area with less than 50,000 one is rural. The areas
in the middle (semi-urban), less than 20% of the total population, remain out of
the study. Table 3 and 4, show the number of entrepreneurs and wage earners
(aged 15-66 in 2004) that can be included from the survey conducted in 2008.
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Entrepreneurs Non-entrepreneurs

Area Population Responses Population Responses

Urban 2,874 617 1,095,192 241
Semi-urban 1,304 286 609,350 144
Rural 2,415 513 1,004,899 230

Total 6,593 1,416 2,709,441 615

Table 3: The two main populations (no missing values).

Missing values for foreign origin results in the exclusion of 17 and two obser-
vations among the response population for entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs,
respectively. Missing values for education level results in further exclusion of 13
and four observations, respectively.

Entrepreneurs Non-entrepreneurs

Area Basis Correction Active 2008 Basis Correction

Urban 617 543 354 241 207
Semi-urban 286 251 163 144 122
Rural 513 458 337 230 188

Total 1,416 1,252 854 615 517

Table 4: Survey correction of information and activity status.

From table 4 can be seen that correcting for entrepreneurship status from
the survey can not be done for 164 IDA identified entrepreneurs and 98 never
entrepreneurs. This is due to non-response in this question and as a result these
respondents are excluded.

Entrepreneurs Non-entrepreneurs Total

Urban 354 207 561
Rural 337 188 525

Total 691 395 1,086

Table 5: The groups used for the final analysis in the paper.

Independent variables: The entrepreneurs’ demography

In the analysis of the difference between entrepreneurs and wage earners in urban
and rural areas, respectively, the following control variables from IDA are in-
cluded: Gender, age, foreign origin, marriage status, and education. These con-
trol variables are all categorical variables with both age and education divided
into four groups and the rest being dummy variable. A further description
of these variables can be found in table 6. For the analysis of the difference
between urban and rural entrepreneurs control variables for industry, ownership
type, and firm size in the start-up year is also included. These variables is also
found in table 6.

One of the most relevant achievements of this study is shown in the table
6, in which there is an overview of the differences between the urban and rural
areas in Denmark. As explained in the methodology section this is based in the
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Rural
Semi-Urban
Urban

Figure 1: Categorisation of Danish Municipalities. The black areas is urban areas (the
eastern one represents the Copenhagen area and the western the Aarhus area). The gray

areas represent the semi-urban areas (the northern one comprises Aalborg and its
surroundings and the southern one Odense and its surroundings). The rest are rural areas.

691 entrepreneurs who fitted the survey. Some of the main findings regarding
in each variable are the following:

• Gender: Male entrepreneurs are equally dominant in rural and urban
areas. That is approximately, only one out of four entrepreneurs are a
woman, in both areas.

• Age: The entrepreneurs in rural areas tend to be slightly younger. In the
rural there are more entrepreneurs in the segments under 30 years old and
30-40 years old, and in the urban areas there are older in the segments
over 40 years old.

• Foreign origin: Foreigners (or of non-Danish origin) in rural areas are more
likely to be entrepreneurs than the ones in urban areas. This is taking into
consideration the never entrepreneurs, however, the number of this sample
is only two in rural areas.

• Marital status: Entrepreneurs in rural areas are more likely to be married
than the urban. This is noteworthy as entrepreneurs in rural areas are
slightly younger.

• Education: Entrepreneurs in urban areas are morel likely to have higher
education. Also more than half of the entrepreneurs in rural areas have
an education from vocational/technical schools.
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Entrepreneurs Non-entrepreneurs

Urban Rural Urban Rural

frq. pct. frq. pct. frq. pct. frq. pct.

Gender

Male 263 74.1% 251 74.5% 94 45.4% 77 41.0%
Female 91 25.7% 86 25.5% 113 54.6% 111 59.0%

Age

-30 years 58 16.4% 58 17.2% 59 28.5% 47 25.0%
31-40 years 124 35.0% 134 39.8% 56 27.1% 42 22.3%
41-50 years 113 31.9% 95 28.2% 54 26.1% 62 33.0%
51+ years 59 16.7% 50 14.8% 38 18.4% 37 19.7%

Foreign origin

Danish 330 93.2% 326 96.7% 193 93.2% 186 98.9%
Other 24 6.8% 11 3.3% 14 6.8% 2 1.1%

Marriage status

Not married 147 41.5% 116 34.4% 105 50.7% 97 51.6%
Married 207 58.5% 221 65.6% 102 49.3% 91 48.4%

Education

No vocational 58 16.4% 76 22.6% 58 28.0% 58 30.9%
Vocational 110 31.1% 174 51.6% 58 28.0% 80 42.6%
Short/medium 109 30.8% 79 23.4% 57 27.5% 45 23.9%
Long 77 21.8% 8 2.4% 34 16.4% 5 2.7%

Industry

Service 178 50.3% 116 34.4% - - - -
Hotel/Restaurant 12 3.4% 27 8.0% - - - -
Wholesale 20 5.6% 17 5.0% - - - -
Retail 46 13.0% 53 15.7% - - - -
Building/Construction 54 15.3% 97 28.8% - - - -
New manufacturing 40 11.3% 13 3.9% - - - -
Old manufacturing 4 1.1% 14 4.2% - - - -

Ownership type

Personal 251 70.9% 261 77.4% - - - -
Other 103 29.1% 76 22.6% - - - -

mean std. err. mean std. err.

employees 2004 - number 0.336 0.046 0.570 0.095 - - - -
employees 2004 - ln 0.075 0.015 0.124 0.023 - - - -

Table 6: Descriptive statistics of the control variables.

