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Abstract 
	  

Innovation plays an important role for the success of entrepreneurs in developing 
countries. It is one of the primary ways to stand out from the crowd. Unfortunately, many 
entrepreneurs in developing countries do not adopt new processes, new technology, 
and/or new products/services, leading to many businesses to fail. Hence, it is important to 
understand the lack of innovative entrepreneurship in these contexts. 

This study centers on how the mindset of the entrepreneur influences innovative 
entrepreneurship. In particular, self regulatory focus theory is used to explain the lack of 
innovative entrepreneurship. The theory describes two different regulatory foci that affect 
motivation: promotion focus and prevention focus. These regulatory foci have different 
needs to satisfy, different goals, different state of preferences, and different strategies to 
achieve their goals. It is believed that self regulatory focus is the main drive that lead us 
in doing what we are doing. Althought there are many previous studies focus on how 
regulatory focus influences different entrepreneurial traits, until now, no  study  
investigated how these regulatory foci influence the innovation level of entrepreneurs. 
Also, as innovation starts when entrepreneurs acknowledge opportunity, this study 
investigates if opportunity recognition is able to mediate the relationship between self 
regulatory focus and innovation.  

In addition, different intensity of innovations have different level of risk. As 
promotion and prevention focused entrepreneurs have different basic characteristics, they 
perceive risk differently. This study also investigates how different regulatory foci 
influence radical and incremental innovations. 

The result showed that promotion focus positively influences innovative 
entrepreneurship. In particular, the more entrepreneurs looks for gains and views their 
goals in terms of their aspirations, the more they make changes to their products, 
services, business processes, and management. I did not find any significant relationship 
between prevention focus and innovation. Also, it was found promotion focus affects 
opportunity recognition positively. However, my result shows that opportunity 
recognition does not mediate the relationship between promotion focus and innovation. 
Last, although the involved risk is relatively low in incremental innovation, prevention 
focused entrepreneurs do not engage incremental nor radical innovation. On the other 
hand, promotion focus affects both radical and incremental innovations, with a higher 
effect on radical innovation compared to incremental innovation. 
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Chapter 1 
 

Introduction 
 

Over the last few years, the importance of innovation in entrepreneurship has 

sparked a lot of interest from  researchers from different backgrounds. Innovation is one 

primary way to stand out from the crowd. Being first to market with a new product, using 

a new technology, or engaging a new process in entrepreneurial activities can provide 

entrepreneurs with significant advantages in terms of building up their  businesses. 

This study is conducted in order to understand what role motivation plays in 

innovative entrepreneurial activities. Motivation is an internal trigger that stimulates us to 

achieve our goals and fulfill our needs. Facing the same external conditions, some 

entrepreneurs keep up with innovation while others stick to the same old entrepreneurial 

activities. Thus, motivation is believed as one important factor that affects the way 

entrepreneurs conduct their entrepreneurial activities.  

Using the self regulatory focus framework, this study centers on how different 

self regulatory types influence innovative activities. The theory defines two types of 

regulatory foci that affect motivation: promotion focus and prevention focus. Based on 

regulatory focus theory  individuals with different regulatory foci set goals and engage 

strategies differently in life.  

On the one hand, people who are more focused on achievement needs are said to 

be in a  promotion focus. Promotion focused entrepreneurs have a need to grow and they 

take action towards their ideal goals. These people are more concerned about obtaining 

accomplishments that are aligned with their own ideals. Their motivation to act comes 

from the presence of rewards. In conducting their daily business, promotion focused 

entrepreneurs make progress by trying to find different ways to achieve their goals. As a 

result, promotion focused entrepreneurs are believed to be more creative and more open 

to new ideas in order to fulfill their gain/non-gain state preference.	  On the other hand, 

prevention focused entrepreneurs are concerned with security and prefer to ensure safety. 

On day-to-day business activities, prevention focused entrepreneurs try to avoid errors 

and they tend to represent the others’ expectations or fulfilling their obligations. 
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Prevention focused entrepreneurs are more careful in making decisions as they tend to be 

anxious when they feel that their business is in danger. Due to their natural preference of 

non-loss/loss situation, prevention focused entrepreneurs tend to be risk averse.  

As the role of entrepreneurship is extremely crucial in developing countries 

(Olawale & Garwe, 2010), this study is conducted in Uganda, one of low-income 

countries in East Africa. Two major problems in developing countries are unemployment 

and the inability to produce goods. As a form of self-employment, entrepreneurs are able 

to provide jobs for themselves and open job fields for others. As a result, unemployment 

rates and income disparities will decrease. In addition, developing countries usually have 

generally low levels of production (Olawale & Garwe, 2010). It is believed that 

entrepreneurs are able to promote a more productive economy through innovative 

solutions, and as a result, entrepreneurship brings a country towards a better economy 

condition (Holcombe, 1998). In other words, entrepreneurship is expected to be the 

solution for these problems. 

As the poorest continent in the world, how entrepreneurs become a valid solution 

for economic growth in Africa has been studied by many scholars. Ahwireng-Obeng & 

Ncube (2005) claimed that a  lack of entrepreneurial  spirit in African countries is  one of 

the main culprits of poverty. They also mentioned that African countries can overcome 

their poverty issues only when they are able to empower their citizens to be self-

supportive and embrace the  entrepreneurial  spirit. Despite the importance of 

entrepreneurship in the developing countries, little is known how internal motivations of 

these entrepreneurs influence their innovation level. 

Innovation is part of the traits that belong to entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship is 

a group of traits that belongs to certain individuals, i.e. once an entrepreneur, always be 

an entrepreneur (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999). The relationship between self regulatory 

focus and other entrepreneurial traits (e.g. personal initiative, creativity, or alertness 

level) has been studied for the last few years. These entrepreneurial traits are also 

believed to be correlated to innovation. However, there are no previous studies that focus 

on how regulatory focus affects innovation. This study aims to provide an answer to this 

gap, by providing a better understanding of the relationship between different self 

regulatory foci and innovative entrepreneurship, which, until now, is still unclear. 
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The results of this study are expected to explain the unknown gap regarding how 

personal motivation plays role in innovative entrepreneurship in general. As a practical 

implication, understanding entrepreneurs’ mindset and how they conduct their business 

activites allows us to provide the best approach that can encourage innovation. It also 

helps us to create the most suitable innovative technology, procedure, and training that 

can be embedded into the current situation without causing any feelings of 

powerlessness. When entrepreneurs embrace innovation as a friend, they will not be 

hesitant to be involved actively in innovative entrepreneurship. 
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Chapter 2 
 

Theoretical Background 

2.1. Innovative Entrepreneurship in Uganda 

Ugandans define themselves as an entrepreneur or a businessman/woman 

whenever they are self-employed. They are less concerned with  being registered at the 

chamber of commerce office or holding a business license. This implies that most 

entrepreneurs in Uganda perform profitable activities for themselves, regardless the legal 

status or ownership of the premises.  

Based on Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Report (Kelley, Bosma, & Amoros, 

2011), it was estimated that there were 3,000,000 entrepreneurs in Uganda and 31% of 

Ugandan citizens aged 18 to 64 years old were engaged in entrepreneurial activities in 

2010. Unfortunately, this number decreased dramatically when we talk about those who 

managed to grow their business. It is sad but true that many Ugandan entrepreneurs fail to 

grow. 

Although there are many factors that may cause this failure, one probable reason is 

the low capacity to innovate. Innovation is said to be a solution that allows businesses to 

survive and thrive in the increasingly competitive markets (Kim & Maubourgne, 2005). It 

is also believed to be a constitutive element of entrepreneurship (Schumpeter, 1982). 

However, many entrepreneurs in Uganda, especially in the rural areas, stick to the same 

old-fashion ways of conducting business, without any engagement in innovative activities 

(e.g. creating new products or using new tools) that can help them to compete with their 

competitors.  

Understanding the condition of entrepreneurship in Uganda, the main question that 

pops up is: ‘why do some entrepreneurs decide to make changes in their business while 

the others stick to the same old ways even though they may fail?’ To answer this 

question, I tried to understand what entrepreneurship is, its relation to innovation, 

entrepreneurs’ motivation, and how this motivation influences innovative 

entrepreneurship. 
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2.2. What is An Entrepreneur? 

In order to have a better overview about the entrepreneurship field, it is useful to 

understand what an entrepreneur is. The term ‘entrepreneur’ was first introduced by 

economist and author Richard Cantillon in 1734, who defined an entrepreneur as a self-

employed person with an uncertain return (Nybakk & Hansen, 2008). As time has passed,  

two major scientific streams emerged that discuss and define entrepreneurship 

differently. On the one side there is Schumpeter (1934), who identified entrepreneurs as 

people who can acknowledge any new form of commercial opportunity and organize a 

venture to implement it. He saw entrepreneurs as the agents of change within the 

organization who see and carry out new combinations. Thus, he declared entrepreneurs to 

be those who actively think outside the box regarding newly invented products, newly 

devised production techniques, and innovative ways to penetrate untapped market 

segments. Based on this point of view, entrepreneurs are similar to active innovators who 

generate profits.  

In contrast, Kirzner (1973) defined entrepreneurs as people who can identify an 

opportunity for profit, rather than create one. He did not stress about finding or creating 

new things. Instead, he saw entrepreneurs as passively alert people who are able to 

quickly grasp the pure profits generated by errors of others. From this point of view, 

entrepreneurship is the result of reactions to autonomous changes in the underlying 

supply and demand conditions. Thus, entrepreneurs are not necessarily those who create 

new combinations, but those who are able to acknowledge profit opportunities by 

promptly exploiting them (Kirzner, 2008).  

Although Schumpeter (1934) and Kirzner (1973) had a different understanding of 

the concept of entrepreneurship, both emphasized a similar idea: entrepreneurs are  

highly related to change (i.e. innovation). Entrepreneurs are seen as those who bring 

change within an organization (Schumpeter, 1934) or those who search for change, 

respond, and exploit it as an opportunity (Drucker, 1995), or as agents who are 

responding to existing imbalances in the market and creating changes based on them 

(Kirzner, 2008). It can be concluded that scholars correlated entrepreneurship with an 

ability to seize opportunities and create a particular result (Martin & Osberg, 2007). 
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2.3. Role of Innovation in Entrepreneurship 

The relationship between innovation and performance level of entrepreneurship 

has been studied for many years. Recently, Baregheh, Rowley, & Sambrook (2009) 

proposed that a business has to innovate in response to customer demands. Nowadays, 

modern consumers are more informed and have more options in terms of what they buy 

and who they buy it from. Essentially, customers become more selective and do not 

accept mediocrity because they know they can always go somewhere else. Innovation is 

also important in order to capitalize on opportunities offered by technology, changing 

market conditions, and structures. This brings innovation to be the main core of survival 

of a business (Zahra & Covin, 1994). 

As a starting point to explain what innovation is, it is important to keep in mind 

that innovation always relates to novelty or improvements of entrepreneurial activities 

(OECD, 2005). Innovation can be defined as the acceptance and implementation of new 

ideas (Thompson, 1965). Plessis (2007) also mentioned that innovation is a knowledge in 

order to create a better result that is beneficial to the business’ stakeholders. It is also 

possible to acknowledge innovation as a form of diffusion, where innovation activity is 

adapted from other organizations to be implemented inside business premises in order to 

give a better impact for overall performance. Hence, innovation is not necessarily related 

to novelty. As long as it gives a significant impact, an improvement can also be 

acknowledged as innovation (OECD, 1997). 

For this study in particular, I refer to Schumpeter (1934), OECD (2005), and 

Massa and Testa (2008) to categorize innovation into four different main aspects: product 

innovation, process innovation, marketing innovation, and organizational innovation.  

Product innovation covers both products and services. Product innovation happens 

when entrepreneurs introduce new or significantly improved products and/or services to 

the market. These new or significantly improved products can occur through changes in 

characteristics, functionality, components, or materials that may enhance performance 

(OECD, 2005). 

Process innovation involves the implementation of production or product delivery. 

It can occur by using new or significantly improved techniques, equipments, and 

softwares to reach out the resources, manage supplies within the company (supply chain), 
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or deliver product/services to the customers (OECD, 2005). When there is any new or 

significantly improved methodology on how entrepreneurs conduct their support 

activities using new technology, equipment, or software (e.g. creating an online system 

for purchasing process or using new software for accounting division), it is categorized as 

part of the  process innovation. 

Marketing innovation is defined by an introduction to new or significantly 

improved methodologies in product design, product placement, pricing, or promotion. 

This form of innovation includes all changes in the way of products / services being 

promoted (e.g. using new media for advertisement), the changes in the delivery 

presentation of the products / services without changing any functional specification of 

the products (e.g new packaging), all changes that is made in the sales channel (e.g. 

franchising method), and changes in the pricing strategy (OECD, 2005).  

Organizational innovation involves changes in organizational method for 

distributing responsibilities, decision making, or structuring activities in business 

practices. This includes the changes on management structures, workplace organizations, 

and external relations. All new or improved procedures that relate to organizational issues 

inside the business activities (e.g. changing the autonomy of each division or the 

distribution of responsibilities among the employees) or how to manage relationships 

with external parties are considered as part of the organizational innovation 

(OECD,2005).  

All types of innovation can be measured in many ways. According to Massa and 

Testa (2008), the most popular ways to measure innovation is based on the input and 

output of the innovation process. They mentioned research and development budget or 

educational background of the entrepreneurs as the examples of the input based  

innovation process, while number of patent or market share as the examples of output 

based innovation process. However, especially in developing countries like Uganda, 

these complex measurements do not fit well (Sserwanga, 2011) and it is common to 

measure innovation based on the information that is provided directly by the 

entrepreneurs through a self-reporting surveys (Sonfield et al., 2001). 

Although most entrepreneurs understand the role of innovation, the hesitation of 

entrepreneurs to innovate is not surprising because the decision to innovate often causes 
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uncertainty in many factors that are highly unpredictable (Rosenberg, 1994). However, 

regardless any uncertainty that may appear, innovation activities are still believed to lead 

entrepreneurs into a positive result that can improve performance in general (OECD, 

2005). Without innovation activities, it is not surprising that many entrepreneurs fail to 

grow. 

This brings us to the very basic question of ‘what trigger entrepreneurs to 

innovate’. Naude, Szirmai, and Goedhuys (2011) believed that entrepreneurs are driven 

by profit motives. They mentioned that market condition and human capital are two main 

factors that stimulate entrepreneurs to innovate. However, in developing countries, 

market condition tends to be segmented, small, and uncertain due to low income 

conditions and lack of infrastructure. This market condition fails to compensate the 

innovative entrepreneurs and as a result, entrepreneurs are not motivated to innovate 

(Naude et al., 2011). Human capital also influences innovation. Innovation requires 

highly skilled entrepreneurs with adequate knowledge, supported by good public policy 

(Naude et al., 2011). Again, in a low-income country such Uganda, this human capital 

requirement is difficult to fulfill.  

Paradoxically, regardless of these unsupportive external conditions, some 

entrepreneurs still engage in innovative entrepreneurship in their daily activities. Then, 

the remaining  unanswered question is, ‘Faced the exact same situation, why do some 

entrepreneurs innovate while  others do not?’ 

To answer this question, I looked into the internal characteristics of the 

entrepreneurs instead of the external environment conditions. Sharma and Chrisman 

(1999) believed that innovation is part of the traits that belong to entrepreneurs and 

entrepreneurship is a group of traits that belongs to certain individuals, i.e. once an 

entrepreneur, always be an entrepreneur. Based on this belief, I explored the 

entrepreneurs motivational scheme and how it influences their innovation level.  

