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Entrepreneurship as seen by entrepreneurs in a developing country. 

 

Abstract 

Entrepreneurship in developed countries has been the focus of research in countless 

studies but very few studies have been dedicated to entrepreneurship in developing 

countries. Within an analysis of entrepreneurship in Latin America, this work focuses on 

Ecuador and its economic figures, along with the current situation in terms of research on 

entrepreneurship in the country. It was impossible for us to find nationwide studies about 

firm creation which have current Ecuadorean entrepreneurs as their direct target 

population. Hence our decision to collect the opinions of 132 entrepreneurs from all over 

Ecuador and ask them about the advantages and disadvantages of being an entrepreneur, 

both qualitatively and quantitatively. Their answers provided us not only with the basis 

to carry out descriptive statistics, correlation, factor, and cluster identification analyses 

but also to develop an explanatory model for the potential reduction of unemployment 

thanks to entrepreneurs’ characteristics. 
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Entrepreneurship as seen by entrepreneurs in a developing country. 

 

1. Introduction 

This work will focus on the reality of entrepreneurship in Ecuador through the 

opinions of its entrepreneurs. The relevant aspect of this work is that it describes the 

peculiarities inherent to firm creation in Ecuador. It can be stated at this point that very 

few, if any, works published in Ecuador have ever referred to this topic, starting directly 

from the views of entrepreneurs themselves (Ordeñana and Villa, 2014). To achieve our 

aim, we start by outlining the key aspects of entrepreneurship in general, followed by an 

examination of the theme from a Latin American perspective. Then we will focus our 

interest on Ecuador, analyzing its relevant economic and business magnitudes. Finally, 

attention will be paid to the essential characteristics of Ecuadorean entrepreneurs.  

One of the reasons to focus on this country lies in the fact that one of the authors is 

an Ecuador-born academic and entrepreneur. Our work seeks to fill a gap in the literature 

by explaining the events that have occurred in the country. This also allows us to provide 

a much-needed analysis of entrepreneurship in developing countries —something that is 

rather uncommon compared to those focused on developed countries (Aboal and Veneri, 

2016). 

In relation to the above, Omri (2020) highlights two reasons for taking an interest in 

entrepreneurship within the context of developing economies: (A) they show an important 

orientation towards the market where entrepreneurship plays a very relevant role, and (B) 

the level of entrepreneurship is much higher than in developed countries due to the 

existence of fewer barriers to entry and to the strong need to enter because many people 

cannot find employment alternatives. Hearn and Filatotchev (2019) add that, in developed 
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economies, resources for entrepreneurship can be obtained from internal markets. This 

becomes more complicated in developing countries, which forces them to depend on 

external markets as well. 

Concerning the nature of entrepreneurship, firstly, it must be stressed that, according 

to Champenois, Lafebvre and Ronteau (2020), entrepreneurship has recently been 

arousing more and more interest amongst academics. Possible reasons to analyze 

entrepreneurship are its complexity and that it involves plenty of actions, uncertainties 

and risks (Meoli et al., 2020). Gupta et al. (2020) point out that from a practical point of 

view the economic value generated by entrepreneurship is linked to its associated social 

benefits. 

It is important to remember that successful entrepreneurship strongly relates to 

innovation —mainly of a technological nature (Anderson, Eshima and Hornsby, 2017; 

Gu, Qian and Lu, 2018; Toms, Wilson and Wright, 2018). It must also be remembered 

that innovative entrepreneurship may adopt many more formats other than technological 

(Gumbau, 2017; Mazzei, 2018; Westgren and Wuebker, 2019).   

The conclusion reached by Beynon, Jones and Pickernell (2020) that entrepreneurial 

activity and its consequences constitute an area worthy of research interest if linked to the 

national environment where it is developed is relevant for this work. More precisely, 

Cavallo, Ghezzi and Balocco (2019), Chowdhury, Audretsch and Belitski (2019), Farias, 

et al. (2019), and Fritsch, Sorgner and Wyrwich (2019) point out that the connection 

between entrepreneurship in a country and its economy constitutes a political issue 

motivated by an improvement of its citizens’ welfare. An even more specific reference 

can be found in Barba and Atienza (2017), who argue that entrepreneurship acquires a 

special interest when governments recognize that their actions alone are not enough to 

generate adequate production and employment standards. 
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The expression “entrepreneurial ecosystem” is key as it represents the cultural, social, 

economic, and political environment that supports the firm creation process (Mazzei, 

Ketchen and Shook, 2017; Spigel and Harrison, 2017; Dheer and Lenartowicz, 2018). 