Regarding only entrepreneurs:

• Industry: For both groups, the majority of the businesses are in the service
sector. There is a higher number of them in the urban area. The other
main difference is the higher rate of construction companies in the rural
areas. This is consistent with the literature.

• Ownership type: Most of the companies are personally owned. The rates
are similar in both geographical areas.

• Employees: Most of the entrepreneurs operate their business without em-
ployees, in both areas. The rural companies have a higher rate of employ-
ees with an average of 0,57 employees per business owner.
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For this sample of entrepreneurs, it is also shown that there is not a sig-
nificant difference in the quantity of entrepreneurs in urban and rural setting.
Some studies point out that there are relatively more entrepreneurs in the rural
areas (Dahl and Sorenson, 2009; Low et al., 2005) and others in the urban areas
(Eurobarometer, 2007). These differences are likely to come from methodolo-
gical (entrepreneurial and geographic) differences and/or countries differences.

For space constrains the theory regarding the independent variables (gender,
age, etc.) will not be discussed, as there an extensive literature on these issues
(Buss et al., 1991; Westhead and Wright, 1998). It is only pointed out that the
observable characteristics of this sample are mainly consistent with the liter-
ature. An exception is the age, as the entrepreneurs in rural areas tend to be
older, and in this sample they are slightly younger. This could be explained for
the fact that other studies take into account, the traditional sector of agricul-
ture, which is not the case in this study. One could say that this is giving a
biased picture of the economy in the rural areas, however there is also extens-
ive literature indicating ”that there has been a transition in rural businesses,
which moved from agricultural based businesses to general enterprises” (Liang,
2004). Furthermore, it is important to emphasise that the agricultural sector in
Denmark (like in most other advanced economies) can not be said to be market
based given the ammount of subsidies for the sector. The other exception from
this sample is a high rate of foreign-born entrepreneurs in rural areas than in
urban, as compared for example in the U.S. (Low et al., 2005). More research
taking into consideration these founded rates could be needed.

To sum up, table 6 gives a picture of the main differences of the demographic
differences of the entrepreneurs in rural and urban areas. This sample is consist-
ent with most of the literature in the field. It is relevant to find out that when
comparing the rural and urban, the Danish population of the entrepreneurs,
is in line with the entrepreneurship research in other countries. However, this
aim of this research is to go one step further in order to learn more about the
entrepreneurial profile of these entrepreneurs. The next section will discuss the
main results of the research.

Results

Identity

Table 7 contains the regression results estimating the likelihood of being an en-
trepreneur compared to a wage-earner when looking at the identity variables.
The first to columns show the regression results including respondents from
urban areas while the last to columns is for respondents from rural areas. It
can be seen from table 7 that the majority of variables are significant which in-
dicates that entrepreneurs and wage earners are different from each other when
looking at work values and personal traits; this is true both for people living in
urban and rural areas.

More specifically, the entrepreneurs put more weight on intrinsic work values
(i.e. work values related to the work tasks) and less weight on extrinsic work
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Urban areas Rural areas

Coeff. Std. err. Coeff. Std. err.

Intrinsic values score 0.845∗∗ (0.277) 1.295∗∗ (0.305)
Extrinsic values score -1.614∗∗ (0.343) -0.990∗∗ (0.307)
Convenience -0.815∗∗ (0.202) -0.550∗∗ (0.211)
Financial -0.766∗∗ (0.230) -0.659∗∗ (0.219)
Co-workers -0.682∗∗ (0.210) -0.359 (0.229)
Career 0.026 (0.217) -0.159 (0.272)
Entrepreneurial traits score 1.767∗∗ (0.269) 1.955∗∗ (0.306)
Risk seeking score 0.939∗ (0.400) 1.310∗ (0.534)
Tolerance of ambiguity 1.483∗∗ (0.240) 1.422∗∗ (0.308)
Need for achievement 0.273 (0.203) 0.483∗ (0.229)

Locus of control -0.033 (0.204) 0.402† (0.223)
Desire for independence 0.584∗ (0.231) 0.843∗∗ (0.301)

Optimism 0.360† (0.192) 0.475∗ (0.209)
Creativity 0.770∗∗ (0.198) -0.030 (0.209)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 7: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being an entrepreneur compared to being a
non-entrepreneur in urban and rural areas, respectively. Independent variables are controls

and indicators for identity; the results shown is from one regression for each indicator.

values than wage earners. If the extrinsic work values are divided into the four
different dimensions, it is evident that entrepreneurs in both urban and rural
areas put less weight on work values related to the convenience and financial
dimension than wage earners while there is no difference regarding work val-
ues related to the career dimension. For the remaining dimension, co-workers,
there is only a difference between entrepreneurs and wage earners in urban areas
where entrepreneurs value this dimension lower than wage earners.

Also the aggregated measure for entrepreneurial traits and the measure for
risk willingness indicate a difference between entrepreneurs and wage earners
which is evident in both urban and rural areas. Entrepreneurs are better char-
acterised by six of the many traits associated with entrepreneurs in the main-
stream literature and are also more risk willing. In both areas entrepreneurs
express a higher tolerance of ambiguity, a higher desire for independence, and
a higher degree of optimism when looking at the six personal traits, individu-
ally. Furthermore, it can be seen that entrepreneurs in rural areas also have
a high need for achievement and high feeling of internal locus of control com-
pared to wage earners while entrepreneurs in urban areas express high creativity.

Summing up from table 7, it is evident that entrepreneurs are different than
wage earners, independent of geography, when evaluated from the survey indic-
ators covering work values and personal traits. In the following is addressed
whether these indicators also can show significant differences between entre-
preneurs in urban and rural areas.