 

2.4. What Makes Us Do What We Do? 

As humans, we act in order to fulfill a certain purpose. All of our actions are based 

not only on external influences but also what we value and the likely consequences of our 

actions. As a result, we act towards our desired outcomes (Bandura, 1991). Our beliefs 
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and values are known as our regulatory orientation and they  differ amongst different 

individual (Higgins, 1997). 

Regardless which one our regulatory orientation is, when what we are doing is 

aligned with our regulatory orientation type, we will involve ourselves more, have higher 

motivational level, and give higher value to what we are doing (Higgins, 2000). Thus, it 

can be seen that our regulatory orientation affects our judgment and decision making 

process.  

One important theory about this regulatory orientation was outlined by Higgins 

(1997, 1998), who explained that we are motivated to ‘seek for pleasure and avoid pain’. 

This theory is aligned with achievement motivation theory proposed by Atkinson (1964) 

that distinguished basic motivation characteristic as ‘hope for success’ and ‘fear of 

failure’. Mowrer (1960) also claimed that motivation comes from the hope of achieving 

desired end-states or from avoiding fear of undesired end-states.  This theory is well-

known as self regulatory focus theory. 

2.5. Self Regulatory Focus Theory 

Based on the self regulatory focus theory, there are two different types of 

regulation orientations,  called promotion focus and prevention focus. In general, both 

promotion and prevention foci are different in a number of aspects.  

First, promotion and prevention focused people have different needs to be 

satisfied. The promotion focus has nurturance needs; while prevention focus has security 

needs (Higgins, 1997). This means that people with high promotion focus are more 

concerned with obtaining accomplishment, growth, and advancement. They are 

motivated towards gaining success. Promotion focused people attempt to act towards 

opportunities for reward and away from the absence of reward (Higgins, 1997; Manczak, 

Zapata-Gietl, & McAdams, 2014). On the other hand, people with prevention focus are 

more concerned with earning security, safety, and fulfillment of responsibility (Brockner 

and Higgins, 2001). They try to avoid failure at all cost. Prevention focused people 

attempt to move away from the possibility of failure and the presence of negative 

outcomes (Manczak, Zapata-Gietl, & McAdams, 2014). 
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A second aspect is the goal they try to achieve in life. Promotion focused people 

seek to reach the end goal associated with their ideal self. People with strong promotion 

focus act to represent their own beliefs about their ideals, hopes, and wishes (Fellner et 

al., 2007). On the other hand, prevention focused people seek to attain the standards 

associated with the social expectations. They tend to act in order to fulfill their duties, 

obligations, and responsibilities (Brockner & Higgins, 2001).   

The third aspect is the strategic compatibility. Promotion focused people tend to 

make progress by working towards the desired end-state (i.e. accomplishment) and they 

try to avoid  the undesired end-state (i.e. non fulfillment) (Higgins, 1997). On the 

contrary, prevention focused people take action in order to avoid mismatching with the 

desired end-state (i.e. safety) and to avoid matching the undesired end-state (i.e. danger). 

This strategic compatibility defines how promotion and prevention focused people doing 

things differently to achieve the same objective. For example, in order to produce a good 

meal, promotion focused people tend to come up with creative recipes, while prevention 

focused people will monitor the temperature and cooking time to make sure the meal 

taste as it is expected.  

Fourth, promotion and prevention focused people have different state of 

preferences. Promotion focused people prefer gain/non-gain situations, and a state of 

eagerness to attain advancement. Promotion focused people will perform better in a 

situation that allows them to gain rewards upon task completion or in a situation in which 

they are not able to gain rewards if they fail to fulfill the task. Meanwhile, prevention 

focused people prefer non-loss/loss situation, and an inclination to a state of vigilance to 

ensure safety and non-losses (Brockner and Higgins, 2001). Prevention focused people 

will perform better in a situation where they will not lose what they already have upon 

task completion or in a situation where they will lose what they already have if they fail. 

A study from Shah, Higgins, and Friedman (1998) showed that promotion focused 

participants performed well on their tasks when it was framed as an opportunity to gain a 

dollar (from a starting point of 4$) upon task completion. On the other hand, prevention 

focused participants performed well on their tasks when it was framed as an opportunity 

not to lose a dollar (from a starting point of 5$). Their study showed that although both 

promotion and prevention focused participants aimed to have 5$ upon task completion, 
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how the situation were framed motivated promotion and prevention focused participants 

differently.  

Fifth aspect relates to the feelings that accomplishment elicits. Pleasure comes 

when promotion focused people achieve their goals and failure is followed by sadness. 

For prevention focused people, calmness appears after completing the goals and anxiety 

arises when their goals are thwarted (Manczak, Zapata-Gietl, & McAdams, 2014). 

Table 2.5.1 summarizes the main differences between promotion and prevention 

focused people.   

 
Table 2.5.1.  
The main difference between promotion and prevention foci 
Point	  of	  Differences	   Promotion	  Focus	   Prevention	  Focus	  
Needs	  to	  be	  satisfied	   Nurturance	  needs.	   Security	  needs.	  
Goals	  to	  achieve	   Reach	   the	   end-‐goal	   that	  

associated	  with	  the	  ideal	  self.	  
Attain	   the	   standards	   associated	  
with	  the	  social	  expectation.	  

Strategic	  compatibility	   Aim	   to	   match	   towards	   the	  
desired	  end-‐state.	  

Avoid	   mismatching	   to	   the	  
desired	  end-‐states.	  

States	  preferences	   Gain/non-‐gain	  situations.	   non-‐loss/loss	  situation.	  
Accomplishment	  feelings	   Pleasure	  for	  success	  and	  sadness	  

for	  failure.	  
Calmness	  for	  success	  and	  anxiety	  
for	  failure.	  

 

The differences in self regulatory focus characteristics produce different 

approaches to achieve the same goals. For example, during an experiment by Shah et al. 

(1998), it was found that although two groups performed similarly on the exact same 

task, the motivations that drove them were different: promotion focused people tended to 

accomplish a task when they were promised to earn extra money while prevention 

focused people would fulfill their tasks because they were afraid to lose money if they 

failed to do so. Another example is that promotion focused high school students may 

apply to different universities in the unlikely chance of getting accepted to one, whereas 

prevention focused high school students would only apply to the school with a high 

acceptance possibility (Manczak, Zapata-Gietl, & McAdams, 2014). 

It is important to remember that we were not born with a certain type of regulatory 

focus. Past experiences and external conditions shape our regulatory focus preferences 

(Higgins, 1997). The development of regulatory focus starts during childhood time and is 

influenced by interactions with the caretakers. Different characteristics of caretaker 
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increase the possibilities that children will  have a different regulatory focus. For 

instance, a child who was raised by someone who encouraged them to overcome 

difficulties and triggered them with rewards towards achievement is more likely to 

develop a promotion focus. A child who was told to always mind their manners and 

criticized for making a mistake tends to develop a prevention focus (Higgins, 1997). 

Promotion and prevention foci are conceptualized to be independent to each other 

(Tumasjan & Braun, 2012), so there is a possibility that an individual scores high or low 

on both promotion and prevention foci. In fact, most of the existing regulatory focus 

scales are found to be uncorrelated (Fellner, 2007; Higgins et al. 2001) or weakly 

correlated (Lockwood et al., 2002) which allow us to have high or low scores on both 

foci.  

When a certain regulatory focus is more required to achieve success, it is not 

impossible to develop certain promotion focus by creating a suitable environment that fits 

the expected regulatory focus. A situation where people are allowed to do what they want 

to in order to achieve something would enhance promotion focus traits. On the other 

hand, a situation where people have boundaries and are told how to do things on their 

daily life will enhance prevention focus traits.   

Moreover, regulatory focus operates as situational motivation and it may change 

across time (Lisjak, Molden, & Lee, 2012). Lisjak, Molden, and Lee (2012) showed that 

regulatory focus can be primed. This situational regulatory focus is also known as 

momentary regulatory focus. There are two ways to inhibit momentary regulatory focus 

(Grewal et al., 2011). One way is by self-generated primed situation. Asking a person to 

write an essay about what he/she wants to reach in the next two years will stimulate 

momentary promotion focus. On the other hand, a personal reflection regarding the 

biggest responsibility in life will prime momentary prevention focus.  Another way is by 

creating an external environment that enhances certain regulatory focus. When someone 

is instructed to gain points from 0 to 5, momentary promotion focus will be stimulated. 

On the contrary, when someone is instructed not to lose points, momentary prevention 

focus will be stimulated. Therefore, although we have one dominant regulatory focus, 

there is always a probability that in a certain situation, we behave based on the opposite 

regulatory focus traits. 
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Despite all the distinct differences between promotion and prevention foci, both 

are equally good and important in order to help us achieving success  in our lives. For 

example, a study conducted by Molden, Lucas, Finkel, Kumashiro, and Rusbult (2009)  

showed that during the condition in which someone aims to achieve certain goal, only 

promotion focus traits can successfully predict personal success and well being. 

However, for a situation in which someone has achieved what they wanted to and needs 

to maintain the current achievement, both promotion and prevention foci can 

independently predict one’s success and wellbeing.  

2.6. Self Regulatory Focus on Innovative Entrepreneurship 

In the entrepreneurship field, many scholars believe that motivation is a significant 

aspect that can predict the performance of entrepreneurial activities (Collins, Hanges, & 

Locke, 2004; McClelland, 1961). Thus, it is not surprising that some scholars have 

explored the role of regulatory focus on entrepreneurial activities.  

As shown below, most scholars agree that entrepreneurs require a judicious 

combination of promotion and prevention focused activities in order to achieve success in 

conducting their business. Both regulatory foci are necessary to support different 

entrepreneurial activities.  

Promotion focus traits are believed to be advantageous during activities that 

require creativity and openness, i.e. during the idea generation process. Creativity and 

openness to new ideas are crucial for idea generation. A previous study from Crowe and 

Higgins (1997) showed that promotion focused people generated more ideas and possible 

alternatives in categorizing objects compared to prevention focused people. Align with 

this study, Liberman et al. (1999) also found that promotion focused people are less 

hesitant to switch to new activities and making changes in their current condition 

compared to prevention focused people.  

Prevention focus traits are more beneficial during activites that require attention to 

details, i.e. idea screening process. Prevention focused entrepreneurs are believed to be 

less impulsive and are less influenced with speeding up the process towards the end that 

may harm the quality of the work (Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004). In other words, 

prevention traits provide a more accurate result during the idea screening activity. 
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In innovative entrepreneurship field, both promotion and prevention foci are 

crucial. A study from Wing-hong Lam and Chiu (2002) found that while creativity 

mostly comes from promotion focused people, prevention focus traits are  more 

important during the survival of idea implementation. They found that prevention focused 

people are more persistent when facing the obstacles that arise during the idea 

implementation. This indicates although the initial idea for innovation may come from 

promotion focused entrepreneurs, the survival rates for implementing this innovative 

ideas may be higher for prevention focused entrepreneurs. 

However, as different self regulatory foci have different basic elements, it is not 

surprising that when different regulatory focused individuals perform the same action, the 

motives behind these actions are not the same. For example, consider the motivation of 

entrepreneurs to start new businesses. Promotion focused entrepreneurs may start new 

business ventures because they believe they would be able to generate a higher income 

through their new business, while prevention focused entrepreneurs may start their own 

ventures because of the insecurity they feel during their employment. Likewise, 

promotion focused entrepreneurs expand their business due to their personal ambition to 

be a national-wide company while prevention focused entrepreneurs expand their 

business due to the regulation set by the franchise regulation. 

As the regulatory focus is also influenced by external factors, market condition is 

one big aspect that influences how entrepreneurs conduct their entrepreneurial activities. 

A study by Hmieleski and Baron (2008a) showed the differences between promotion and 

prevention focused entrepreneurs in different environments. It was found that self 

regulatory focus influences business performance only in a dynamic industry, where 

entrepreneurs cannot predict the risk. They found that promotion focused entrepreneurs 

provide a positive impact and prevention focused entrepreneurs exert a negative impact 

on business performance in a dynamic industry. In a stable industry, they could not find 

any effect of self regulatory focus on business performance.  

Although there are many studies on the relationship between self regulatory focus 

and entrepreneurial activities, little is known about how these different foci influence 

innovative entrepreneurship. If human behaviors are controlled by forethought (Bandura, 

1991) and this forethought can be explained through promotion and prevention focus 
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theory, then, it is useful to understand how these self regulatory foci produce a different 

innovative entrepreneurship level. To fill in this unknown gap, this study focuses on the 

relationship between self regulatory focus and innovative entrepreneurship. Conducted in 

Uganda, it is expected that the results can be used to explain the relationship between 

motivation and innovative entrepreneurship in general.  

Innovation involves creativity in order to generate new ideas and figure out hidden 

possibilities (Isaksen & Tidd, 2006). A study from Crowe and Higgins (1997) showed 

that promotion focused people generate more ideas to fulfill the given tasks compared to 

prevention focused people. Generating more ideas provides a chance to hit the correct 

option to solve problems and avoid missing the correct opportunity. This strategy is 

usually chosen by promotion focused people.  

In order to be creative, entrepreneurs need to be open to new things. Due to the 

differences between promotion and prevention focus characteristics, each individual has a 

different level of openness to new things. Some are resistant to change, while others 

always look for it. Fellner et al. (2007) stated that openness to new things is one 

important characteristic of promotion focused people but not for prevention focused 

people. Liberman et al. (1999) showed that promotion focused people are less hesistant to 

change from their current condition and give up their belongings compared to prevention 

focused people.  

Since previous studies show that promotion focus provides advantages for 

creativity and openness to new things, I predict that only promotion focus is positively 

associated to  innovative entrepreneurship and thus become hypothesis 1a and 1b. 

 

Hypothesis 1a. Promotion focus is positively associated to innovative entrepreneurship. 

Hypothesis 1b. Prevention focus is not associated to innovative entrepreneurship. 

2.7. Self Regulatory Focus, Opportunity Recognition, and Innovation 

Exploiting new opportunities is the raw material for innovation. Most of the time, 

innovation starts when entrepreneurs acknowledge the existence of these opportunities 

(Baron, 2007; Park, 2005). In other words, the more capable an entrepreneur is in 

recognizing opportunities, the more likely they will engage innovative entrepreneurship. 
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For many years, researchers have tried to study the process of opportunity 

recognition. There are two major contradictory beliefs on how entrepreneus acknowledge 

opportunity. On one side, some scholars believe that opportunity recognition is a result of 

a constant active search that allows entrepreneurs to come up with new ideas. On the 

other side, some scholars believe that opportunity recognition is an automatic process, 

without any deliberate search process.  

Fiet, Clouse, and Norton (2004) showed that we actively scan our environments 

and it takes time to identify problems and solutions. As an entrepreneur in particular, a 

study from Hills and Shrader (1998) showed that entrepreneurs actively search for 

information in a specific source (e.g. personal contact) and identify opportunity as the 

result of this active search. Entrepreneurs are believed to perform a more active search 

activity compared to other professionals, including managers (Gilad, Kaish, & Ronen, 

1989).    