More precisely, Watson et al. (2019), Antonacopoulou and Fuller (2020) and Varlander, 

Solvell and Klyver (2020) highlight the cultural dimension of entrepreneurship, which 

leads to some countries being more predisposed to it than others. 

Entrepreneurs also need financial, human, and information resources to put their ideas 

into practice (Baron et al., 2018) and entrepreneurship has long-term consequences (Diaz-

Moriana et al., 2020); hence the importance of researchers studying them. These resources 

allow entrepreneurs to pursue opportunities related to business growth, innovation, profits 

or simply to their inability to find a job (Amoros et al.; 2019, Gish et al.; 2019). Although 

firm creation may be related to the impossibility of finding paid employment, Marshall 

and Gigliotti (2020) claim that entrepreneurs usually choose this option after having 

acquired experience working for others. Edwards et al. (2020) even argue that some 

entrepreneurs create companies knowing that they might earn more money being 

employed by other people; however, they prefer to become entrepreneurs so that they can 

set their own ideas in motion. The entrepreneur’s degree of commitment is also 

highlighted by Falele et al. (2020) and Keil, Maula and Syrigos (2017). In short, 

entrepreneurship can be a long, solitary, and highly stressful journey, but also a joyful, 

motivating, and satisfying one (Wiklund et al. 2019).  

Attention will now be paid to entrepreneurship in Latin America, after which we will 

deal with the situation in Ecuador.   
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2. Entrepreneurship in Latin America  

The 1980s were a hard period for Latin America in economic terms, to such an extent 

that they have come to be known as «the lost decade» —an expression utilized by the 

Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (United Nations, ECLAC, 

2016) to explain the various factors that caused that period of deep crisis. Our paper 

identifies both internal and external causes which led to high unemployment rates, a 

slowdown of development in the region, decreases in workers’ salaries, an economic 

drop, higher interest rates, and a reduction of external financial resources —all of which 

triggered an uncontrolled growth of external debt. While Latin America was immersed in 

this context, attention started being paid to issues related to entrepreneurship.  

The Latin American Administration Organization in its 1983 General Assembly of 

Representatives approved (through its Porto Alegre Charters or Declarations) the 

inclusion of the fields of Micro-, Small, and Medium-sized enterprises within its Strategic 

Development Plan. Since that moment, entrepreneurship has been incorporated into its 

lines of work for all member nations, as well as in important international events (e.g. the 

Administration Conferences of Mercosur, of the Andean Community and the Amazon 

Region, and of Mexico, Central America and the Caribbean. 

The development of micro-, small- and medium-sized enterprises currently represents 

an essential pillar for economic improvement in many Latin American countries, showing 

that not only large-sized companies can generate employment and contribute to economic 

growth. This was detected by Espinoza et al. (2019), amongst others, in the case of Chile, 

by Fischer, Queiroz and Vonortas (2018) and Lasso, Mainardes and Motoki (2019) for 

Brazil, and by Drinkwater, Lashley and Robinson (2018) for the Caribbean. 

Since location is a key decision in entrepreneurship (Adams, Fontana and Malebra, 

2017), we agree with Lecuna, Cohen and Chavez (2017) that entrepreneurship in Latin 
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America strongly relates to export activity, since the domestic market is not powerful 

enough to absorb the generated supply. 

For instance, according to an Ecuador Central Bank report (2019), despite the 

economic growth experienced in Latin America, entrepreneurship businesses evolve and 

grow slowly compared to those located in other regions. 70% of the population work in 

small enterprises that have fewer than five employees. Even though these figures would 

normally imply a considerable economic growth, that is actually not the case, insofar as 

these firms are usually born small and tend to stay small.  

Following the criteria applied by Lederman et al. (2014), there are many possible 

reasons why Latin American enterprises grow slowly, lack of innovation standing out as 

one of the most significant. In their opinion, such enterprises need to innovate on a 

permanent basis in order to grow (or even to survive). They thus recognize that new 

products enter less frequently than in other economies, and also that entrepreneurs’ 

management is usually far away from the best practices implemented worldwide. 

Furthermore, patent registration lies well below the reference levels. Several of the firms 

located in this region carry out some kind of innovation, albeit often with low 

effectiveness or with insufficient results to succeed in stimulating productivity or to be 

replicated in contexts with similar characteristics. Iliescu (2014) also mentioned the 

effects of globalization in this respect. 

It is also worth mentioning —following Guimon and Paraskevopoulou (2017)— that 

a large part of entrepreneurship in Latin America has its origins outside this region. 