Table 8 contains the regression results estimating the likelihood of being
from an urban area compared to from a rural area. The first to columns show
the regression results comparing entrepreneurs in the two different areas while
the last to columns shows the results for wage earners. Generally is noticed
from table 8 that the indicators only shows a few differences between urban and
rural entrepreneurs and only one significant difference between urban and rural
wage earners.
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Entrepreneurs Non-entrepreneurs

Coeff. Std. err. Coeff. Std. err.

Intrinsic values score -0.088 (0.256) 0.125 (0.284)
Extrinsic values score 0.093 (0.262) 0.129 (0.360)
Convenience 0.038 (0.175) 0.122 (0.224)

Financial -0.356† (0.203) -0.071 (0.228)
Co-workers -0.189 (0.172) -0.038 (0.254)

Career 0.388† (0.202) 0.422 (0.272)
Entrepreneurial traits score 0.327 (0.224) 0.303 (0.285)
Risk seeking score -0.003 (0.188) 0.297 (0.620)
Tolerance of ambiguity 0.615∗∗ (0.177) 0.383 (0.340)
Need for achievement 0.207 (0.173) 0.355 (0.244)
Locus of control -0.179 (0.173) 0.263 (0.239)

Desire for independence 0.327 (0.202) 0.544† (0.307)
Optimism -0.149 (0.170) 0.227 (0.218)
Creativity 0.525∗∗ (0.170) -0.324 (0.225)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 8: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being from an urban area compared to
rural areas for entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, respectively. Independent variables are

controls and indicators for identity; the results shown is from one regression for each
indicator.

Starting with the entrepreneurs, it can be seen that there is no difference
in the appreciation of intrinsic work values while urban entrepreneurs put less
weight on the financial dimension, and more weight on the career dimension, of
the extrinsic work values. Turning to the six personal traits, the results show a
significant difference only for tolerance of ambiguity and creativity where urban
entrepreneurs are more likely to be characterised by these traits. All of these
findings remains significant when extra control variables are added for industry,
ownership type, and firm size; see table 16 in the appendix.

These findings taken together supports the view of the urban entrepreneurs
as more the more ”creative” type; i.e. they are less motivated by money and
more by career, they like to follow uncertain but attractive opportunities, and
the often think of new possibilities and ways of solving tasks. These results are
not supported when looking at wage earners where the only significant difference
is a higher desire for independence for wage earners in urban areas. Whether
these characteristics of the urban entrepreneurs also can be uncovered when
looking at the motivation for the business start-up in 2004 is explored in the
following section.

Start-up motivation

Table 9 contains the results from logistic regression on the likelihood of being an
urban entrepreneur compared to a rural entrepreneur. Model 1 includes the ba-
sic control variables gender, age, foreign origin, marriage status, and education
while Model 2 further adds control for industry, ownership type, and firm size.
The independent variables included one-by-one with the control variables are
dummy-variables given the value one if that reason was important for start-up
of the new business3. These reasons range from intrinsic motivations (e.g. new
work challenges) to extrinsic motivations (e.g. higher earnings) as well as in-
cluding ”push” factors (e.g. unsatisfying work situation) and ”pull” factors (e.g.

3The number of missing values range from 16-25.
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inspiration/suggestion colleagues).

However, the results reveal only that urban entrepreneurs are significantly
less likely to start a business to make their hobby their career but they are more
likely to start a business because of disagreement with colleagues or manage-
ment; the last result is only significant in Model 2. Hence, there is no difference
in start up motivation between urban and rural entrepreneurs when looking at
the other intrinsic and extrinsic motivators.

Model 1 Model 2

Coeff. Std. err. Coeff. Std. err.

New product/service -0.092 (0.170) -0.103 (0.176)
Hobby into career -0.539∗∗ (0.173) -0.517∗∗ (0.178)
My own employer -0.225 (0.245) -0.180 (0.254)
New work challenges 0.117 (0.254) 0.218 (0.264)
Higher earnings -0.027 (0.174) -0.095 (0.180)
Control work tasks -0.023 (0.302) -0.112 (0.315)
Control work hours 0.075 (0.196) -0.003 (0.206)
Support family/friends -0.002 (0.187) 0.067 (0.193)
Inspiration/suggestion colleagues 0.233 (0.169) 0.175 (0.174)

Disagreement colleagues/management 0.341 (0.211) 0.365† (0.218)
Unsatisfying work situation 0.207 (0.175) 0.249 (0.179)
Resignation/unemployment 0.102 (0.211) 0.096 (0.216)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 9: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being an urban entrepreneur compared to
a rural entrepreneur. Independent variables are controls and indicators for start-up

motivation; the results shown is from one regression for each indicator.

Network

Urban areas Rural areas

Coeff. Std. err. Coeff. Std. err.