On the contrary, alertness is believed to allow entrepreneurs to acknowledge 

opportunity without any deliberate search (Busenitz,1996) This process is also known as 

a passive search. It is a serendipity process instead of a deliberate search, possibly 

happened because people, especially entrepreneurs, have a high alertness level that can 

identify an opportunity when they see it. There are some characteristics that are believed 

to influence the alertness level, such as creativity and optimism (Baron, 2006). Previous 

studies showed that creativity and optimism are positively related to opportunity 

recognition (Vesalainen & Pihkala, 1999; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994).  

I argue, instead of contradictory to each other, deliberate search process and 

alertness level inside entrepreneurs complement each other. This argument was supported 

by Tang and  Khan (2007) who defined searching activity and alertness level with a yin-

yang analogy. Deliberate search process depends highly on the availability and access of 

information. When information is easily accessible, deliberate search is more likely to 

happen. If the information is difficult to access, alertness level of entrepreneurs is more 

important and the deliberate search decreases. Referring to this conclusion, this study 

includes both active search and alertness level as part of opportunity recognition.  

Most of the time, opportunity is available for everyone to recognize it. 

Unfortunately the capability in recognizing opportunity varies between individuals 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

17 

(Eckhardt & Shane, 2003). Although previous research agreed that opportunity 

recognition is affected by our previous experience, access to information, personal 

knowledge, and personal alertness level (Fiet, Clouse, and Norton, 2004; Baron 2007), it 

is also agreed that the capability in recognizing opportunities is affected by certain 

characteristics, that can be explained by self regulatory focus framework.  

Baron (2002) showed that self regulatory focus influences opportunity recognition. 

Considering that creativity is an important element for passive search in opportunity 

recognition process, it is not surprising that his study showed that people with high 

promotion focus tend to have a higher capability to recognize opportunity compared to 

prevention focused people. In addition to creativity level, in regard to an active search 

process, promotion focused people are more motivated to achieve gains so that they are 

more proactive in searching for new opportunities. Due to their needs for growth, 

promotion focused people are eager to take more effort in connecting information they 

have and different events they see/experience in order to create a meaningful connection 

for opportunity recognition (Tumasjan & Braun, 2012).  

Opportunity recognition is also influenced by the perception of risk (Baron, 2006). 

As the natural strategic compatibility of promotion focused entrepreneurs is to achieve 

growth, they tend to take risky behaviors as long as they are able to get what they aim. As 

a result, promotion focused entrepreneurs will set lower criteria to define the existence of 

opportunity compared to prevention focused entrepreneurs. To this extend, entrepreneurs 

with high promotion focus level are more aware to recognize opportunity compared to 

those with a prevention focus (Baron, 2002).  

This theory leads to my prediction that opportunity recognition can be an 

explanation factor for the relationship between promotion focus and innovative 

entrepreneurship. Since I do not expect any association between prevention focus and 

innovative entrepreneurship, opportunity recognition is supposed to mediate the 

relationship between promotion focus and innovative entrepreneurship only. 

 

Hypothesis 2. The relationship between promotion focus and innovative entrepreneurship 

is mediated by opportunity recognition. 
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2.8. Self Regulatory Focus on Radical and Incremental Innovations 
 

Innovation is not only about novelty. An improvement which produces a better 

result can also be acknowledged as an innovation.  Understanding this condition, Koberg, 

Detienne, & Heppard (2003) categorized innovation into radical and incremental. The 

main difference between radical and incremental innovations lay on the intensity of 

innovation. 

Radical innovation happens by completely changing the existing order of things, 

creating something that is totally new. It is a major change and involves a more 

complicated process that encompasses a creation of new products, services, or market. 

On the other hand, incremental innovation simply modifies the existing structures to 

produce something that gives a better impact. It comprises a smaller scope of change 

(koberg et.al., 2003; OECD 2005).  As a concrete example, an electronic manufacture can 

replace a portable cassette player (walk-man) with mp3 players as their product (radical 

innovation) or add an internal fan inside their current computer product to remove 

excessive heat (incremental innovation) in order to be a market leader in the industry.   

As radical and incremental innovations cover different scopes, these types of  

innovation also come with different levels of risk (Keizer & Halman, 2007). Radical 

innovation is much more unpredictable, more risky, highly uncertain and takes longer 

time to perform. The cost of failure in radical innovation is relatively high. On the other 

hand, incremental innovation is more predictable and provides higher perceived control 

for the entrepreneurs, and thus, has lower risk compared to radical innovation. 

Although there have been debates regarding which innovations provide better 

results for entrepreneurs, Yeh-Yun Lin and Yi-Ching Chen (2007) mentioned that in 

order to achieve success, both innovation types are necessary. Radical innovation is more 

important to stay ahead of competitors while a simultaneous incremental innovation is 

important to maximize profits. Regardless the differences, it is believed that both radical 

and incremental innovations are a creative act (Baregheh, Rowley, & Sambrook, 2009) 

and aimed to have a better product, service, process, and result. 

The relationship between self regulatory focus and risk assessment has been 

studied by many scholars from different fields, such as product investment (Mullins, 

Forlani, & Walker, 1999) or time allocation (Lamp & Levesque, 2010). Bryant & 
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Dunford (2008) claimed that risky behavior comes from promotion focused entrepreneurs 

as the result of wanting to achieve something. Promotion focused entrepreneurs focus on 

growth and therefore tend to be more relaxed in setting the threshold for risk assessment. 

As long as innovation can help them towards achievement, they are more likely to engage 

innovative entrepreneurship. On the other hand, careful behavior arises naturally for 

prevention focused entrepreneurs as they are more concerned with danger and failure. 

This leads them to set a lower thresholds for possible risk they can bear while performing 

entrepreneurial activities. Thus, prevention focused entrepreneurs are supposed to be 

more careful in choosing which innovation types they are eager to engage in. 

Incremental innovation is able to provide a more secure feeling for prevention 

focused entrepreneurs when they make changes on the existing situations. This allows 

prevention focused entrepreneurs, who are more careful and try to avoid errors, to be less 

hesitant to do incremental innovation. On the other hand, as someone who is naturally in 

a gain/non-gain situation and always concerned with achieving something, I predict that 

promotion focused entrepreneurs will engage innovation as long as they can fulfill their 

needs of achievement, regardless the size of changes they need to take. 

Given that perceived risk is influenced by self regulatory focus,  I predict that 

prevention focused entrepreneurs are more likely to perform incremental innovation as 

the risk level is relatively low. However, promotion focused entrepreneurs are more 

likely to perform both incremental and radical innovations. 

 

Hypothesis 3a. Prevention focused entrepreneurs are more likely to perform incremental 

innovation.  

Hypothesis 3b. Promotion focused entrepreneurs are more likely to perform both radical 

and incremental innovations.   
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Chapter 3 
 

Methodology 

A face-to-face interview was conducted in six different areas in Kampala. Seven 

interviewers were involved in the data collection process. First, I chose the areas for data 

collection using a random sampling methodology. Then, the interviewers visited these 

areas and conducted the interview, only if entrepreneurs were available in these selected 

areas.  

Prior to the data collection process, two pre-testing studies were conducted to 

check if the existing measurement tool fit Ugandan population. There were six 

entrepreneurs participated for the pre-testing studies. In addition to pre-testing studies, a 

four-days training was held for the interviewers.  

As the measurement tool, I used a list of questionnaire asking for general 

information (i.e. demographic information and business information) and several 

different scales assesing self regulatory focus (Fellner et al.,2007), opportunity 

recognition characteristics (Baron & Ozgen, 2007;  Singh et al., 1999), and innovative 

entrepreneurship (Sserwanga, 2011; Oerlemans et al., 2003; Rooks et al., 2005). All the 

questions were displayed on a tablet and the interviewers directly filled in the answers 

based on the interview results. 

3.1. Data Collection Area 
Hierarchically, the administrative unit in Uganda consists of district, division, sub-

division, parish, and villages. This study was conducted only in one district, Kampala. As 

the capital city of Uganda, Kampala is the busiest and most crowded city in Uganda. It 

was expected that a more heterogeneous  entrepreneur could be found in Kampala 

compared to other areas in Uganda.  

I aimed to gather at least 200 participants from six different villages (i.e. 33-34 

participants in each village). These villages were located in two different parishes. These 

two parishes were supposed to be in two different sub-divisions within two different 

divisions. Both of these divisions are part of Kampala district.  
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I used the random sampling methodology in order to decide which villages to visit 

for data collection. An online randomization website1 was used for the randomization 

process. The chosen divisions were the first two names that appeared on the 

randomization result list. For sub-divisions and parishes, the first name on the 

randomization result list were chosen. On the village level, the first three villages were 

selected as the location for data collection. Whenever the selected unit did not fulfill the 

requirements (e.g. the parish only has two villages), this name was disregarded and the 

second name on the list was chosen.  

As the final result, Kalerwe, Kifumbira, Lower Nsooba, Nabunya, Musigula, and 

Nalukolongo were chosen as the villages to visit for the data collection process. Table 

3.1.1 shows the details of the chosen administrative units, starting from district to 

villages.  
Table 3.1.1.  
The Chosen Administrative Unit for Data Collection 

District Division Sub division Parish Village 

Kampala Kawempe Kawempe 

South 

Mulago III Kalerwe 

Kifumbira 

Lower Nsooba 

Rubagga Rubagga South Rubagga Nabunya 

Musigula 

Nalukolongo 

 

3.2. Procedure 
There was a four-days training prior to the actual data collection process. One local 

translator was involved to help with the translation from English to the local language, 

Luganda. Seven interviewers joined this training where they learnt about the 

measurement tool, how to use tools, and how to ask the questions properly.  

                                                
1	  www.random.org	  was	  used	  for	  the	  online	  randomization	  process. 

2	  www.surveygizmo.com 
3	  Spearman-‐Brown	  reliability	  analysis	  was	  used	  because	  there	  were	  only	  two	  items	  in	  the	  scale.	  Based	  on	  
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A local translator provided a reliable translation into the local language, both 

written and verbal. For questions regarding self regulatory focus, personal initiative traits, 

and opportunity recognition, written translations were displayed on the survey tool (i.e. 

tablet). This approach was chosen in order to avoid different translation from different 

interviewers. Although most people in Uganda are able to communicate in English, most 

interviews were conducted in the local language. I believed that local language would 

provide a more precise answer and solve language barrier issues. 

Before conducting the data collection activity, local community leaders within 

each village were contacted. This community leader is a respected figure in the village. 

The leader of the team approached these community leaders in advance to ask for their 

permission and guidance for the data collection activities. It was expected that these 

community leaders would be able to lead us to the right directions, where we could find 

the entrepreneurs within the villages. In addition, due to the social structure in Uganda, 

having authorization from local community leaders led to a more cooperative responses 

from the participants. A financial compensation was given to each community leader.  

On the data collection day, each interviewer was assigned with a formal uniform, a 

single tablet, and the scale probes. Paper-based measurement tool was also prepared for 

the data collection process, just in case, there were any technical issues with the tablet 

during the process. Face-to-face interview was conducted by seven interviewers for five 

consecutive days (Monday – Friday) at six different areas during the working hours, 

started from 9.00 to 16.30. 

All interviewers visited one particular village at the same time. Upon arrival, they 

were divided into three smaller teams that started at three different points within the 

village. These points were chosen based on the number of business premises in the 

village and the direction of the local community leader. Each interviewer was assigned to 

a specific location. Then, they conducted a solo interview by visiting business premises at 

the assigned location. This method was chosen in order to get a random sample within 

each location and was expected to be able to represent the overall population. However, 

there was always be a possibility of self-selection bias, a condition that occured because 

the interviewers were allowed to select the potential participants themselves. There was 

no precise systematic process (i.e. every nth premises) in choosing which business 
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premises to visit. After assigned to a specific small area, interviewers had a total freedom 

to choose which business premises to visit. As a result, there might be a sampling bias 

with the current methodology.   

Upon the arrival of the business premises,the interviewer introduced him/herself, 

the project objectives, and asked a question to check if there were any entrepreneurs (i.e. 

the business owner at the location or someone who owns a business in other locations) 

present at the business premises. Only when entrepreneurs were present and agreed to 

participate, the interview could be conducted. If there were no entrepreneurs at that 

specific business premises, then interviewers skipped the current premises and moved to 

the following premises. The interview took around  30 minutes. At the end of the 

interview, all participants received a notebook as a thank you gift. 

3.3. Participants 
For the purpose of this study , entrepreneurs were defined as individuals, who 

create profit by doing activities for their own and are independent from other business 

premises. These individuals own their premises and involve in the business activities on 

day-to-day basis  (Naude, 2011). Before starting the interview, interviewers made sure 

that they conducted the interview only with entrepreneurs fitted the definition above. 

The interviewers did not make a note on the number of entrepreneurs who declined 

to participate. Thus, there was no precise number regarding the response rate. However, 

roughly calculation speaking,  there were around 20 potential participants per day refused 

to participate (i.e. 3 refusal per interviewer per day). In total, 275 entrepreneurs were 

interviewed as participants. It consisted of 254 tablet-based interviews and 21 paper-

based interviews. Due to some errors, several observations were removed. 8 interviews 

were removed from further analysis due to the interviewers’ errors on the paper (e.g. too 

many missing data) and 27 interviews were removed due to incompleteness. Most 

incomplete interviews were caused by the withdrawal of the entrepreneurs. The 

approximated response rate was 66% and 240 observations were used for further 

analysis.  

Ideally, I would like to have an equal number of interviews in each village. 

However, the number of participants (partial and complete) was not exactly the same for 
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each village. Table 3.3.1 shows the number of participants, both partial and complete, 

paper-based and tablet-based for each village.   
Table 3.3.1. 
Total Participants in Each Village 

	  	  

Lower	  

Nsooba	   Kifumbira	   Kalerwe	   Nabunya	   Nalukolongo	   Musigula	  

	  Partial	  paper-‐based	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	   0	  

	  Partial	  tablet-‐based	   8	   2	   2	   6	   6	   3	  

	  Complete	  paper-‐based	   1	   1	   0	   0	   9	   2	  

	  Complete	  tablet-‐based	   34	   42	   36	   43	   41	   31	  

	  Removed	  due	  to	  

interviewee	  errors'	   3	   0	   0	   0	   4	   1	  

	  Total	   46	   45	   38	   49	   60	   37	   275	  

 

3.4. Survey Instrument 
In order to have good measurement tools which were applicable for a developing 

country like Uganda, two different steps were involved during the survey instrument 

development. 

Step one was a literature study and deciding the most appropriate scales to assess 

self regulatory focus, opportunity recognition, innovative entrepreneurship, and other 

entrepreneurial traits that might influence innovation.  

Most previous studies were conducted in Western countries. This means all 

existing scales were designed for entrepreneurs in developed countries. I predicted that 

due to some cultural differences, there might be some difficulties in adapting the existing 

scales for this study. As the solution, I conducted pre-testing studies to assess the scales.  

The second step was conducting two pre-testing studies to check if the chosen 

existing scales items were applicable for Ugandan entrepreneurs. The first pre-testing 

study involved four different interviews with entrepreneurs in Kampala, while the second 

pre-testing study was held with two different entrepreneurs in Kampala. In total, there 

were six interviews during the pre-testing studies. Both pre-testing studies were in 

English language. After the pre-testing studies, several adaptations were made towards 

the original versions.  
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First adaptation related to the point answer scale questionnaires. I noticed that 

participants had difficulties in answering questions with responses scale (e.g. ‘strongly 

disagree – strongly agree’ responses scale). Therefore, I changed all the point answer 

scale questionnaires to a five-point answer scales, regardless the number of scales on the 

original version.  