Puente, Gonzalez and Cervilla (2019) added that Latin American countries share a high 

entrepreneurship rate based on a necessity-related motivation. However, this does not 

result in increased economic growth, as could have been expected a priori. 
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Overall economic growth for Latin America in 2018 stood at 3.3%. Nevertheless, 

lower growth rates are expected for 2020 because of the increased uncertainty around 

future growth dynamics. By way of example, the global economy showed a high degree 

of growth synchrony in 2017; economic improvement took place in both developed and 

developing economies. This acceleration of growth within a low-inflation and high-

liquidity environment resulted in low volatility in the financial markets.  

This panorama began to change in 2019, though. The expansion occurring during this 

year essentially reflects the growth of the United States (2.8%), supported by the fiscal 

stimulus, which should reveal signs of exhaustion in 2019 —and of China (6.6%), which 

also foresees lower growth rates for 2019. The Eurozone has been gradually revising its 

growth forecasts downward to 2.2%—as opposed to 2.4% in 2017. In the United 

Kingdom, the increased interest rates added to the process of negotiation to leave the 

European Union (Brexit) took the growth rate down to 1.5% in 2018 (compared to 1.8% 

in 2017). As for Japan, its productive capacity has recently shown certain restrictions that 

would explain the slower pace of expansion in 2018: a growth rate in the region of 1.1%, 

0.6% below the previous year.  

This lower synchrony in the acceleration dynamics further worsens by the risks of 

commercial conflicts. President Trump’s government has adopted several tariff increases 

since 2018. Some of them were specifically targeted at China, followed by the European 

Union, while others have a broader scope. 

Faced with this global context, for 2019 the current account deficit of Latin American 

and Caribbean countries rose to 1.6% of the regional Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 

Both the balance of goods and that of current transfers are likely to maintain surpluses, 

but this would be offset by a higher deficit in the income and service account. A 9% 

growth in the value of Latin American exports is expected for 2019 as a result of the 
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higher prices achieved by exportable goods. The exported volume increase will probably 

be moderate, though (ca. 2%). In turn, the slight recovery of domestic demand together 

with higher oil prices may help maintain the import value growth at just above 9.5%, with 

a 4.1% price rise.  

 

3. Ecuador’s macroeconomic context 

Our attention will now focus on the Ecuadorean macroeconomic context, seeking to 

deal with the general aspects and the long-term objectives. This allows us not only to 

analyze the economic situation but also to understand the phenomena involved in it 

through the analysis of specific variables that will be briefly described below using data 

provided by INEC [(Ecuadorean) National Institute of Statistics and Censuses] (2019). 

With a surface area of 256,370 km2 and a population of 17,120,000 inhabitants (its 

population density amounting to 66 persons per km2), Ecuador occupies the 68th position 

in the world. The unemployment rate lies at 4.4% (rising to 5.7% in urban areas) and the 

US dollar is Ecuador’s official currency. The country has a per capita GDP of 5,392 euros 

(92nd position globally) and its HDI (Human Development Index) —a United Nations 

instrument used to measure the standard of living— places Ecuador in the world’s 87th 

position. 

 According to the latest data published by the Central Bank of Ecuador (2020), 

GDP in 2019 was 107,425 million US dollars, per capita income amounting to 6,221 

dollars —it was 6,318 in 2018— with a population that grew from 17,023,408 in 2018 to 

17,267,986 in 2019. 

 The most recent data published by Ecuador’s National Statistics Institute (INEC, 

2020) reveal that almost 900,000 enterprises registered in this country in 2018, with just 
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above 3,000,000 jobs (60% male and 40% female), showing a proportion of 528 

companies for every 10,000 inhabitants. 

Furthermore, the World Bank (2019a) annually publishes the “Doing Business” 

index, which measures how easy it is to do business in a country by assessing the 

following dimensions: opening of a business, management of building permits, 

availability of electricity, registration of properties, availability of credit, protection of 

investors, payment of taxes, cross-border trade, contract fulfillment, and insolvency 

resolution. In accordance with this ranking, Ecuador stands in the 123rd position amongst 

the 190 evaluated countries. 

As far as the Competitiveness Index is concerned, Ecuador ranks 90th on a list of 

141 analyzed countries. This index published by the World Economic Forum measures 

the use of resources and capabilities by a country translated into its inhabitants’ prosperity 

level (Global Competitiveness Report, 2019). 