Contact frequency present colleagues 0.599∗∗ (0.197) 0.896∗∗ (0.217)
Contact frequency former colleagues 0.573∗ (0.262) 1.203∗∗ (0.277)
Contact frequency former schoolmates -0.185 (0.272) -0.297 (0.360)
Contact frequency fellow club members -0.506∗ (0.201) -0.002 (0.209)
Contact willingness present colleagues 0.484∗ (0.200) 0.475∗ (0.209)
Contact willingness former colleagues 0.816∗∗ (0.208) 0.740∗∗ (0.239)
Contact willingness former schoolmates 0.515∗ (0.237) -0.015 (0.325)
Contact willingness fellow club members 0.547∗ (0.234) 0.981∗∗ (0.293)
Use of strong ties 0.047 (0.195) -0.125 (0.210)
Use of weak ties -0.513∗ (0.240) -0.010 (0.310)
Use of professionals 0.851∗∗ (0.230) 0.180 (0.258)
Social network size -0.087∗∗ (0.030) -0.012 (0.030)
Social network density score 0.494∗ (0.198) 0.507∗ (0.213)
Entrepreneurs family 0.790∗∗ (0.222) 0.907∗∗ (0.254)
Entrepreneurs colleagues (present/former) 1.315∗∗ (0.204) 1.163∗∗ (0.221)
Entrepreneurs other friends 0.774∗∗ (0.206) 0.479∗ (0.219)

Influence family entrepreneurs 0.598† (0.315) 2.795∗∗ (0.384)
Influence colleagues entrepreneurs 0.311 (0.471) 0.904 (0.559)
Influence other friends entrepreneurs 0.933∗∗ (0.248) 1.534∗∗ (0.300)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 10: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being an entrepreneur compared to being
a non-entrepreneur in urban and rural areas, respectively. Independent variables are controls

and indicators for network; the results shown is from one regression for each indicator.

Table 10 contains the regression results estimating the likelihood of being an
entrepreneur compared to a wage-earner when looking at the network variables.
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The first to columns show the regression results including respondents in the
urban areas while the last to columns is for respondents in rural areas. Table
10, like table 7, shows a significant difference between entrepreneurs and wage
earners for the majority of indicators regardless of geography.

The following results hold for both entrepreneurs in urban and rural areas.
They have a higher contact frequency to present (outside work) and former col-
leagues and are more willing to contact these persons, and fellow club members,
regarding work-related help compared to wage earners. Furthermore, entrepren-
eurs are more likely to know other entrepreneurs or former entrepreneurs within
family, present/former colleagues or other friends and to be more influenced by
these entrepreneurs among family and other friends. Finally, entrepreneurs are
more likely to have a high density network; i.e. the people in the social network
know each other.

Further differences between entrepreneurs and wage earners are significant
but only when looking at urban areas. Additionally, entrepreneurs in urban
areas are found to have a lower contact frequency to fellow club members, are
more willing to contact former schoolmates for work-related help. Furthermore,
entrepreneurs in urban areas less likely to use weak ties and more likely to use
professionals concerning considerations of a career change which they would talk
to less people about compared to wage earners.

Summing up these differences, the results indicate that entrepreneurs a more
likely to have a small dense network containing other entrepreneurs compared
to wage earners but they have a high contact frequency and contact willingness
to weak ties and professionals which could indicate a more strategic networking
behavior. Again is in the following addressed whether these network indicators
can show significant differences between entrepreneurs in urban and rural areas.

Table 11 contains the regression results estimating the likelihood of being
from an urban area compared to from a rural area. The first two columns show
the regression results comparing entrepreneurs in the two different areas while
the last to columns shows the results for wage earners. The network indicators
are still able to show a lot of differences between urban and rural entrepreneurs.

The general finding being that urban entrepreneurs are more strategic re-
garding their networking behavior given that they have less contact frequency
with former colleagues (but are not less willing to contact these persons), are
more willing to contact both present colleagues (outside of work) and former
schoolmates for work-related help and, finally, are more likely to use profession-
als. Furthermore, urban entrepreneurs are more likely to know other entrepren-
eurs or former entrepreneurs that falls in the category other friends but they are
less likely to be influenced by entrepreneurs in the family. These results are still
significant when controlling for industry, ownership type, and firm size which
can be seen in table 17 in the appendix.

When looking at the wage earners not many of these results can be ascribed
to geography; only the higher contact willingness to present colleagues (outside
of work) for urban wage earners are in line with the results among entrepreneurs.
On the other hand urban wage earners are more likely to be influenced by fam-
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Entrepreneurs Non-entrepreneurs

Coeff. Std. err. Coeff. Std. err.

Contact frequency present colleagues -0.089 (0.183) 0.090 (0.218)
Contact frequency former colleagues -0.488∗ (0.191) 0.068 (0.317)
Contact frequency former schoolmates 0.444 (0.280) 0.139 (0.335)
Contact frequency fellow club members -0.198 (0.175) 0.079 (0.224)

Contact willingness present colleagues 0.324† (0.175) 0.369† (0.220)
Contact willingness former colleagues 0.230 (0.172) 0.326 (0.260)
Contact willingness former schoolmates 0.770∗∗ (0.226) 0.252 (0.316)

Contact willingness fellow club members 0.164 (0.191) 0.524† (0.313)
Use of strong ties 0.007 (0.172) -0.005 (0.220)
Use of weak ties 0.328 (0.244) 0.640∗ (0.286)
Use of professionals 0.424∗ (0.189) -0.233 (0.290)
Social network size -0.005 (0.027) 0.035 (0.032)
Social network density score -0.170 (0.177) -0.046 (0.221)
Entrepreneurs family -0.275 (0.222) -0.038 (0.241)
Entrepreneurs colleagues (present/former) 0.226 (0.184) 0.014 (0.228)
Entrepreneurs other friends 0.435∗ (0.196) 0.021 (0.221)
Influence family entrepreneurs -0.722∗∗ (0.263) 1.663∗∗ (0.433)
Influence colleagues entrepreneurs 0.243 (0.315) 1.795∗ (0.906)
Influence other friends entrepreneurs -0.013 (0.206) 0.441 (0.328)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 11: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being from an urban area compared to
rural areas for entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs, respectively. Independent variables are

controls and indicators for network; the results shown is from one regression for each
indicator.

ily entrepreneurs or entrepreneurs among colleagues than rural wage earners.
Finally, the results indicate that urban wage earners are more willing to contact
fellow club members and use weak ties for considerations about a career change.