Second adaptation related to the language issue. Based on local translator’s 

suggestions, some changes were made to the translation. It could not be avoided that 

there were some English phrases that could not be translated directly into Luganda. When 

it came to this situation, the local translator needed to find the closest local language that 

could provide a similar meaning.   

Third adaptation came from how participants answered the questions. During the 

pre-testing studies, it was found that participants tended to answer the point answer scale 

questionnaires with “I agree” or “I disagree”, instead of choosing the most appropriate 

scale based on their actual condition. Understanding this issue, I created scaling probes to 

help participants answered the point answer scale questionnaires.  

There were two different scaling probes used during the interview process. Both 

were five scales. To answer all the personality traits questions, which usually ranged 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree, I used a line scaling probe. On the other hand, to 

answer satisfaction level, I used a smiling face probe that could be understood easily. 

 
Figure 3.4.1. Line Scaling Probe 

 
Figure 3.4.2. Smiling Face Scaling Probes 
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These scaling probes were printed out on a piece of paper and shown to the 

participants before the point answer scale questions were asked. Interviewers explained 

how to use the probes briefly to avoid misunderstandings, especially with the illiterate 

participants.  

During the data collection process, each interviewer used a tablet with an internet 

connection. An online software2 was used and all participants’ answers were kept 

anonymously in the cloud. However, paper-based surveys were also prepared, just in case 

there were any unexpected technical issues with internet connection or the tablet during 

the interview.  

3.5. Independent Variables 
As part of a bigger project, the survey was designed as a multipurpose survey. 

However, for this specific study, the independent variable was self regulatory focus 

score. 

Regulatory Focus Scale, designed by Fellner et al. (2007), was used in order to 

assess the regulatory focus score of each participant. Fellner et al. (2007) combined 

Regulatory Strength Measure (Higgins, Shah, & Friedman, 1997), Schwartz Portrait 

Questionnaire (Schwartz et al., 1999), and adapted the core statements of Higgins’ (1997, 

1998) regulatory focus theory. This measurement scale consisted of 10 different items, 

measuring promotion and prevention traits. They included openess to new things and 

autonomy as the promotion focus aspects. On the other hand, prevention focus items 

consisted of orientation to the expectations of others and sense of obligations. In total, 

there were 5 items assessed promotional focus characteristic and 5 items assessed 

prevention focus characteristic.  

Originally, Regulatory Focus Scale is a seven-point answer scale questionnaire. 

However, due to the reason that has been mentioned in the previous section, this 

questionnaire was reduced from seven-point answer scales to five-point answer scales. 

The complete version of regulatory focus scale that was used for this study can be seen 

on Appendix. 

                                                
2	  www.surveygizmo.com 
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After the data collection process, I performed a  Confirmatory factor analysis using 

the oblique multiple group (OMG) method  and principal component analysis (PCA) with 

varimax rotation as the scale validation process.  

I performed confirmatory factor analysis to verify whether the current grouping 

scale were aligned with the theory purposed by Fellner et al. (2007). Theoretically, item 

1,2,4,6, and 10 represent promotion traits; and item 3,5,7,8, and 9 represent prevention 

traits.  

Oblique Multiple Group (OMG) is a simple test to investigate if the items are 

assigned to a particular subtest correctly by comparing the correlations between items and 

subtests. Subtests is the unweighted sums of the scores on all items assigned to the 

subtest. Correlations are used to verify if the item belongs to the correct substests (Stuive 

et al., 2008).  

There are two important aspects that affect the item-subtests correlation. First is 

the length of subtests. The higher the length of subtests, the stronger correlation between 

item-subtests. Thus, it is important that all substests have an equal length to avoid 

artificial high correlation. The second aspect is self correlation. This self correlation 

occurs when computing a correlation between an item and a subtest where the item itself 

is part of the subtest. As item correlates perfectly with itself, this condition causes a high 

correlation between item-subtests. To avoid this artificial high correlation, the item-

subtest correlation is defined by calculationg the correlation between an item and the sum 

of all items that belong to the subtest, except for that specific item (Stuive et al., 2008). 

As the first step, I constructed two subtests, called promotion and prevention, 

which value equaled to the sum of all item in the subtests. The second step was checking 

the correlation between a particular item and the sum of other items from its subtest. The 

third step was checking the correlation between this particular item with another subtest. 

As the final step, I compared the correlation value of the second and third steps. If the 

correlation value was higher for the second step compared to the third step, then the item 

belonged to the correct subtest. Otherwise, it did not belong to the correct subtest.  
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Table 3.5.1.  
Correlation value of OMG Analysis of Self Regulatory Focus Scale 

	  	   Promotion	   Prevention	  

Item	  1	   .103	   .007	  

Item	  2	   .187	   .253	  

Item	  3	   .288	   .072	  

Item	  4	   .221	   .119	  

Item	  5	   -‐.266	   -‐.265	  

Item	  6	   .343	   .232	  

Item	  7	   .493	   -‐.024	  

Item	  8	   .083	   .145	  

Item	  9	   .353	   .099	  

Item	  10	   .202	   .196	  

 

Table 3.5.1 shows an unexpected result. Many items were not assigned to the 

correct subtest as it was purposed on the original theory. Understanding this situation, I 

performed principal component analysis (PCA) as an alternative validation process.  

The goal of PCA is to extract important information from the data and represent it 

as a set of new variables called principal components (Abdi & Williams, 2010). It 

displays the pattern of similarity of the observations by using the correlation (factor 

loading) between a component and an item inside the component. I also did an 

orthogonal rotation in order to facilitate the interpretation. I used the most popular 

orthogonal rotation, Varimax rotation. If the self regulatory focus scale was correct, it 

was supposed to produce two principal components where a high factor loading was 

correctly assigned for each item.   

However, this was not what happened on my result. Although it produced two 

principal components, there were mixed-matching for the factor loading. Some 

promotion items loaded highly on the prevention component and vice versa. Table 3.5.2 

shows the result of PCA for self regulatory focus scale.  

 

 

 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

29 

Table 3.5.2. 
Factor Loadings based on PCA for Self-Regulatory Focus 

	  	  

Component	  

Promotion	   Prevention	  

Item	  1	   -‐.073	   .597	  

Item	  2	   .521	   .125	  

Item	  3	   .466	   .169	  

Item	  4	   .334	   .487	  

Item	  5	   -‐.221	   -‐.631	  

Item	  6	   .668	   .158	  

Item	  7	   .503	   .579	  

Item	  8	   .494	   -‐.422	  

Item	  9	   .631	   .228	  

Item	  10	   .592	   -‐.053	  

 

Both OMG and PCA results implied that I could not use all the items for self 

regulatory focus assessment.  I decided to use item 6 and item 10 for promotion scale and 

item 5 and item 7 for prevention scale. Item 6 and item 10 represent newness to new 

things (promotion focus traits). Item 5 and item 7 represent sense of obligations 

(prevention focus traits). In total, there were only 4 items (out of 10) could be used to 

determine promotion and prevention focus scores. This condition provided a low 

reliability for promotion focus score (Spearman-Brown coefficient3 = 0.51) and 

prevention focus score (Spearman-Brown coefficient = 0.54). Aligned with previous 

studies (e.g. Tumasjan & Braun, 2012; Kurman & Hui, 2013), the correlation of 

promotion and prevention scales showed that promotion and prevention foci were 

independent to each other (r = -0.01, p = 0.80). 

3.6. Dependent Variables  
In order to assess innovative entrepreneurship, I used a set of questionnaire, asking 

about their entrepreneurial activities. I adapted the questionnaire that previously used in 

an entrepreneurship study in Uganda (Sserwanga, 2011) and in the South African 
                                                
3	  Spearman-‐Brown	  reliability	  analysis	  was	  used	  because	  there	  were	  only	  two	  items	  in	  the	  scale.	  Based	  on	  
Eisinga,	  Te	  Groetenhuis,	  and	  Pelzer	  (2013),	  Spearman-‐Brown	  test	  fits	  a	  two-‐item	  scale	  more	  compared	  to	  
Cronbach	  Alpha.	  
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Innovation Survey (Oerlemans et al., 2003; Rooks et al., 2005). This questionnaire 

focused on new product or service creation, investment, and changes in business 

processes. Assessing innovation with simple activities and daily progress were more 

applicative in Uganda compared to using advanced indicators such as research & 

development (Cumplido and Alcalde, 2002) or number of patent products (Breschi, 

1999). 

As this study defined innovation as the introduction of new or significantly 

improved product or service, processes, way of marketing method, and organizational 

ways of working, I added several questions about product displays, changes on delivery 

of the products, and changes in the management. To assess the technology usage level, 

two questions about computer and internet usage were asked. To distinguish radical and 

incremental innovations, I asked if they have improved any product/services in the last 

three years. In total, there were 10 items that measured innovative entrepreneurship. The 

complete version of innovative entrepreneurship assessment can be seen on Appendix. 

After having the complete dataset, I ran PCA to check if all innovation items asked 

what it intended to: innovative entrepreneurship. It was found that there were two 

different principal components. The first component was constructed with the questions 

about investment, improvement of product / service, introduction of new product/service, 

new ways of displaying and processing the products, and changes in the management 

system. The second principal component consisted of the usage of internet and computer 

questions.  

Initially, I intended to measure the usage of computers and internet among 

Ugandan entrepreneurs because technology engagement is part of innovative 

entrepreneurship. However, most entrepreneurs I encountered were food traders in the 

traditional markets, who did not use computers nor the internet for their business. In total, 

there were only 10 participants responded ‘yes’ for ‘do you use computer in your 

business’ and/or ‘do you use internet in your business’. Thus, based on PCA result and 

the low number of participants answering ‘yes’ on these questions, I excluded these two 

items for further analysis and only used the other eight items.  

The innovation items were supposed to compose a unidimensional scale for an 

innovation score.  As the final innovation scores for each participant, I summed up all the 
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answers on the innovative entrepreneurship questionnaire. A ‘yes’ answer equalled to 1 

and a ‘no’ answer equalled to 0. To test hypothesis 1a, 1b, and 2, I composed a single 

score as the summation of all eight items in the scales (α = 0.84). The radical innovation 

score was the summing up of the answers regarding new product, services, new ways of 

displaying the product/services, and new ways of producing the product/services. Four 

items were included in the construction of the radical innovation score (α = 0.77). The 

incremental innovation score composed by one single item, asking if they improved any 

products or services in the last three years. 

3.7. Mediator Variables 
Opportunity recognition was predicted to mediate the relationship between 

promotion focus and innovative entrepreneurship. I combined two different 

questionnaires to assess opportunity recognition, with five different answer scales from 

‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’.  

In order to measure self perceived alertness in recognizing opportunities, a three-

item questionnaire by Baron & Ozgen (2007) was used (item 1 – item 3). This 

questionnaire was converted to five-point answer scale due to the reason mentioned in the 

previous section. The second questionnaire consisted of four items (item 4 – item 7), 

focusing on the tendency of entrepreneurs in searching and thinking about new ideas 

(Baron & Ozgen, 2007; Singh et al., 1999). These two questionnaires assessed different 

aspects of opportunity recognition and could provide a better overview about Ugandan 

entrepreneurs and their opportunity recognition traits. In addition, as I considered both 

alertness level and deliberate search for new ideas as equal factors that influence 

opportunity recognition, I used these questionnaires as one integrated scale that measured 

opportunity recognition. The complete version of opportunity recognition assessment can 

be seen on Appendix. 

Prior to any further analysis, PCA with Varimax rotation was performed to check 

the validity of the opportunity recognition scale. Table 3.6.1 shows the factor loading for 

each opportunity recognition item. 
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Table	  3.7.1.	  	  
Factor	  Loadings	  based	  on	  PCA	  for	  Opportunity	  Recognition	  

	  	  
Component	  

1	   2	   3	  
Item	  1	   .724	   -‐.139	   .072	  
Item	  2	   .788	   .048	   -‐.039	  
Item	  3	   .085	   .060	   .909	  
Item	  4	   .651	   .150	   -‐.316	  
Item	  5	   .740	   -‐.119	   .155	  
Item	  6	   -‐.241	   .586	   .376	  
Item	  7	   .087	   .866	   -‐.084	  

 

As seen on table 3.7.1, the scale was composed by three different components. 

Item 1,2,4, and 5 had a high loading factor on component one. These four items were the 

combination of alertness level assessment (i.e. item 1 and 2) and deliberate search for 

new ideas assessment (i.e. item 4 and 5). Using these 4 items meant considering both 

alertness level and deliberate search as the components of opportunity recognition. This 

was what I intended to include as the final opportunity recognition assessment. In 

addition to PCA result, this decision was made based on the pre-testing studies and 

interviewers feedback. It was found that participants found difficulties to answer 

negatively phrased questions (e.g. ideas do not come natural for me). Item 3 and 6 were 

negatively phrased questions.  

For further analysis, I used a single score for opportunity recognition by averaging 

items 1,2,4, and 5. This final four-item opportunity recognition scale has a relatively 

good reliability score (α = 0.71),consisted of alertness level and deliberate search for new 

ideas items. 

3.8. Control Variable 
In order to limit the effect of individual differences in my main analysis, I 

measured potential cofounding variables and included these variables as control 

variables. I controlled for  age, gender, and education level. Age of the current business 

venture and company size were controlled as part of the business conditions. For the 

entrepreneurship trait, I controlled personal initiative. 

Age – As we get older, we gain more experiences, and our behaviors change 

accordingly. A previous study from Glancey, Greig, & Pettigrew (1998) showed that age 
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played a role in the innovation level inside entrepreneurs.  Due to cultural barrier, I asked 

the year of born instead of age, then manually calculated it to get participants’ age. 

Gender – In a country such Uganda, where gender determines what an individual 

is allowed and not allowed to do, I predicted that gender has an influence on innovative 

entrepreneurship. This condition was also supported by Santos-Cumplido & Linan (2006) 

who concluded that gender plays a significant role in entrepreneurial activities, including 

business development. Gender was coded as categorical number, female as 0 and male as 

1. 

Education - Education could be an important source of knowledge, problem 

solving abilities, and skills (Davidsson and Honig, 2003). Innovation requires adequate 

knowledge, hence, education may affect innovation. I asked the highest education level 

of participants and changed it to total education duration in years. 

Venture age – A study from Shane (2000) showed that the longer the ventures 

exist, the more knowledge they have on the industry, and the more capable they are to 

innovate. Thus, it was expected that the age of the venture would affect innovative 

entrepreneurship. The age of the venture was calculated in years. 

Company size – Some argue that there is a positive relationship between company 

size and innovation (Koberg et al., 2003). The others found a negative relationship 

between innovation and company size (Stringer, 2000). Either or, it is unarguable that 

company size influences innovative entrepreneurship. In order to know the company size, 

I asked the participants regarding the total number of employees who involved actively in 

the business, including themselves. 

Personal Initiative – Personal initiative is a range of proactive and self-started 

behavior and proven to be highly correlated with innovation (Rank, Pace, & Freese, 

2004). Previous research (e.g. Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001) showed that the level of 

personal initiative was positively related to innovation. I used an eight-items 

questionnaire from Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng and Tag’s (1997) in order to assess the 

participants’ personal initiative level. My validation test with PCA confirmed that all 

items were highly loaded on the same component with a good reliability score (α = 0.67) 

Therefore, I composed a single personal initiative score for each participant by averaging 

all the eight items on the scale.  
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Chapter 4 
 

Data Analysis 

4.1. Descriptive Analysis 

This chapter provides a general overview regarding my sample.   