Ecuador could be more specifically described as a country with a small economy that 

essentially depends on oil exports, even though it is recognized as the world’s most 

important banana exporter and as one of the main exporters of flowers, shrimps and cocoa 

—in addition to primary commodities. The external debt in the country dates back to the 

late 1970s, although its higher indebtedness levels originated in the subsequent decades 

(CAIC, 2007). These incidents were followed by the structural changes experienced 

during 1999, the year when Ecuador went through its worst economic and financial crisis 

due to the freezing of bank deposits —which absorbed 50% of the current incomes— 

added to the inability to pay, the moratorium of the Brady bonds and the Eurobonds 

(equivalent to 118% of the GDP). It all resulted in a debt of 13.564 billion dollars in 2000, 

within a dollarized environment, accompanied by massive unemployment rates, increased 

prices of goods and services, suspension of wages and salaries in the educational sector 
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as well as in healthcare, the police and the military, along with a reduction of investments 

and a growing distrust of the country (Larrea, 2007).  

The dollarization of the economy has played an important role in the endogenous crisis 

of the Money Supply suffered by the Monetary and Financial Sector. This is further 

complicated by the political situation with the succession of seven presidents between 

1995 and 2006, which highlights the difficulties that the country is currently undergoing. 

For Olmedo (2016), this crisis is mainly related to the low levels of income in the assets 

and goods market that affect both the Balance of Payments and the Domestic Demand for 

money. In this connection, Ecuador’s Central Bank published the following statement in 

an Official Communiqué in 2015:  

“The truth is that dollarization can only be defended with better results in the balance 

of payments and higher efficiency in domestic liquidity management. Accounting 

schemes and formal rules cannot achieve the same degree of success as economic results.” 

(Ecuadorian Central Bank, 2015, cited in Olmedo, 2016).  

According to Serrano and Vera (2016), this whole context contributed to the triggering 

of the financial and social crisis of those and the following years, during which external 

indebtedness and economic growth have experienced nationwide macroeconomic 

distortions. The large protests witnessed in October 2019 derived from this period. 

In relation to the manufacturing sector, it is worth highlighting that Ecuadorean 

industry reveals a strong predominance of craft activity, more specifically in the 

production of footwear and clothing, metal-mechanical products, furniture, timber, and 

food. This industry accounted for 11.9% of the national GDP between 2006 and 2013. 

According to INEC (2019), 64,258 manufacturing firms —a large proportion of which 

belong to the micro-enterprise segment (89%)— are based in Ecuador at present, followed 
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by small-size enterprises with 8%, medium-sized firms with 2%, and large-sized ones 

with 1%. Food, textiles, chemicals, and mechanical products are the most heavily 

represented sectors.  

The agricultural sector shows serious socioeconomic problems related to the migration 

of young people towards cities and abroad as a result of their demotivation due to the low 

agricultural income. In parallel, the Agrarian Act Legislation is perceived as a threat by 

the families whose fields are not productive, since it grants the Government the right to 

expropriate those fields with the aim of turning them into productive ones. This ultimately 

implies that the owning family runs the risk of losing a part of their property (Cho Tana, 

2015). 

The performance of the Ecuadorean economy over the last ten years has deepened the 

State’s involvement both in investment and in expense generation. Although Ecuador 

invested its oil revenues, it did not redound to job creation from entrepreneurship actions. 

Focusing on economic activities and spatial location, the ICEX report [Network of 

Economic and Commercial Offices of Spain Abroad] (2019) shows that economic 

activity revolves around few locations, especially the cities of Quito and Guayaquil. The 

former houses the central government —with the economic impact that this entails, 

especially for the service sector. Also, the country’s most important companies are based 

there i.e., public enterprises, large foreign firms, and most of the larger-sized Ecuadorean 

companies. Commercial activity in Guayaquil revolves around its seaport, which exports 

locally produced bananas, cocoa, and shrimp. Apart from the two biggest cities, the 

regional and even locally produced specialties deserve a mention. Thus, Cuenca —the 

country’s third most populated town— is a center for craft-related businesses and the 

ceramic industry; and Manta is considered the world capital of tuna. Esmeraldas (in the 

north-east) has oil refineries as its main activity, and the Amazon region (in the east) is 
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the most important location for hydrocarbon exploitations (even though the companies 

belonging to this sector are based in Quito). The Galapagos Islands focus on tourism. 

Such a high degree of specialization, which is visible even in smaller municipalities, 

transforms the country into a long list of small economic activity centers. 

According to the World Bank, the formalities required to set up an enterprise in 

Ecuador went down from 92 days in 2003 to 49 days in 2018. This highly positive record 

—a considerable improvement indeed— is still insufficient, since less than a week is 

needed to complete such formalities in many OECD countries (World Bank, 2019b). 