Again is explored whether this strategic networking behaviour of the urban
entrepreneurs also can be seen when looking at the use of the social network
during the business start-up in 2004.

Network utilisation

Table 12 contains the results from logistic regression on the likelihood of being
an urban entrepreneur compared to a rural entrepreneur. Like on the former
section, Model 1 includes the basic control variables gender, age, foreign origin,
marriage status, and education while Model 2 further adds control for industry,
ownership type, and firm size. The independent variables included one-by-one
with the control variables are indicators for utilisation of the social network dur-
ing start-up of the new business; see table 15 in the appendix for construction
of these variables.

From table 12 can be seen that urban entrepreneurs are more likely to own
their business with friends through many before the start-up compared to rural
entrepreneurs but they are less likely to have taken over an existing business
from family or others; the last result only significant in Model 1. The importance
of friends during start-up is further supported when looking at the resources:
Finance, employees, and advise. Urban entrepreneurs are more likely to have
friends among the employees in the first year of the business and use advise from
former colleagues and other friends compared to rural entrepreneurs. However,
urban entrepreneurs are more likely to have received finance from the family
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than rural entrepreneurs. Finally, table 12 reveals that there is no difference
in the expressed importance of having support from family/friends but urban
entrepreneurs are more likely to express that having a professional network is
important to become successful with a new business.

Taken together these results indicate that urban entrepreneurs are more
likely to start-up a completely new business and more likely to utilise their
friends (co-ownership, employees, and advise).

Base model Extra control

Coeff. Std. err. Coeff. Std. err.

Ownership with family -0.408 (0.297) -0.337 (0.319)
Ownership with colleagues 0.428 (0.303) 0.302 (0.318)
Ownership with friends 1.175∗ (0.490) 1.153∗ (0.508)
Ownership with others 0.646 (0.417) 0.566 (0.439)
Existing family business -1.439∗ (0.619) -1.317∗ (0.640)
Existing other business -0.560∗ (0.252) -0.324 (0.275)

Finance: Family 0.466† (0.254) 0.684∗ (0.275)
Finance: Former colleagues 0.110 (1.348) 0.001 (1.321)
Finance: Other friends 0.685 (0.629) 0.787 (0.651)
Employees strong ties -0.184 (0.284) -0.164 (0.297)
Employees former colleagues 0.031 (0.281) -0.077 (0.296)
Employees other friends 1.044∗∗ (0.381) 1.116∗∗ (0.397)
Use of advise: Family 0.082 (0.183) 0.043 (0.189)
Use of advise: Former colleagues 0.568∗∗ (0.177) 0.440∗ (0.183)
Use of advise: Other friends 0.647∗∗ (0.173) 0.573∗∗ (0.178)
Use of advise: Professionals -0.167 (0.175) -0.164 (0.181)
Professional network 0.518∗ (0.207) 0.514∗ (0.212)
Support family/friends -0.355 (0.274) -0.286 (0.280)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 12: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being an urban entrepreneur compared to
a rural entrepreneur. Independent variables are controls and indicators for network

utilisation during start-up; the results shown is from one regression for each indicator.

In the next section are discussed the main findings of this study on urban
and rural entrepreneurs in Denmark. This research has focused on identity given
by personal traits and work values and social network given by the use of strong
ties, weak ties, and professionals. In accordance with theory, these are assumed
to be important aspects of the entrepreneurial profile and process.

Discussion

We will first turn to our original research question: How important is geo-
graphy to the entrepreneurial profile? Not so much as we had initially sup-
posed. We set up 14 indicators for identity (covering seven personality traits
and five dimensions of work values), 12 indicators for start-up motivation (cov-
ering intrinsic and extrinsic factors as well as push and pull factors), 19 indicat-
ors for network (covering contact frequency/willingness to weak ties, the use of
strong/weak/professional ties, network characteristics, and knowledge/influence
of network entrepreneurs), and, finally, 18 indicators of network utilisation dur-
ing start-up (covering ownership with network and finance, employees, and ad-
vice from the social network). Out of these 63 indicators, we only found a
few indicators that showed a significant difference (at a 1%, 5%, or 10% level)
between the entrepreneurs in urban and rural settings - this in spite of imple-
menting a conservative method for separating urban and rural areas by casting
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out ”gray areas” which ended up excluding almost 20% of the population.

Another strength of our study is the use of control groups, unfortunately
something unusual in entrepreneurial research. By doing so, we were able to
find significant differences between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs for the
majority of indicators covering both identity and network, regardless of geo-
graphy. Therefore, while we hypothesised that there would probably be similar-
ities between the urban population regardless of their occupation, (and similarly
among the rural population), we did not find them. Instead, it seems that the
idea that entrepreneurs are born or made differently from the rest of the pop-
ulation seems closer to reality, no matter where one is from. Our findings are
based on a case study of Denmark and in the only other paper we know of where
they used control groups to compare entrepreneurs in the rural and urban areas,
there were similar findings for the east coast of the United States (Babb and
Babb, 1992).

However, although there are not many differences between urban and rural
entrepreneurs, interesting findings related to both identity and network have
been found. This have been found while taking control variables such as in-
dividual demographic characteristics (such as gender, age, and education) and
firm demographics (such as industry, ownership type, and number of employees)
into account.