Gender – Out of 240 participants, 54.5% were female and 45.5% were male. Based 

on my sample, the gender of entrepreneurs was relatively equal for both male and female.  

Age – Most of the participants were between 22 – 36 years old. Figure 4.1.1 shows 

the distribution of the entrepreneurs’ age. It can be seen that most entrepreneurs who 

participated in this study were relatively young. This condition might be a result of not 

attending higher education level and thus they started their ventures at a very young age. 

Also, it might be wise to take into account that the life expectancy of Ugandan was 

relatively low. Based on World Bank data, the average life expectancy in Uganda is  59 

years old.  

 

 
Figure 4.1.1. Age Distribution of Ugandan Entrepreneurs 

Education – My study showed that the education level of my participants was 

relatively low. Although only 4% of entrepreneurs mentioned that they did not go to 

school at all, more than 50% of entrepreneurs claimed that their highest education was 

O’Level or roughly  equal to 10 years of education. On the other hand, less than 5% of 

entrepreneurs went to the university. Figure 4.1.2 shows the distribution of entrepreneurs’ 

education level in Uganda.  
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Figure 4.1.2. Distribution of Ugandan Entrepreneurs’ Education Level 

Type of Business – Although agriculture has become the most important sector and 

the main backbone of Uganda economy sector (Farley, Hawkins, & Wagner,2011), only 

4 participants were in the agricultural sector. This was not surprising as this study was 

conducted in Kampala city, a non agricultural area. More than 50% of entrepreneurs were 

in the trading business. More likely, this was because the interviewers visited the local 

market inside the villages where selling daily needs (i.e. fruits and vegetables) was the 

main activity. Figure 4.1.3 shows the distribution of the industry sectors.   
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Figure 4.1.3. Distribution of Industry Sectors  

Age of the current venture – The venture’s age ranged  from 1 month to 40 years. 

12.5% of participants have owned their business for one year or less, 28.3% of 

participants have owned their business for 1 – 3 years, 28.7% of participants have owned 

their business for 4 – 6 years, and 17.1% of participants have owned their business for 7 - 

10 years, and 13.4% of participants have owned the business for more than 10 years. 

Company Size – This study found that entrepreneurs in Uganda ran a relatively 

small business ventures. 44% of participants were a solo entrepreneur without any 

employees who actively involved in running the business. The other 45% were 

companies with 2 – 5 people. A small percentage (1%) owned a company with more than 

5 employees. 

In addition to above descriptive analysis, table 4.1.1 represents the overall mean, 

standard deviation, minimum, and maximum value of the variables used in this study. 

Table 4.1.2 represents the correlation among the variables. 
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Table	  4.1.1.	  Mean,	  Std.deviation,	  Minimum,	  and	  Maximum	  Value	  of	  Variables	  

	  
Mean	   Std.Deviation	   Minimum	   Maximum	  

Age	   34.02	   9.77	   18	   74	  
Education	  (in	  years)	   11.98	   3.08	   0	   18	  

Age	  of	  business	  (in	  years)	   5.99	   5.67	   0.04	   40	  
No.	  of	  employee(s)	   2.51	   2.97	   1	   25	  
Innovation	  score	   3.88	   2.67	   0	   8	  

Radical	  innovation	  score	   2.14	   1.51	   0	   4	  
Incremental	  innovation	  score	   0.52	   0.50	   0	   1	  

Promotion	  score	   4.06	   0.60	   2	   5	  
Prevention	  score	   3.58	   0.58	   2	   5	  

Opportunity	  Recognition	   3.88	   0.52	   2	   5	  
Personal	  initiative	   4.00	   0.38	   2.875	   5	  

	  
In general, Ugandan entrepreneurs had a relatively high score on entrepreneurial 

traits: promotion focus, prevention focus, opportunity recognition, and personal initiative. 

The small standard deviation for these personality trait variables was a good indicator as 

it implied that the observed data was centered around the mean.  

If I took the middle point as the indicator, it could also be seen that Ugandan 

entrepereneurs had a relatively high radical (i.e. 2.14 of 4.00) and incremental (i.e. 0.52 

of 1.00) innovation levels. However, the general innovation level is below the middle 

point (i.e. 3.88 of 8).
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Table	  4.1.2.	  Correlation	  Table	  for	  All	  Variable(s)	  
 

	  	   Promotio
n	  

Preventio
n	  

Opportunity	  
recognition	   Age	   Company	  

size	  
Educat
ion	  

Innovation	  
score	  

Radical	  
innova-‐
tion	  
score	  

Incremen
-‐tal	  

innova-‐
tion	  
score	  

Gender	   Venture	  
age	  

Personal	  
initiative	  

Promotion	   1	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

Prevention	   -‐0.01	   1	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  

Opportunity	  
recognition	   0.33*	   -‐0.19*	   1	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  

Age	   -‐0.04	   0.07	   0.03	   1	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  

Company	  size	   0.03	   -‐0.01	   0.04	   0.02	   1	  

	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  

Education	   0.06	   0.05	   0.1	   0.1	   0.05	   1	  

	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  

Innovation	  
score	  
	  

0.22*	   0.01	   0.16*	   -‐0.01	   0.35*	   0.04	   1	  

	   	   	   	  

	  	  

Radical	  
innovation	  
score	  
	  

0.18*	   0.05	   0.15*	   -‐0.01	   0.29*	   0.02	   0.93*	   1	  

	   	   	  

	  	  

Incremental	  
innovation	  
score	  

0.16*	   -‐0.04	   0.16*	   0.04	   0.24*	   0.06	   0.74*	   0.63*	   1	  

	   	  

	  	  

Gender	   0.12	   -‐0.02	   0.1	   -‐0.05	   0.12	   0.12	   0.01	   -‐0.02	   0.01	   1	  

	  

	  	  

Venture	  age	  
	   0.09	   -‐0.02	   0.1	   0.46*	   0.19*	   0.12*	   0.14	   0.09	   0.17*	   0.12	   1	   	  	  

Personal	  
initiative	   0.45*	   -‐0.03	   0.42*	   0.11	   -‐0.08	   -‐0.03	   0.05	   0.03	   0	   0.16	   0.13*	   1	  

*Significant	  with	  p	  <	  0.05	  
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As shown on table 4.1.2, promotion focus and prevention focus were not 

correlated or independent to each other. Therefore, it was possible that an individual has 

high or low score on both promotion and prevention foci. Both promotion and prevention 

foci had a significant correlation with opportunity recognition. Promotion focus was 

positively correlated with opportunity recognition (r = 0.33) while prevention focus was 

negatively correlated (r = -0.19). However, only promotion focus had a significant 

correlation with innovation (r = 0.22), including radical innovation (r = 0.18) and 

incremental innovation (r = 0.16). Promotion focus was also found to be positively 

correlated with personal inititative (0.45).  

Company size, which was indicated by the number of employees, correlated to 

innovation (r = 0.35), including radical (r = 0.29) and incremental (r = 0.24) innovations. 

On the other hand, venture age correlated only with incremental innvovation (r = 0.17) 

but not with innovation in general nor with radical innovation. Although most previous 

studies agreed that gender, age, and education level (e.g. Glancey, Greig, & Pettigrew, 

1998; Santos-Cumplido & Linan, 2006; Davidsson and Honig, 2003) influence 

innovation, as seen on table 4.1.2, no correlation could be found between these variables 

and innovation, including radical and incremental innovations.   

As an important entrepreneurial trait, personal initiative was not correlated with 

innovation. However, personal initiative was positively correlated with opportunity 

recognition (r = 0.42), which meant the more proactive an entrepreneur is, the more likely 

they will be able to acknowledge new opportunities.  

4.2. Hypothesis Testing 

To test hypothesis 1, I ran a regression analysis with all control variables, 

promotion and prevention scores as the independent variables, and total innovation score 

as the dependent variable. The regression result (with standardized coefficient) can be 

seen on table 4.2.1. 
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Table	  4.2.1.	  Regression	  Table	  for	  Innovation	  

	  	   β	   Std.Error	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  p	  >	  t	   95%	  conf.interval	  
Personal	  Initiative	   -‐0.21	   0.50	   0.67	   -‐1.19	   0.77	  
Education	   0.00	   0.05	   0.99	   -‐0.10	   0.10	  
Gender	   -‐0.27	   0.33	   0.42	   -‐0.02	   0.39	  
Age	   -‐0.02	   0.02	   0.43	   -‐0.05	   0.02	  
Ventures	  age	   0.03	   0.03	   0.36	   -‐0.03	   0.10	  
Company	  Size	   0.31*	   0.06	   0.00	   0.20	   0.42	  
Promotion	  Focus	   0.98*	   0.31	   0.00	   0.38	   1.58	  
Prevention	  Focus	   0.10	   0.28	   0.71	   -‐0.45	   0.65	  
Constant	   0.04	   2.19	   0.98	   -‐4.28	   4.37	  

       * significant with p < 0.05. 
                       Notes = Adj R2 =  0.1424 

 

 It can be seen that from all of the control variables, only company size effected 

innovation (β = 0.31,  p <.01). Promotion focus had the strongest effect on innovation (β 

= 0.98,  p <.01).  This result supported Hypothesis 1a, where I predicted that promotion 

focus is positively associated to innovative entrepreneurship. Aligned with hypothesis 1b, 

prevention focus was not associated to innovation (β = 0.10,  p = 0.71).   

Adjusted R-squared for the regression model is relatively low (Adj R2 =  0.1424). 

This meant my model could explain 14.24% of the variation in innovation. The low 

Adjusted R2 implied that the current model did not fit a set of observations but it did not 

mean that my result was not valid, especially that my result showed a statistically 

significant value for promotion. In some field, especially in psychological studies, it was 

usually expected that the R-square values would be low (less than 0.5) because human 

behaviors are harder to predict compared to physical processes (Seber, 1977).  

Hypothesis 2 can be illustrated by figure 4.2.1, in which opportunity recognition 

mediated the relationship between promotion focus and innovation. 
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Figure 4.2.1. Illustration of Hypothesis 2 

To test hypothesis 2, I used a bootstrapping mediation procedure. Bootstrapping 

procedure was chosen because it was more reliable to test our data that did not have a 

normal distribution (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Bootstrapping used a means of intervals 

around an estimate. In order to know if the mediation effect existed, I calculated the 

mediation effect, by multiplying the coefficient of promotion/prevention on opportunity 

recognition (a) and coefficient of opportunity recognition on innovation (b).  

It was found that promotion focus had a positive effect on opportunity recognition 

(β = 0.13, p <.01). However, opportunity recognition did not have any significant effect 

on innovation (β = 0.61, p =.08). Taken this together, the result showed that opportunity 

recognition did not mediate the relationship between promotion focus and innovation 

with the standardized mediation coefficient of β = 0.08 and p = 0.17. Figure 4.2.2 shows 

the result summary of the mediation effect testing. 

 

 
Figure	  4.2.2.	  The	  standardized	  regression	  coefficient	  for	  promotion	  on	  innovation	  as	  mediated	  by	  

opportunity	  recognition.	  *p<.05	  	  
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To check hypothesis 3a and 3b, I ran two separate regression analyses for radical 

innovation and incremental innovation. In order to know if there was any differences on 

how promotion focus affected radical and incremental innovation, I compared the 

standardized regression coefficient of promotion focus on radical and incremental 

innovations. As the statistical test for this comparison, I used Wald test. Wald test is 

widely use to check the regression coefficient, β.  

As the first step, I ran two regression model, with radical innovation as the first 

dependent variable and incremental innovation as the second dependent variable.  The 

result can be seen on table 4.2.2 and table 4.2.3. The coefficient shown on the table is the 

standardized coefficient.  
Table	  4.2.2.	  Regression	  Table	  for	  Radical	  Innovation	  

	  	   β	   Std.Error	   p	  >	  t	   95%	  conf.interval	  
Personal	  Initiative	   -‐0.09	   0.29	   0.75	   -‐0.66	   0.48	  
Education	   0.00	   0.03	   0.87	   -‐0.07	   0.06	  
Gender	   -‐0.20	   0.19	   0.30	   -‐0.58	   0.18	  
Age	   0.00	   0.01	   0.66	   -‐0.03	   0.02	  
Ventures	  age	   0.00	   0.02	   0.82	   -‐0.03	   0.04	  
Company	  Size	   0.15*	   0.03	   0.00	   0.09	   0.22	  
Promotion	  Focus	   0.47*	   0.18	   0.01	   0.12	   0.82	  
Prevention	  Focus	   0.15	   0.16	   0.37	   -‐0.17	   0.47	  
Constant	   -‐0.01	   1.27	   0.10	   -‐2.52	   2.51	  

* significant with p < 0.05 

 

Table	  4.2.3.	  Regression	  Table	  for	  Incremental	  Innovation	  

	  	   β	   Std.Error	   p	  >	  t	   95%	  conf.interval	  
Personal	  Initiative	   -‐0.12	   0.98	   0.22	   -‐0.31	   0.07	  
Education	   0.00	   0.01	   0.78	   -‐0.02	   0.02	  
Gender	   -‐0.03	   0.64	   0.58	   -‐0.16	   0.09	  
Age	   0.00	   0.00	   0.85	   -‐0.01	   0.01	  
Ventures	  age	   0.01	   0.01	   0.15	   -‐0.01	   0.02	  
Company	  Size	   0.03*	   0.01	   0.00	   0.13	   0.06	  
Promotion	  Focus	   0.17*	   0.06	   0.01	   0.05	   0.28	  
Prevention	  Focus	   -‐0.03	   0.05	   0.57	   -‐0.14	   0.08	  
Constant	   0.29	   0.43	   0.50	   -‐0.56	   1.13	  

* significant with p < 0.05 
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From table 4.2.2 and table 4.2.3, it can be seen that from all of control variables, 

only company size affected radical innovation (β = 0.15, p <.01) and incremental 

innovation (β = 0.03, p <.01). Although venture age was positively correlated with 

incremental innovation (check table 4.1.2), venture age could not predict incremental 

innovation. The other control variables did not have any effect on radical nor incremental 

innovations.  

Only promotion focus effected radical innovation (β = 0.47, p <.01) and 

incremental innovation (β = 0.17, p <.01). Prevention focus did not effect radical 

innovation (β = 0.15, p = 0.37) nor incremental innovation (β = -0.03, p = 0.57).  In other 

word, only promotion focused entrepreneurs were associated to radical and incremental 

innovations. 

Hypothesis 3a predicted prevention focused entrepreneurs are more likely to 

perform incremental innovation. It was found that prevention focus did not influence 

incremental innovation (β=-0.03, p = 0.57). This meant that hypothesis 3a was not 

supported, prevention focused entrepreneurs did not perform incremental innovation nor 

radical innovation. In other word, prevention focused entrepreneurs simply did not 

perform any types of innovation.  

On the other hand, hypothesis 3b predicted that promotion focused entrepreneurs 

are more likely to perform both radical and incremental innovations. As shown on table 

4.2.2 and 4.2.3, promotion focus affetcted radical innovation (β=0.47, p <0.01) and 

incremental innovation (β=0.17). This means that hypothesis 3b was supported.   

The standardized coefficient of promotion focus on radical innovation is higher 

(β=0.47) compared to incremental innovation (β=0.17). The Wald test result showed that 

these coefficients were significantly different to each other (chi2 = 4.18, p < 0.05). This 

result implied that promotion focused entrepreneurs perform radical innovation more 

compared to radical innovation. 
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Chapter 5 
 

Discussion 

5.1. General Discussion 
This study focused on the relationship between entrepreneurs’ motivation and 

innovative entrepreneurship. I used the self regulatory focus framework to explain how 

different motivations influence innovation. There are two types of regulatory foci (i.e. 

promotion focus and prevention focus) that influence how we set goals and define our 

strategies. For example, although aiming the same success (e.g. be number one in the 

industry), an enterpreneurs with promotion focus will try to create more products that fits 

larger market scopes while prevention focused entrepreneurs will try to create one 

product perfectly without any mistakes so that they will not lose the customers 

It was found that promotion focus has a positive influence on innovative 

entrepreneurship. On the other hand, prevention focus does not have any influence on 

innovation. Promotion focus also has a positive effect on opportunity recognition. 

However, my result showed that opportunity recognition does not correlated to 

innovation. This might be the reason why opportunity recognition does not mediate the 

relationship between promotion focus and innovation and hypothesis 2 can not be 

supported.  

Due to the different risk levels involved in innovations with different intensity (i.e. 

radical or incremental), it was predicted that prevention focused entrepreneurs are more 

likely to perform incremental innovation. This study showed it was not the case. It was 

found that only promotion focused entrepreneurs engage in radical and incremental 

innovations, while prevention focused entrepreneurs do not engage radical nor 

incremental innovations.   

As a general remark regarding this study, I am concerned about the self regulatory 

focused assessment. I doubt it provides reliable measurement as it only consists of 2 

different items for each category. From what I can see, my regulatory focus questionnaire 

includes only openness to new things as the promotion aspect and sense of obligations as 

the prevention aspect. Personally, I think it is too vague to assess only one aspect from 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

45 

each regulatory focus. For example, an individual can have high scores in a specific 

aspect of promotion focus and also low scores on the other aspects of promotion focus. 

The final score should be the average of these different aspects of each focus. With the 

current scheme, this condition can not be achieved. This might also be the reason why 

most participants have a high score both on promotion and prevention foci. 

Theoretically, promotion and prevention characteristics are conceptualized to be 

independent to each other, so it is possible for entrepreneurs to have high or low scores 

on both promotion and prevention assessments. Kurman and Hui (2011) found that most 

people in some cultures (i.e. Hong Kong or Asian-Australian) have double regulatory 

foci, meaning, high scores on both promotion and prevention foci. This does not mean 

that both regulatory foci are activated at the same time. This means that entrepreneurs 

with double regulatory foci can activate the most suitable regulatory focus depends on the 

situation they are facing in. For example, an entrepreneur with double regulatory foci will 

activate his/her promotion focus side to get new clients and activate the prevention focus 

side in order to keep the current loyal customers. 

This study showed that the average score for both promotion and prevention foci is 

relatively high which might be an indicator that most of my participants have high scores 

on both promotion and prevention foci. Kurman and Hui (2011) mentioned that double 

regulatory foci can be caused by a long consistent exposure to both promotion and 

prevention conditions. They believed that regulatory focus is influenced by culture. 

People from collective culture tend to have a high prevention focus while people from 

individualistic culture tend to have a high promotion focus. Considering that Uganda 

used to be ruled by The British colony, this double regulatory foci condition can be 

influenced by the promotion focused western culture and prevention focused local 

culture. Thus, this condition is not necessarily incorrect but there is a possibility that I did 

not assess the regulatory focus properly. 

 As the first step, I assessed the entrepreneurs’ personality traits using the existing 

scales with some modification. After validating all the scales, I tested how promotion and 

prevention focused entrepreneurs engage innovation in general. In line with the 

hypothesis 1a and 1b, the result showed that promotion focus has a positive effect on 

innovation while prevention focus does not have any significant effect on innovation. 
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I argue that the positive association between promotion focus and innovation is 

mainly because promotion focused entrepreneurs are guided by their own ideals. 

Although the external conditions in developing countries like Uganda are not conducive 

for innovation (Naude et al., 2011),  promotion focused entrepreneurs have their personal 

ambition to innovate in order to achieve certain achievement among their competitors. 

The promotion focused entrepreneurs in Uganda set their own targets without considering 

their current achievement, limitations, or market condition. Even if they are the best in 

the region, their personal ambition to grow becomes the internal drive inside promotion 

focused entrepreneurs to keep producing new products, using new processes, implement 

new marketing strategies, or restructure their companies’ organization. They aim to be a 

better entrepreneur and innovation is one way to be better. This is why promotion 

focused entrepreneurs in Uganda innovate.  

In addition to their personal ambition, as promotion focused entrepreneurs tend to 

be more creative, they are more likely to be able to find creative solutions to tackle the 

obstacles that hold them to innovate at the first place (e.g. lack of infrastructure or limited 

capital). These creative solutions help them to start innovation, even without any 

adequate supports from technology or infrastructure.    

Aligned with hypothesis 1b, my result suggested that prevention focus provides no 

effect on innovation. This result is somehow aligned with some previous studies on 

regulatory focus and entrepreneurial traits (e.g. Wu et al., 2008) that showed no 

significant effect of prevention focus on creativity.  One important aspect about 

innovation is it involves generating ideas (i.e. thinking about creating new products) and 

the capability to implement these ideas (i.e.creating or producing the new products). A 

promotion focused entrepreneur is believed as a creative individual who can generate 

ideas. However, during the implementation of ideas, obstacles may come along the way. 

During this hard time, it is believed that prevention focused entrepreneurs have a better 

persistence to pursue their ideas (Brockner et al., 2004). If this is the case, then, it is fair 

to say that although prevention focused entrepreneurs will not start innovative 

entrepreneurship, they are not supposed to negatively affect innovation. Thus, I argue that 

instead of the high level of prevention focus that decreases innovative entrepreneurship, it 

is the lack of promotion focus that reduces innovative entrepreneurship level.  
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I found that promotion focus  affects  opportunity recognition positively. This is 

aligned with most previous studies. Tusmajan and Braun (2012) found that the more 

entrepreneurs look for growth and try to set goals based on their personal ideals, the more 

they are able to recognize business opportunities. On the other hand, when entrepreneurs 

act in order to fulfill their obligation, they find less business opportunities. 

However, opportunity recognition does not mediate the relationship between 

promotion focus and innovation. This study found that opportunity recognition can not 

predict innovation. This condition is not aligned with most previous studies (e.g. Baron, 

2007; Park, 2005; Wang, Ellinger, & Jim Wu, 2013) that showed opportunity recognition 

is positively correlated with innovation. Wang, Ellinger, and Jim Wu (2013) conducted a 

study by interviewing research and development workers. They found that the ability to 

identify opportunities influences individual innovation performance level in a positive 

way. Opportunity recognition is a capability to identify, recognize, and exploit potential 

opportunities to create or develop new products, markets, technology, and ventures. This 

is why opportunity recognition is believed as a starting point for innovative 

entrepreneurship, not only on the ventures or company level, but also on individual level.  

Promotion focused entrepreneurs are more likely to recognize or search for 

opportunities because they are always looking for new achievement and growth (Baron, 

2002). However, promotion focused entrepreneurs are also more easily distracted by 

other events (e.g. other opportunities) and obstacles. In a country like Uganda, where 

market trends change fast and there is no sufficient infrastructure for innovative 

activities, there is a chance that although promotion focused entrepreneurs acknowledge 

opportunities, they may not able to transform these ideas to concrete implementation. It is 

more likely, innovative entrepreneurship in Uganda does not happen because 

entrepreneurs acknowledge opportunities. Innovation happens as a combination of 

personal motivation and conducive external conditions that support the implementation of 

innovation, e.g. sufficient fund or good policy. I argue that opportunity recognition is not 

the explanation of how promotion focused entrepreneurs innovate. Entrepreneurs in 

Uganda innovate due to their personal motivation (i.e. their promotion focus traits) and it 

happens because the external conditions can support their will to innovate.  
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At the beginning, I predicted that the low risk level of incremental innovation 

triggers prevention focused entrepreneurs to participate in this type of innovation. I 

predicted prevention focused entrepreneurs engage incremental innovation only, and 

promotion focused entrepreneurs engage both radical and incremental innovations. 

However, this was not the case. Prevention focused entrepreneurs do not engage radical 

nor incremental innovation. However, as predicted, promotion focused entrepreneurs 

engage both radical and incremental innovations. 

There is a possibility that prevention focused entrepreneurs did not engage 

incremental innovation because of the item I used to assess incremental innovation: “In 

the last three years, have you improved your product and services?”. The word ‘to 

improve’ is pretty ambiguous for entrepreneurs who are in the trading industry, especially 

those who sell fresh fruits and vegetables in the traditional markets. New product can be 

easily interpreted as new type of fruits and vegetables, while improved products means 

improved vegetables and fruits, which, even if that happens (e.g. buy a better product 

from the same supplier), I doubt the sellers would realize this improvement. Incremental 

innovation is an improvement and not necessarily a big step. There is a chance that 

entrepreneurs do not realize that they have made improvement. As the result, most of the 

participants answered this question with ‘no’. My data showed almost 50% of 

participants (115 people) answered this improvement question with ‘no’. In addition, 

there was only one item assessing incremental innovation, which may cause a reliability 

problem with the measurement.  

Implicitly, the fact that traders may not easily recognize incremental innovation is 

a sign that the capability to acknowledge innovation varies for different economy sectors. 

A manufacturing industry can easily notice when they make improvement in their 

products (e.g. replace specific items to create better end-product) compared to traders. 

This condition is supported by a study from Santos-Cumplido and Linan (2007) that 

showed different industry sectors influence entrepreneurial performance.  

It was found that prevention focused entrepreneurs did not perform any type or 

innovation. This finding becomes an additional insight on how risk averse prevention 

focused entrepreneurs are. The result of hypothesis 3a implied that the risk size does not 

matter in determining innovative entrepreneurship, meaning, even with a relatively low 
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risk level, prevention focused entrepreneurs are still not engaged in incremental 

innovation. No matter how low the risk is, prevention focused entrepreneurs feel insecure 

to make changes without guaranteed success. 

The fact that promotion focused entrepreneurs perform radical innovation more 

than incremental innovation is an interesting finding. In the decision making field, there 

is a well known fallacy, called the sunk cost fallacy (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). One 

popular sunk fallacy phenomena is the condition where people become overly optimistic 

about something because they have invested a lot of effort, money, or time on a certain 

activity. Since radical innovation requires more effort and takes longer time compared to 

incremental innovation, it is more likely that entrepreneurs perform radical innovation 

more than incremental innovation due to sunk cost fallacy. For an example, an 

entrepreneur  put a certain amount of money to start the development of new products. 

After a while, regardless the success level of this development, he/she will still feel 

obliged to continue the process just so that he/she would not waste the resources. On the 

other hand, when an entrepreneur put a small effort to make an improvement on how the 

products looks like, when it does not work, he/she can immediately stop the incremental 

innovation, withouth the feeling as if they have had invested too much.   

Kahneman and Tversky (1979) also mentioned that the losses provide stronger 

feeling than achievement on the same magnitude and thus humans (regardless the 

dominant regulatory focus) are more concerned about ‘not to lose’ than ‘ to gain’. This 

might be able to explain why the correlation between promotion focus and radical 

innovation is higher compared to incremental innovation. The higher risk of radical 

innovation provides bigger fears of failure for entrepreneurs. Hence, entrepreneurs put 

more effort on radical innovation than incremental innovation.  

Overall, this study found that promotion and prevention foci play different roles on 

innovative entrepreneurship. This result is aligned with most previous studies  in self 

regulatory focus and entrepreneurial traits (Tumasjan & Braun, 2012 ; Collin, Hanges, & 

Locke, 2004; Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004). In particular, this study was able to 

explain the current gap about motivational scheme and innovation by understanding the 

direct relationship between self regulatory focus types and innovative entrepreneurship. 
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Motivation of entrepreneurs is crucial and affects how entrepreneurs engage in innovative 

entrepreneurship. 

From a theoretical point of view, as far as I know, there are no previous studies 

that focus on how regulatory focus interacts with innovation. My study provided an 

analysis on how promotion and prevention focused entrepreneurs interact with 

innovation, including radical and incremental innovations.     

5.2. Implication for Practice 
Understanding the relationship between motivation and innovative 

entrepreneurship allows us to understand why and how entrepreneurs conduct their 

entrepreneurial activities. When we do things that are aligned with our beliefs and goals, 

we tend to be more involved and perform better than what it is expected. So, to encourage 

innovation based on entrepreneurs’ motivational schemes is an effective way to help 

entrepreneurs to be outstanding in what they are doing. 

In developing countries like Uganda, where education level is relatively low and 

entrepreneurs have a limited knowledge to improve their business, it is important to keep 

entrepreneurs motivated in engaging innovative entrepreneurship. Given that motivation 

matters, policy makers and educational practitioners can create a better policy and 

entrepreneurial trainings that fit the entrepreneurs’ way of thinking. 

For example, in order to grasp more entrepreneurs’ intention to attend 

entrepreneurial training, the training invitation should be tailored based on the basic 

motivational scheme of the entrepreneurs. Trainers can frame the training invitation as 

‘Register now to learn how to keep your  business profitable during economic  crisis’ to 

attract prevention focused entrepreneurs or ‘Register now to gain more profit and be 

number one in  your industry’ to attract promotion focused entrepreneurs. Semin et al. 

(2005) found when the linguistic of the message matches the regulatory focus types, it 

becomes more effective. In this case, more entrepreneurs are encourage to register for the 

entrepreneurial training. 

As I found that promotion focus is positively related to innovation, we can also 

train entrepreneurs to accentuate promotion focus characteristics. This can be done by 

providing trainers who can help entrepreneurs enhance creativity and be more open to 

change.  
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In addition, government and policy makers can create a promotion focused 

environment. One way is by creating competitions with good rewards for the early stage 

or extraordinary entrepreneurs. A campaign focuses on how to keep pursuing our own 

dreams is another way to stimulate promotion focus traits. This efforts may take time 

before it shows the results but since the regulatory focus characteristics are not innate, a 

routine training to trigger promotion focus characteristics should provide positive long-

term impacts for innovative entrepreneurship. 

From my study, it can be seen that risk size is not an important factor for 

innovative entrepreneurship. Regardless the risk levels, prevention focused entrepreneurs 

are hesitant to innovate. Thus, a lesson about risk management, business planning, and 

financial calculation might be helpful to solve this problem. Given that prevention 

focused entrepreneurs are more concerned with accuracy, always careful, and tend to 

avoid errors, knowing how to calculate and manage risks will help them in figuring out a 

way to mitigate risks in advance. As the result, it is more likely prevention focused 

entrepreneurs become more open to  innovative entrepreneurship.  

Since my study showed that most Ugandan entrepreneurs have high scores both on 

promotion and prevention foci, it is useful to guide entrepreneurs on how to activate 

certain regulatory focus towards different situations. For example, an entrepreneur can be 

trained to think outside the box for creating new solutions to fulfill market demands. At 

some other time, an entrepreneur can be trained to stay focus and persistence while facing 

external problems during the implementation of the ideas.  