First, looking at identity, our research partially agrees with popular economic
geographers such as Richard Florida who suggest that entrepreneurs in urban
areas are more creative (Florida, 2008). We find that the Danish urban entre-
preneurs are 1) more creative (e.g. more likely to answer ”I often think of new
ideas and ways to solve tasks” and ”I often pursue the attractive but uncertain
opportunities”), 2) less motivated by the financial side of work (e.g. less likely to
answer ”Work gives you a high income”), 3) more motivated by the career side
of work (more likely to answer ”Work is a stepping stone for the advancement
of my career”) and, 4) more likely to start up a completely new business than
the rural entrepreneurs. Thus, Hypothesis 1 and 2 in the paper are supported.
However, because of the similarities of the majority of the indicators between
the urban and rural entrepreneurs, we cannot paint such a grim picture of the
entrepreneurs in rural areas as Florida does. Furthermore, there seems not to
be a difference in the start-up motivation for urban and rural entrepreneurs, but
this could be because of the somewhat weak indicators for start-up motivation.
Out of the 12 defined start-up motivations, urban entrepreneurs are less likely
to start a business to make their hobby their career while they are more likely
to start a business because of disagreements with colleagues or management.

Following the line of our findings, the ”creativity” results found among en-
trepreneurs are not supported when looking at non-entrepreneurs where the
only significant difference is a higher desire for independence for wage earners
in urban areas. Thus, the wage earners tend to be very similar in urban and
rural areas when compared to entrepreneurs given the personal traits and work
values included in this study.

Second, network indicators show several differences between urban and rural
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entrepreneurs. Urban entrepreneurs are found to be more contact willing in
their networking behaviour which could be ascribed to the agglomeration effect.
These findings are based on 1) they have less frequent contact with former col-
leagues (but are not less willing to contact these persons) 2) are more willing
to contact both present colleagues (outside of work) and former schoolmates for
work-related help, and 3) are more likely to use professionals. Finally, urban
entrepreneurs are more likely to have other entrepreneurs as friends (not char-
acterised as present or former colleagues). Despite no difference in the number
of entrepreneurs in their families, urban entrepreneurs report that they are less
inspired or encouraged by them to start a business than are rural entrepreneurs.
Comparing these results with the network indicators for non-entrepreneurs, only
the higher contact willingness to present colleagues (outside of work) for urban
wage earners are in line with the results among urban entrepreneurs. On the
contrary, urban wage earners are more willing to contact fellow club members
and use weak ties for considerations about a career change.

The importance of friends as well as having a professional network is further
supported when looking at the network utilisation during start-up. Here urban
entrepreneurs are found to be 1) more likely to start a business with old friends
(but less likely to have taken over an existing business from family or others), 2)
are more likely to hire friends in the first year of the business, 3) are more likely
to use advice from former colleagues and other friends. Urban entrepreneurs are
also more likely to have received financing from their families. Finally, urban
entrepreneurs are more likely to report that having a professional network is im-
portant for a new business to become successful (despite no significant difference
in the expressed importance of having support from family/friends). To sum up,
urban entrepreneurs are more likely to start up a completely new business and
more likely to utilise their friends (co-ownership, employees, and advice). Thus,
only part of hypothesis 3 (regarding weak ties) is supported while hypothesis 4
is fully supported.

In the following, the limitations and possibilities for future research are
briefly discussed. First of all, it is important to emphasise the difficulty in
defining urban and rural areas even though using the four factors to look at
proposed by Weeks (2008). Therefore, it could be of importance to conduct a
sensitivity analysis of for instance the 20 km limit used in this study to include
the surrounding areas of the biggest cities (municipalities): Does the results
change significantly if this limit is changes to 10 or 15 km? Furthermore, it
should be mentioned that we choose the municipality of the respondent’s home
for the definition of urban and rural inhabitants in stead of the municipality
of business; this was necessary in order to categorise the non-entrepreneurs.
However, it is natural to assume that the entrepreneurs in most cases live close
to their business which is still active in 2008. For the non-entrepreneurs it is
more likely that these could have moved in the period 2004-2008 and as a con-
sequence changed from being a urban inhabitant to a rural inhabitant or vice
versa. Again, this is assumed to have a minor influence on the overall results
but as the IDA database is updated these problems could be corrected.

Turning to the subsample of entrepreneurs used, first-time entrepreneurs in
2004 that is still active in 2008, it is evident that this study is only focusing
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on successful entrepreneurs (in terms of survival) given the high failure rates of
new businesses in Denmark and other countries (Dahl et al., 2009). Moreover, it
could be interesting to study differences between the unsuccessful entrepreneurs
in urban and rural areas respectively. Or alternatively, study how identity and
network indicators influence the likelihood of entrepreneurial success in urban
and rural areas, respectively. This could be operationalised with variables for
survival or growth in employees and turnover available from IDA or the degree
of work satisfaction or possible work-family conflict available from the survey.
Especially the latter could be interesting, given that entrepreneurial success in
the literature often is assumed to be determined by the performance of the new
business.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the results in this paper are based on
quantitative analysis of survey data. Using survey data from 2008 where asked
about circumstances from 2004 is always problematic given the possibility of
retrospective bias or ”wishful thinking”; this problem could be amplified in this
study given that we only included the survived entrepreneurs. The consequence
of the quantitative nature of this study is the very general results which call for
more in-depth qualitative research. The following is a story that might as well
as have happen.