5.3. Limitation  

This study has several limitations. First relates to the personality trait scales, 

second relates to the local culture in Uganda, third relates to the data collection process, 

fourth relates to our interviewers team, and last is the language barrier issues. 

After running the validation test for all scales, I needed to exclude some items in 

order to construct good scales. There were some reasons why I need to remove some 

items on self regulatory focus and opportunity recognition scales. These problems were 

related to response biases, the data collection process, and language barrier. 
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First, self-reported measurement, especially non verbal personality trait 

assessments, may come with a pressure to provide positive impression and cause 

participants to give a social desirable response. During the pre-testing studies, I noticed 

that participants were eager to leave a positive impression on  the interviewers. This led 

to a condition where participants answered the personality trait questions based on what 

they thought would leave a better impression, instead of what they actually do. A 

question such as ‘I attack problem creatively’  would be answered with ‘agree’ – just 

because, creativity is considered as a positive attitude. In addition, during the roleplay at 

the training sessions, some interviewers commented on participants’ answers as if they 

were judging. I tried to train the interviewers not to express nor give comments on 

participants’ answers but there was no guarantee the interviewers managed to control 

their expression during the interview process. 

Second, I noticed that participants were confused in answering negatively phrased 

questions (e.g. seeing potential new venture opportunities does not come very naturally to 

me). Although the interviewers always re-explained the questions whenever participants 

looked confused, there might be some biased answers from this type of questions. My 

interviewers noticed that participants tended to answer with ‘agree’ whenever they were 

confused to avoid incompetent judgment.  

Third issue came from the tendency of saying yes, also known as acquiescence 

bias. This is a condition where participants tend to say yes to all questions on the scales, 

even when the questions are contradictory to each other.  I observed the results and found 

out, on average, more than 50% of participants answered the self regulatory questions 

with ‘agree’.  

Fourth, the interviews were conducted during the working hours. There was a 

possibility that the entrepreneurs were too busy to think deeply before answering the 

questions. Thus, they chose the easiest answers: “yes, agree”.  

Last, language barrier had an important impact for this study. As 99% of 

interviews were  conducted in Luganda, translations from English to Luganda might have 

led to different meanings and interpretations. In addition, the self regulatory focus 

assessment (Fellner et al., 2007) was not fully adapted yet. Bak and Laguna (2009), who 

conducted a study in Poland with the same questionnaire, found out that when the 
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language was changed to Polish, both  exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses 

supported  a  two-factor  solution  but  the  best  fit was achieved when each focus was 

loaded with only three items.       

As most measurement instruments were developed in developed countries, there 

was no guarantee that these instruments were applicable or fully adapted in developing 

countries like Uganda. Although I tackled this issue by doing pre-testing studies, due to 

time restriction, I only managed to do two iterative pre-testing studies. 

Approaching the entrepreneurs requires me to understand the local culture. For 

example, if you give out a valuable gift (i.e.money) to participants after the interview 

process, there is a possibility that many people pretend to be entrepreneurs so that they 

can participate and receive the gifts. I was helped by my interviewers regarding the local 

cultures, starting from chosing the appropriate thank you gift to ways of asking the 

appropriate personal questions.  

During the data collection process, it is necessary to have someone that can 

communicate with the community leaders. Community leaders play an important role. As 

we compensated community leaders with cash, they tended to cooperate. However, we 

needed to make sure that these community leaders did what they had to and led us to the 

right direction. 

Setting an appointment with Ugandan entrepreneurs is almost impossible. Not only 

because of the unavailability of the entrepreneurs list, but also because of the Ugandan 

habit to live without schedule. They also have a low time punctuality level. This is why I 

did the data collection process with the current methodology. However, I am aware that 

visiting entrepreneurs at their business premises during the working hours meant 

interrupting their work. Thus, they might have an urge to finish the interview as soon as 

they could. Our interview required  quite a lot of time and sometime the interviewers 

noticed that entrepreneurs started to rush and felt inconvenienced after the first few 

minutes. As a result, they might not have answered the questions properly. 

The fact that most participants were traders was also a limitation for this study 

because this means my study might not be able to provide a general result in 

entrepreneurship field, but only in the trading sector. In addition, there was also a 

possibility of selective bias as the interviewers were able to choose the potential 
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participants freely, based on availability of entrepreneurs, instead of precise systematic 

procedure. 

Monitoring the interviewers team in details is also crucial. I do not speak the local 

language and all the interviews were conducted by the interviewers. I noticed that some 

interviewers did not perform as expected. Some interviewers lied about the total 

answered questionnaires so they could finish earlier. The others tried to complete the 

questionnaires as fast as they could. This might provide an unreliable data for this study. 

Last but not least, language gives some restrictions to this study. As I translated 

everything from English to Luganda, I needed to change some words that do not exist in 

the local language. This means that some of the questions might not have the exact same 

meaning as what it is supposed to, or even worse, the participants did not understand the 

questions because it sounds bizzare in their local language.  

5.4. Future Research 
For future research, it is interesting to understand how external environments 

interact with self regulatory focus and how this interaction correlates with innovative 

entrepreneurship. Current economic conditions, the condition of the business 

(profitability/loss), and the personal responsibilities of the entrepreneurs (e.g. the number 

of dependent or marital status) can be an interesting external factors to include. Previous 

studies showed that regulatory focus is also influenced by external situations. Since 

opportunity recognition cannot mediate the relationship between regulatory focus and 

innovation, it is interesting to check if these external factors can explain how (i.e. 

considering the mediation effect) motivation influences innovation or when (i.e. 

examining the moderation effect) motivation influences innovation. 

It is also interesting to focus more on different industry sectors with an equal 

variety of participants. 50% of my participants are involved in the trading activities, 

which may influence my findings. Different types of business are predicted to influence 

innovative entrepreneurship. There might be an effect of the types of regulatory foci on 

the business sectors that entrepreneurs choose to engage.  

If researchers plan to conduct any future studies in developing countries like 

Uganda, it is important to perform more iterative pre-testing studies. It is also important 

to make sure the questionnaires can be understood easily by all levels of participants. 
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This helps the researchers to gather a more reliable data for the study. In addition, 

conducting a study in Uganda means we need to understand the local cultures, what to do 

and what not to do (e.g. asking someone’s age is considered as offensive in Uganda). 

This way, researchers can conduct the study based on these local guidelines.  

Another important thing is to have a trustworthy team that helps in conducting the 

interview. Researchers can put the team in pairs for the interview process. This way, each 

interviewer would feel as if they are monitored. Hopefully, this can reduce some 

unprofessional behaviors from the interviewers. Another way is to point one team leader 

that is reliable, respected,  and understand the scientific process well. 
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Chapter 6 
 

Conclusion 

The notion of innovation is  not necessarily related to high technology or 

technology engagement. Instead, innovation has a broader meaning that also invloves 

improvement in product/service, business processes, marketing, and organization 

structures. Providing that innovation is one crucial factor in entrepreneurial activities, 

especially in Uganda, this study manages to find how Ugandan entrepreneurs engage 

innovative entrepreneurship based on their personal motivational types. 

In general, this study provides a new insight regarding self regulatory focus and 

innovation. As there were no previous studies that explicitly explored the relationship 

between regulatory focus and innovation, this study explains how internal motivation 

directly influences innovative entrepreneurship. It supports the notion that promotion 

focus has a positive influence on innovation. Prevention focus, on the other hand, does 

not affect innovative entrepreneurship.  

It is important to remember that innovative entrepreneurship is not only about 

creating ideas but also transforming these ideas to actual activities. Given that promotion 

focused entrepreneurs are better in generating new ideas but prevention focused 

entrepreneurs are better in idea implementation especially during the difficult time, it is 

not surprising that although promotion focus have a positive effect on opportunity 

recognition, it does not imply innovation happens because entrepreneurs recognize 

opportunities. Apparently, I found that opportunity recognition does not explain how 

promotion focus affects innovation. This means, other aspects (e.g. external conditions) 

may explain how promotion focus affects innovative entrepreneurship.  

My result regarding incremental and radical innovations becomes an additional 

insight on how risk averse prevention focused entrepreneurs are. It was found that the 

risk size does not matter in determining innovative entrepreneurship. Even with a 

relatively low risk level, prevention focused entrepreneurs do not engage incremental 

innovation. It might be that no matter how low the risk is, prevention focused 

entrepreneurs still feel insecure to make changes without any guaranteed success.  
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Given that the relationship between entrepreneurs’ motivation and innovative 

entrepreneurship is clear, it is important to consider entrepreneurs’ motivational schemes 

in creating innovative entrepreneurship campaign. Entrepreneurial training campaigns 

and content can be tailored based on the entrepreneurs’ regulatory focus. This way, 

entrepreneurs do not resist innovation.  

If promotion focus traits can be developed, teaching specific characteristics that 

are related to promotion focus (e.g. creativity) may produce an increasing potential to 

conceive innovation.  This way, more Ugandan entrepreneurs will engage innovative 

entrepreneurship. As it was said, when what we are doing is aligned with our motivation, 

we will involve ourselves more, have higher motivational level, and give higher value to 

what we are doing (Higgins, 2000).  

 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

58 

Reference 
 

Abdi, H., & Williams, L. J. (2010). Principal component analysis. Wiley Interdisciplinary 

Reviews: Computational Statistics, 2(4), 433-459. 

Ahwireng-Obeng, F., & Ncube, M. (2005). Entrepreneurship and Poverty Alleviation in 

South Africa. In Business Solutions for Alleviating Poverty (BSAP) Conference of 

the Social Enterprise Initiative, Harvard Business School, Boston, USA, 1-3. 

Atkinson, J. W. (1964).  An introduction to motivation. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand. 

Bak, W. & Łaguna, M. (2009). Metody badania ukierunkowa ń  regulacyjnych. 

[Measures of rehulatoryfocus]. Poster presented during VI Zjazd Polskiego 

Stowarzyszenia Psy-chologii Społecznej , Lublin, 14-16 September 2009. 

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational behavior 

and human decision processes, 50(2), 248-287. 

Baregheh, A., Rowley, J., & Sambrook, S. (2009). Towards a multidisciplinary definition 

of innovation. Management decision, 47(8), 1323-1339. 

Baron, R. A. (2006). Opportunity recognition as pattern recognition: How entrepreneurs 

“connect the dots” to identify new business opportunities. The Academy of 

Management Perspectives, 20(1), 104-119. 

Baron, R.A. (2007). Behavioral and cognitive factors in entrepreneurship: entrepreneurs 

as the active element in new venture creation. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 1. 

167-182. 

Baron, R.A. (2002). OB and entrepreneurship: The reciprocal benefits of closer 

conceptual links , in: Staw, B.M., Kramer, R.   (Eds.),   Research in organizational 

behavior. JAI Press, Greenwich, pp.  225-269. 

Baron, R. A., & Ozgen, E. (2007). Social sources of information in opportunity 

recognition: Effects of mentors, industry networks, and professional forums. Journal 

of Business Venturing, 22 , 174–192. 

Bessant, J., Lamming, R., Noke, H. and Phillips, W. (2005). Managing innovation 

beyond the steady state. Technovation, Vol. 25 No. 12, pp. 1366-76. 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

59 

Bhaskaran, S. (2006). Incremental innovation and business performance: small and 

medium size food enterprises in a concentrated industry environment. Journal of 

Small Business Management, 44(1), 64-80. 

Breschi, S. (1999). Spatial Patterns of Innovation: Evidence from Patent Data: In The 

Organisation of Economic Innovation in Europe. Ed. A. Gambardella and F. 

Malerba. New York: Canbridge University Press, 71-103. 

Brockner, J., Higgins, E.T. (2001). Regulatory focus theory: Implications for the study of 

emotions at work. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Process, 61(1), 

35-66. 

Brockner, J., Higgins, E.T., Low, M.B. (2004). Regulatory focus theory and the 

entrepreneurial process. Journal of Business Venturing 19, 203-220. 

Bryant, P., & Dunford, R. (2008). The influence of regulatory focus on risky 

decision‐making. Applied Psychology, 57(2), 335-359. 

Burmeister-Lamp, K., Lévesque, M., & Schade, C. (2012). Are entrepreneurs influenced 

by risk attitude, regulatory focus or both? An experiment on entrepreneurs' time 

allocation. Journal of Business Venturing, 27(4), 456-476. 

Busenitz, L.W. (1996). Research onentrepreneurial alertness: Sampling, measurement, 

and theoretical issues. Journal of Small Business Management, October, 35 - 44. 

Collins, C.J., Hanges, P.J., & Locke, E.A. (2004). The relationship of achievement 

motivation to entrepreneurial activity: a meta-analysis. ILR Collections. 

Crowe, E., Higgins, E.T. (1997). Regulatory focus and strategic inclinations: promotion 

and prevention in decision-making. Org. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 69, 117 – 

132. 

Cumplido, F.J.S. & Alcalde, L. (2002) Towards an empirical methodology for the 

measurement of the quality entrepreneur : The case of Sevillian entrepreneurs. 42nd 

ERSA Conference. Dortmund (Germany), 27-31 August. 

Damanpour, F. (1996). Organizational complexity and innovation: developing and testing 

multiple contingency models. Management Science, Vol. 42 No. 5, pp. 693-716. 

Davidsson, P., Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent 

entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing 18, 301–331. 

 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

60 

Dixon, D. R., & Dixon, B. J. (1994). Adoption of information technology enabled 

innovations by primary care physicians: model and questionnaire development. 

In Proceedings of the Annual Symposium on Computer Application in Medical 

Care (p. 631). American Medical Informatics Association. 

Drucker, P.F., Innovation & Entrepreneurship (New York: Harper Business, 1995): 28. 

Eckhardt, J.T., Shane, S. (2003). Opportunities and entrepreneurship.   Journal of 

Management,  29, 333-349. 

Eisinga, R., Te Grotenhuis, M., & Pelzer, B. (2013). The reliability of a two-item scale: 

Pearson, Cronbach, or Spearman-Brown?. International journal of public 

health, 58(4), 637-642. 

Farley, S. E., Hawkins, R., & Wagner, C. S. (2011). Science, technology, and innovation 

in Uganda: recommendations for policy and action. World Bank Publications. 

Fellner, B., Holler,M., Kirchler,E., & Schanmman, A. (2007). Regulatory Focus Scale 

(RFS): Development of a Scale to Record Dispositional Regulatory Focus. Swiss 

Journal of Psychology 66 (2),2007, 109-116. 

Field, A. (2005). Discovering Statistics Using SPSS (2nd ed.). London: SAGE 

Publications. 

Fiet, J.O., Clouse V.G.H., Norton W.I.Jr. (2004). In Opportunity   Identification   and  

Entrepreneurial  Behavior.  Butler JE (ed). Information Age Publishing: Greenwich, 

CT; 1–27. 

Frese, M., Fay, D., Hilburger, T., Leng, K., & Tag, A. (1997). The concept of personal 

initiative: Operationalization, reliability and validity in two German samples. 

Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 70, 139-161. 

Friedman, R. S., & Förster, J. (2001). The effects of promotion and prevention cues on 

creativity. Journal of personality and social psychology, 81(6), 1001. 

Gartner, W.B. (1988). “Who is an entrepreneur?” is the wrong question. American 

Journal of Small Business, 12 (4), 11 –32. 

Gilad, B., Kaish, S., & Ronen, J. (1989). The entrepreneurial way with information. In S. 

Maital ( Ed.), Applied behavioural economics (Vol. II, 480 –503). Brighton, UK: 

Wheatshaef Books. 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

61 

Glancey, K., Greig, M., Pettigrew, M. (1998). Entrepreneurial dynamics in the small 

business service sector. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & 

Research, 4, 249-268. 

Gliner, J. A., Morgan, G. A., & Harmon, R. J. (2001). Measurement reliability.Journal of 

the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 40(4), 486-488. 

Grewal, D., Motyka, S., Puccinelli, N. M., Roggeveen, A. L., Daryanto, A., de Ruyter, 

K., & Wetzels, M. (2011). Understanding how to achieve competitive advantage 

through regulatory fit: a meta-analysis. Marketing Science Institute Research Report, 

10-117. 

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain.  American Psychologist, 52, 1280–

1300. 

Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and prevention: Regulatory focus as a motivational 

principle. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 30,1–46. 

Higgins, E. T. (2000). Making a good decision: Value from fit. American Psychologist, 

55, 1217–1230. 

Higgins, E. T., Shah, J., & Friedman, R. (1997). Emotional re-sponses to goal attainment: 

Strength of regulatory focus as moderator. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 72, 515–525. 

Hills, G.E., & Shrader, R.C. (1998). Successful entrepreneurs’ insights into opportunity 

recognition. In P.D. Reynolds et al. (Eds.), Frontiers of entrepreneurship research 

(30 – 43). Wellsley, MA: Babson College. 

Hmieleski, K.M., Baron, R.A.(2008a). Regulatory focus and new venture performance: A 

study of entrepreneurial opportunity exploitation under conditions of risk versus 

uncertainty. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 2, 285-299. 

Holcombe,R. (1998). Entrepreneurship and Economic Growth. The  Quarterly Journal of 

Austrian Economics,1, 45 N 62. 

Isaksen, S., & Tidd, J. (2006). Meeting the innovation challenge. UK: John Wiley & Sons 

Ltd. 

Kahneman, D., Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect Theory: an analysis of decision under risk. 

Econometrica, 47(2), 263–291.  



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

62 

Keizer, J. A., & Halman, J. I. (2007). Diagnosing risk in radical innovation 

projects. Research-Technology Management, 50(5), 30-36. 

Kelley, D., Bosma, N. S., & Amorós, J. E. (2011). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2010 

Executive Report. 

Kim, W.C., Maubourgne, R. (2005). Blue ocean strategy. Harvard Business School Press, 

Boston, MA. 

Kirzner, I. M. (1973). Competition and Entrepreneurship. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Kirzner, I. M. (2008). The alert and creative entrepreneur: a clarification. Research 

Institute of Industrial Economics, 1-13.  

Koberg, C., Detienne, D., Heppard, K. (2003). An empirical test of environmental, 

organizational, and process factors affecting incremental and radical innovation. The 

Journal of High Technology Management Research 14 (1), 21–45. 

Krueger, N.J., & Brazeal, D.H. (1994). Entrepreneurial potential and potential 

entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice , 19, 91–104. 

Kurman, J., & Hui, C.M. (2011). Promotion, prevention or both: Regulatory Focus and 

culture revisited.  Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 5(3), 3. 

Manczak,E., Zapata-Gietl, C., & McAdams, D.P. (2014). Regulatory Focus in the Life 

Story: Prevention and Promotion as Expressed in Three Layers of Personality. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 2014 Vol. 106, No.1, 169-181. 

Martin, R.L & Osberg, S. (2007). Social Entreprenurship: the case for definition. 

Stanford Social Innovation Review, 27-39. 

Massa, S. & Testa,  S. (2008). Innovation and SMEs: Misaligned perspectives and goals 

among entrepreneurs, academics, and policy makers. Technovation 28, 393-407. 

McClelland, D. C. (1961). The achieving society. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand. 

McDermott, C. M., & O'Connor, G. C. (2002). Managing radical innovation: an overview 

of emergent strategy issues. Journal of product innovation management, 19(6), 424-

438. 

Molden, D. C., Lucas, G. M., Finkel, E. J., Kumashiro, M., & Rusbult, C. (2009). 

Perceived support for promotion-focused and prevention-focused goals: 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

63 

Associations with well-being in unmarried and  married couples. Psychological 

Science, 20, 787–793. 

Mowrer, O. H. (1960). Learning theory and behavior. New York: Wiley.  

Mullins, J.W., Forlani, D., Walker, O.C.Jr. (1999). Effects of organizational and 

decision-maker factors on new product risk taking. Journal of Product Innovation 

Management, 16, 282–294. 

Naude, W. (2011). Entrepreneurship is Not a Binding Constraint on Growth and 

Development in the Poorest Countries. World Development, 39(1), 33–44. 

Naude, W. Szirmai, A. & Goedhuys, M. (2011). Innovation and Entrepreneurship in 

developing countries. Policy Brief Number I, 2011, 1-7. 

Nunnally, J.C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd ed.), New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Nybakk, E., & Hansen, E. (2008). Entrepreneurial attitude, innovation and performance 

among Norwegian nature-based tourism enterprises. Forest Policy and Economics 

10, 473-579. 

Liberman, N., Idson, L.C., Camacho, C.J., Higgins, E.T. (1999). Promotion and 

prevention choices between stability and changes. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 77, 1135-1145. 

Liberman, N., Molden, D., Idson, L. C., & Higgins, E. T. (2001). Promotion and 

prevention focus on alternative hypotheses: Implications for attributional functions. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 5–18. 

Lisjak, M., Molden, D. C., & Lee, A. Y. (2012). Primed interference: The cognitive and 

behavioral costs of an incongruity between chronic and primed motivational 

orientations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 889 –909. 

Lockwood, P., Jordan, C.H., & Kunda, Z. (2002). Motivation by positive or negative role 

models: regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 83,  853-864. 

OECD 1997. The Oslo Manual Proposed Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting 

Technological Innovation Data. Paris, OECD. 

OECD 2005. The Oslo Manual Proposed Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting 

Technological Innovation Data 3rd Edition. Paris, OECD. 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

64 

Oerlemans, L.A.G., Pretorius, M.W., Buys, A.J., & Rooks, G., (2003). Industrial 

Innovation in South Africa: 1998 - 2000 ISBN 1-86854-520-2. 

Olawale, F. & Garwe, D. (2010). Obstacles to the growth of SMEs in South Africa: a 

principal component analysis approach. African Journal of Business Management 

Vol. 4(5), 729-738. 

Park, J.S. (2005). Opportunity recognition and product innovation in entrepreneurial hi-

tech start-ups: a new perspective and supporting case study. Technovation 25, 739-

252 

Plessis, M.D. (2007). The role of knowledge management in innovation. Journal of 

Knowledge Management, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 20-29. 

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for 

assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior 

research methods, 40(3), 879-891. 

Rank, J., Pace, V. L., & Frese, M. (2004). Three avenues for future research on creativity, 

innovation, and initiative. Applied Psychology, 53(4), 518-528. 

Reynolds, P., Bygrave, W., and Autio, E. (2004). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor: 2003 

Executive Report, accessed at www.gemconsortium.org Electronic article available 

online. 

Roczniewska, M., Retowski, S., Osowiecka, M., Wrońska, M., & Słomska, I. (2013). 

Work Regulatory Focus Scale–Polish Adaptation. Polish Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 11(2), 115-136. 

Rooks, G., Oerlemans, L., Buys, A. & Pretorius, M. (2005). Industrial innovation in 

South Africa: A comparative study. South African Journal of Science, 101, 149–150. 

Rosenberg, N. (1994). Exploring the Black Box: Technology, Economics, and History. 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Santos-Cumplido, F.J. & Linan, F. (2006). Measuring entrepreneurial quality in southern 

Europe. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 3, 87-107. 

Schumpeter, J.A . (1934). The Theory of Economic Development. Harvard University 

Press, Cambridge. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1961). 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

65 

Schumpeter, J.A. (1982). The Theory of Economic Development: an Inquiry into Profits, 

Capital, Credit, Interest, and the Business Cycle. Transaction Publishers, 

Piscataway, NJ 

Schwartz, S. H., Lehmann, A., & Roccas, S. (1999). Multi-method probes of basic human 

values. In J. Adamopoulos & Y. Kashima (Eds.),  Social psychology and cultural 

context: es-says in honor of Harry C. Triandis (pp. 107–123). Newbury Park, CA: 

Sage. 

Seber, G. A. F. (1977). Linear Regression Analysis, Wiley, New York. 

Seibert, S.E., Kraimer, M.L., & Crant, M.J. (2001). What do proactive people do? A 

longitudinal model linking proactive personality and career success. Personnel 

Psychology, 54, 845 – 874. 

Semin, G. R., Higgins, T., de Montes, L. G., Estourget, Y., & Valencia, J. F. (2005). 

Linguistic signatures of regulatory focus: how abstraction fits promotion more than 

prevention. Journal of personality and social psychology, 89(1), 36. 

Shah, J., Higgins, E.T., & Friedman, R. (1998). Performance incentives and means: How 

regulatory focus influences goal attainment. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 74(2), 285. 

Shane, S. (2000). Prior knowledge and the discovery of entrepreneurial opportunities. 

Organization Science 11, 448–469. 

Sharma, P., & Chrisman, J.J. (1999). Toward a reconciliation of the definitional issues in 

the field of corporate entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship : Theory & Practice, 11-

27.  

Singh, R., Hills, G., Hybels, R., & Lumpkin, G. (1999). Opportunity recognition through 

social network characteristics of entrepreneurs. In P. Reynolds, W. Bygrave, S. 

Manigart, C. Mason, G. Meyer, & H. Sapienza, et al. (Eds.), Frontiers of 

entrepreneurship research (pp. 228–241). Babson Park: Babson College. 

Sonfield, M., Lussier, R., Corman, J., McKinney, M. (2001). Gender comparison in 

decision making: an empirical analysis of the entrepreneurial strategy matrix. 

Journal of Small Business Manage-ment 39 (2), 165–173.  

Sserwanga, A. (2011). Entrepreneurial quality in Uganda. Unpublished PhD thesis. 

Makerere University, Uganda. 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

66 

Stringer, R. (2000). How to manage radical innovation. California Management 

Review, 42(4), 70-88. 

Stuive, I., Kiers, H. A., Timmerman, M. E., & ten Berge, J. M. (2008). The Empirical 

Verification of an Assignment of Items to Subtests The Oblique Multiple Group 

Method Versus the Confirmatory Common Factor Method. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, 68(6), 923-939. 

Tang, J., & Khan, S. A. (2007). Dynamic interactions between alertness and systematic 

search A yin and yang perspective on opportunity recognition and innovation. The 

International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 8(3), 175-187. 

Thompson, V.A. (1965). Bureaucracy and innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 

Vol. 10, pp. 1-20. 

Tumasjan, A., & Braun, R. (2012). In the eye of the beholder: How regulatory focus and 

self-efficacy interact in influencing opportunity recognition.  Journal of Business 

Venturing. 

Van Schuur, W. H. (2003). Mokken scale analysis: between the Guttman scale and 

parametric item response theory. Political Analysis, 139-163. 

Vesalainen, J., & Pihkala, T. (1999). Motivation structure and entrepreneurial intentions. 

In P. Reyonds, W. By-grave, S. Manigart, C. Mason, Cc. Mason, G.. Meyer, H. 

Sapienza, & K. Shaver (Eds.). Frontiers of entrepreneur-ship research . (73– 87). 

Babson park, MA: Babson College. 

Wang, Y.L., Ellinger, A.D., & Jim Wu, Y.C, (2013). Entrepreneurial opportunity 

recognition: and empirical study of R&D personnel. Management Decision, 51(2), 

248-266. 

Wing-hong Lam, T., Chiu, C.-Y., (2002). The motivational function of regulatory focus 

in creativity. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 36(2), 138-150. 

Wu, C., McMullen, J.S., Neubert, Mitchell, J.N.,  Yi, Xiang. (2008). The influence of 

leader regulatory focus on employee creativity. Journal of Business Venturing, 23 ,  

587-602.   

Yeh-Yun Lin, C., & Yi-Ching Chen, M. (2007). Does innovation lead to performance? 

An empirical study of SMEs in Taiwan. Management Research News, 30(2), 115-

132. 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

67 

Zahra, S.A. and Covin, J.G. (1994). The financial implications of fit between competitive 

strategy and innovation types and sources. The Journal of High Technology 

Management Research, Vol. 5 No. 2, pp. 183-211. 

 



Why Some Innovate and Others Do Not 
 

 

68 

Appendix : Scales Items 
 
Dependent Variable – Innovation Scale 
 

Innovation Scale  

In the last three years, have you invested resources to improve 
your main business’ premises? 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

If yes, how big was the investment? (     )Large 
(     )Medium 
(     )Small 

In the last three years, have you invested resources to improve 
your (business) machineries or tools? 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

If yes, how big was the investment? (     )Large 
(     )Medium 
(     )Small 

In the last three years, has your business introduced new 
products to your customers?* 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

In the last three years, has your business introduced new 
services to your customers? * 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

In the last three years, has your business implemented any new 
way to produce your products/services?* 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

In the last three years, has your business implemented any new 
way to display your products/services?* 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

In the last three years, has your business organization changed 
its management ? 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

Do you use computer(s) for your business? (     )No 
(     )Yes 

If yes, did you start using computer after 2013? (     )No 
(     )Yes 

Do you use internet for your business? (     )No 
(     )Yes 

If yes, did you start using internet for your business after 2013? (     )No 
(     )Yes 

In the last three years, have you made any improvement on your 
products or services?** 

(     )No 
(     )Yes 

*Items are used for radical innovation  
**Items are used for incremental innovation 
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Independent Variable – Self Regulatory Focus 

*Items are used for promotion scale on this study 
**Items are used for prevention scale on this study 

 
 
Mediator Variable – Opportunity Recognition Scale 
 

Opportunity Recognition Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

While going about routine day-to-day 
activities, I see potential new venture ideas 
all around me. 

     

I have a special “alertness” or sensitivity 
toward new venture opportunities. 

     

“Seeing” potential new venture 
opportunities does not come very naturally 
to me. 

     

Self Regulatory Focus Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

You prefer to work without instructions 
from others.  

     

Rules and regulations are helpful and 
necessary for you. 

     

For you, it is very important to carry out 
the obligations placed on you. 

     

You generally solve problems creatively.      

You’re not bothered about reviewing or 
checking things really closely.** 

     

You like to do things in a new way.*      

You always try to make your work as 
accurate and error free as possible.** 

     

You often think about what other people 
expect of you. 

     

It is important to you that your 
achievements are recognized and valued by 
other people. 

     

You like trying out lots of different 
things.* 
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I enjoy thinking about new ways of doing 
things. 

     

I frequently identify opportunities to start-
up new businesses (even though I may not 
pursue them). 

     

I generally lack ideas that may materialize 
into profitable enterprises 

     

I frequently identify ideas that can be 
converted into new products or services 
(even though I may not pursue them). 

     

 
Control Variable - Personal Initiative 
 

Personal Initiative Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

You actively attack problems.      

Whenever something goes wrong, you 
search for a solution immediately. 

     

Whenever there is a chance to get actively 
involved, you take it. 

     

You take initiative immediately even when 
others don’t. 

     

You use opportunities quickly in order to 
attain your goals. 

     

Usually you do more than you are asked to 
do. 

     

You are particularly good at realizing 
ideas. 

     

You use opportunities quickly in order to 
build up a business network. 

     

 