The Story
To illustrate some of our main findings regarding entrepreneurs we will present a simple example.
- Imagine you have two friends, Ruben and Urban. Ruben is from a rural area, and Urban is
from a big city. You talk with each one of them once in a while. You are an equally important
friend for each one of them, since they have around the same number of friends. Ruben, earned a
three-year technical degree and Urban got a university degree. When you hang out with Urban
and his friends you talk about ideas for businesses. He is a very creative guy. - Some time passes -
Urban is about to get married, and Ruben, although slightly younger, already has. Interestingly,
they both started a business in the service sector. Urban proposed that you and another friend join
him in his business adventure. You did not join. Urban borrowed some money from family and
friends. - A few more years pass, and both of your friends have become successful entrepreneurs -
By reading the results of this paper, you know that you are equally as likely to receive a call from
either of them to have a drink. But you are more likely to have Urban ask you for help, with for
instance, a computer problem. If you do not help him, you should not worry a lot; he’s the type of
person who will soon call an IT professional or another friend. It’s not that Ruben won’t have a
problem with the computer, but he would not bother you about it. Ruben would probably ended
up spending a few days fixing it himself.

This was a didactic example based on some of our results, overemphasizing the main differences.
The differences between age, marriage, and education of these characters can probably be
explained by socio-economic and cultural values for each region. Whether this is true for the
difference in personal traits and work values could be important to further investigate. Also,
the reason for the different use of networks is unclear, however, this behavior is probably
related to geographical proximity and/or agglomeration issues. It seems that, while much
has changed over the last centuries, in today’s economy the rural entrepreneurs still share a
certain resemblance to the rural tradition of surviving without division of labour. This beha-
vior was pointed out in the introduction, with the examples by Adam Smith and the ancient Greeks.

Another main finding of our research is that entrepreneurs are similar, regardless of geography,
when compared to wage earners. Going back to the fictional case of the story of our two friends; -
The most interesting thing happens the day you introduce Ruben and Urban. They start talking
about their businesses, and get along very well. They complain about the routine problems of
their providers, customers, government bureaucrats and others who have never been entrepreneurs.
However, they both agree on how much they like having the freedom of being their own boss. They
exchange cards and comment on how many things they have in common. - And they are right; these
guys have always been one of kind.
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Indicator Decribtion Missing

Intrinsic values Continuous: Average score of 9 intrinsic values indicated on a
three-point scale (e.g. ”You have the feeling of accomplishing
something”, ”You can see the results of your work”, and ”You
can strengthen your skills and abilities”).

35/1086

Extrinsic values Continuous: Average score of 13 extrinsic values indicated
on a three-point scale (e.g. ”The working hours are favour-
able”, ”The work gives you a high income”, ”The colleagues
are friendly and helpful”, and ”The work is a stepping stone
to the advancement of my career”).

57/1086

Convenience Dummy: The value 1 if all four extrinsic values related to
the convenience dimension of extrinsic values is regarded im-
portant versus not important (e.g. ”The working hours are
favourable”).

40/1086

Financial Dummy: The value 1 if all four extrinsic values related to
the financial dimension of extrinsic values is regarded import-
ant versus not important (e.g. ”The work gives you a high
income”).

33/1086

Co-worker Dummy: The value 1 if the two extrinsic values related to the
co-worker dimension of extrinsic values is regarded important
versus not important (e.g. ”The colleagues are friendly and
helpful”).

25/1086

Career Dummy: The value 1 if the three extrinsic values related to
the career dimension of extrinsic values is regarded important
versus not important (e.g. ”The work is a stepping stone to
the advancement of my career”).

35/1086

Entrepreneurial traits Continuous: Average score of 12 statements related to six en-
trepreneurial traits - two reversed items for each trait - in-
dicated on a 5-point Likert scale (e.g. ”I often pursue the
attractive but uncertain opportunities”, ”I think that success
is the result of hard work”), and ”I often think of new ideas
and ways to solve tasks”).

51/1086

Tolerance of ambiguity Dummy: The value 1 if there is agreement and disagreement
with the two reversed items covering this entrepreneurial trait
(e.g. ”I often pursue the attractive but uncertain opportunit-
ies”).

29/1086

Need for achievement Dummy: The value 1 if there is agreement and disagreement
with the two reversed items covering this entrepreneurial trait
(e.g. ”I prefer result-oriented and innovatory tasks”).

32/1086

Locus of control Dummy: The value 1 if there is agreement and disagreement
with the two reversed items covering this entrepreneurial trait
(e.g. ”I think that success is the result of hard work”).

26/1086

Desire for autonomy Dummy: The value 1 if there is agreement and disagreement
with the two reversed items covering this entrepreneurial trait
(e.g. ”I like to determine myself how tasks are completed”).

28/1086

Optimism Dummy: The value 1 if there is agreement and disagreement
with the two reversed items covering this entrepreneurial trait
(e.g. ”I always expect the best outcome of a situation”).

32/1086

Creativity Dummy: The value 1 if there is agreement and disagreement
with the two reversed items covering this entrepreneurial trait
(e.g. ”I often think of new ideas and ways to solve tasks”).

28/1086

Risk willingness Continuous: The respondents reservation price of one out of
ten lottery tickets divided by the fair price of this ticket given
the one prize in the lottery.

86/1086

Table 13: Indicators for identity created from the questionnaire survey.
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Indicator Decribtion Missing

Contact frequency present colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent every or almost every
week talks to present colleagues outside of the workplace.

22/1086

Contact frequency former colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent every or almost every
week talks to people mainly known as former colleagues.

23/1086

Contact frequency former fellow students Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent every or almost every
week talks to people mainly known as former schoolmates or
fellow students.

26/1086

Contact frequency association ties Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent every or almost every
week talks to people mainly known as association ties.

25/1086

Contact willingness present colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent is willing to contact
present colleagues outside of the workplace regarding work-
related help.

5/1086

Contact willingness former colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent is willing to contact
people mainly known as former colleagues regarding work-
related help.

9/1086

Contact willingness former fellow students Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent is willing to contact
people mainly known as former schoolmates or fellow students
regarding work-related help.

9/1086

Contact willingness association ties Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent is willing to contact
people mainly known as association ties for work-related help.

15/1086

Use of strong ties Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent would talk to close
family and other family about considerations of career change.

61/1086

Use of weak ties Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent would talk to
present/former colleagues and other friends about consider-
ations of career change.

75/1086

Use of professionals Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent would talk to profes-
sionals (e.g. coach) about considerations of career change.

61/1086

Size of network Continuous: The number of people the respondent would talk
to about considerations of a career change.

150/1086

Density of network Dummy: The value 1 if the people the respondent would talk
all know each other or most of them know each other com-
pared to few of them know each other or none of them know
each other.

37/1086

Entrepreneurs family Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent have entrepreneurs or
former entrepreneurs in the close family or other family.

15/1086

Entrepreneurs colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent have entrepreneurs
or former entrepreneurs among present colleagues or former
colleagues.

63/1086

Entrepreneurs friends Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent have entrepreneurs or
former entrepreneurs among other friends or acquaintances.

47/1086

Inspiration entrepreneurs family Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent is inspired or encour-
aged by these entrepreneurs in the close family or other family
to start the business.

502/1086

Inspiration entrepreneurs colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent is inspired or en-
couraged by these entrepreneurs among present colleagues or
former colleagues to start the business.

703/1086

Inspiration entrepreneurs friends Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent is inspired or encour-
aged by these entrepreneurs among other friends or acquaint-
ances to start the business.

393/1086

Table 14: Indicators for network created from the questionnaire survey.
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Indicator Decribtion Missing

Own with family Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent owns the business with
family members.

66/691

Own with former colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent owns the business with
colleagues from before start-up.

56/691

Own with other friends Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent owns the business with
other friends through many years before start-up.

76/691

Own with others Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent owns the business with
others.

68/691

Existing family business Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent has taken over an
existing business from the family.

22/691

Existing other business Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent has taken over an
existing business from others.

22/691

Finance family Dummy: The value 1 if the respondents business used finance
from close family or other family.

20/691

Finance former colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondents business used finance
from former colleagues.

30/691

Finance from other friends Dummy: The value 1 if the respondents business used finance
from other friends and acquaintances.

32/691

Employees family Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent during the first year
of the business had employees from the close family or other
family.

342/691

Employees former colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent during the first year
of the business had employees that were former colleagues.

345/691

Employees other friends Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent during the first year
of the business had employees that were other friends and
acquaintances.

351/691

Advise family Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent during the start-up of
the business used advise from close family or other family.

25/691

Advise former colleagues Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent during the start-up of
the business used advise from former colleagues.

37/691

Advise other friends Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent during the start-up of
the business used advise from other friends or acquaintances.

35/691

Advise professionals Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent during the start-up of
the business used advise from public advisers or other profes-
sionals.

24/691

Professional network important Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent thinks that a profes-
sional network is important to run a successful business.

8/691

Support family/friends important Dummy: The value 1 if the respondent thinks that support
from family and friends is important to run a successful busi-
ness.

6/691

Table 15: Indicators for network utilisation created from the questionnaire survey.
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Coeff. Std. err.

Intrinsic values score -0.124 (0.263)
Extrinsic values score -0.018 (0.271)
Convenience 0.016 (0.180)

Financial -0.364† (0.208)
Co-workers -0.211 (0.177)

Career 0.365† (0.208)
Entrepreneurial traits score 0.213 (0.231)
Risk seeking score -0.072 (0.193)
Tolerance of ambiguity 0.528∗∗ (0.184)
Need for achievement 0.162 (0.179)
Locus of control -0.215 (0.178)
Desire for independence 0.288 (0.208)
Optimism -0.157 (0.175)
Creativity 0.476∗∗ (0.175)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 16: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being an urban entrepreneur compared to
a rural entrepreneur. Independent variables are controls and indicators for identity; the

results shown is from one regression for each indicator. Extra control variables for industry,
ownership type, and firm size are added.

Coeff. Std. err.

Contact frequency present colleagues -0.119 (0.188)
Contact frequency former colleagues -0.557∗∗ (0.196)
Contact frequency former schoolmates 0.354 (0.290)
Contact frequency fellow club members -0.207 (0.180)
Contact willingness present colleagues 0.359∗ (0.179)
Contact willingness former colleagues 0.196 (0.176)
Contact willingness former schoolmates 0.761∗∗ (0.232)
Contact willingness fellow club members 0.188 (0.196)
Use of strong ties 0.037 (0.177)
Use of weak ties 0.337 (0.249)
Use of professionals 0.409∗ (0.193)
Social network size -0.000 (0.027)
Social network density score -0.076 (0.183)
Entrepreneurs family -0.302 (0.229)
Entrepreneurs colleagues (present/former) 0.142 (0.191)
Entrepreneurs other friends 0.465∗ (0.201)
Influence family entrepreneurs -0.686∗ (0.270)
Influence colleagues entrepreneurs 0.281 (0.328)
Influence other friends entrepreneurs -0.041 (0.213)

Note: ∗∗, ∗, and † is significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Table 17: Logistic regression for the likelihood of being an urban entrepreneur compared to
a rural entrepreneur. Independent variables are controls and indicators for network; the

results shown is from one regression for each indicator. Extra control variables for industry,
ownership type, and firm size are added.
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