Some specific real limitations exist which slow down the growth and development of 

small and medium-sized enterprises in Ecuador (Proaño, 2015). There are inadequacies 

in the training required to conceive a coherent creation of firms in line with innovation 

and adaptation to change. From this author’s point of view, many of the limitations in 

terms of training might be alleviated if primary, secondary, and university education 

concentrated on developing certain skills and capabilities. This would help identify 

opportunities, analyze resources, assess ideas through which entrepreneurial projects can 

be implemented and eventually materialize into new businesses. Along the same lines, 

one could speak about innovating or reinventing such businesses depending on the 

different circumstances.  

Ponguillo and Mayorga (2016) insisted on the previously mentioned negative aspects, 

additionally suggesting that other reasons such as the discontinuity of the Government’s 

policies addressed to entrepreneurs should be taken into consideration. According to these 

scholars, the limited financial support, the lack of credit, risk capital and investor 

networks, along with the absence of stock market products, stand out as the key 

weaknesses associated with entrepreneurship. They also stress that the promotion of 

education at all levels must be seen as a critical axis in state policies. 
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The same line of reasoning was shared by Zamora (2017). This author pointed out that, 

although public participation has covered a wide spectrum —including a legal and 

institutional framework as well as schemes to provide resources and advice— its 

continuity was not as good as expected, which influences the effectiveness of the policy 

in question. Added to this, the Ecuadorean government has failed to monitor the results 

obtained through the implementation of these initiatives, which would have allowed it to 

assess their effectiveness with a view to strengthening or taking new courses of action 

and ultimately to avoiding resource use inefficiency.  

 

4. Characteristics of Ecuadorean entrepreneurs 

In this section, we will describe the situation in terms of works about entrepreneurship 

in Ecuador. The emphasis centers on contextualizing and grouping together the distinctive 

and most relevant features of Ecuador’s entrepreneurs based on the most important 

research studies undertaken in this regard.   

It must firstly be said that no significant differences seem to exist between the average 

Latin American entrepreneur and an Ecuadorean one, above all in their differentiation by 

economic income, as well as in terms of their personality. Some disparities need to be 

underlined, though, amongst them the higher salaries and the improved exploitation of 

businesses as an innovative component, along with the approach to minor management 

problems —including access to clients, suppliers, funders, and skilled labor (Gluzmann, 

Jaume and Gasparini, 2012; Development Bank of Latin America, 2015). 

Villarroel et al. (2005) provided an overall identification of the average Ecuadorean 

entrepreneur as confident, organized, informal, competitive, and risk-averse. They seek 
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stability, have experience in the activity, and use self-realization, the contribution to 

society and the practical implementation of their knowledge as sources of motivation.  

The analysis of these general characteristics is germane to the profile of an Ecuadorean 

entrepreneur presented by Araque (2012), characterized as someone with formal studies 

who prefers to acquire working experience over the years and whose entrepreneurial 

development was not based on a business plan, and who maintains young enterprises, 

usually created by a need and a desire for independence.  

In turn, Merizalde (2017) identified the behavior of Ecuadorean entrepreneurs inside 

a family business, mostly generated out of necessity and facing difficulties during its 

creation process. This business type, which focuses on the local market, revolves around 

retail and services. Its primary source of financing lies in own resources, which 

simultaneously represents a limitation due to the need to utilize old technologies, at least 

in the early years of operating. 

The use of aggregate data and database analysis allowed Maldonado, Lara and Maya 

(2018) to draw a more explicit conclusion: a growing predisposition to set up new 

business exists in Ecuador and, although a changed trend towards opportunity-based 

motivation has become visible in recent years, necessity-based motivation still prevails. 

Valencia and Gualdrón (2016) considered that the most recurrent problems in this type 

of business have to do with lack of resources, a perception of insufficient support, internal 

business administrative problems, an inadequate legislation, and finally, an insufficient 

volume of scientific and technological research in the interest of the business itself. Lara 

and Maldonado (2015) added that Ecuadorean entrepreneurs desist at an initial stage due 

to several relevant factors. Amongst them stand out the absence of financial incentives, a 

lack of continuity in the actions derived from the implemented public policies, the 
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presence of stronger competitors, the absence of innovation or simply the fact that they 

found new work opportunities. 

Regarding the influence of the business environment, Rovayo (2010) argued that it 

exerts a key influence on the attitudes, activities, and aspirations of entrepreneurs in 

Ecuador. This author referred to the contribution which should be made by three main 

actors —the State, private enterprise, and academia— when it comes to ensuring the 

development of a favorable climate for entrepreneurship. Each one plays a key role and 

must assume their own challenges. Rovayo additionally highlighted that the impact level 

of entrepreneurship in Ecuador represents a huge challenge, since excellent ideas and 

initiatives often arise, some of them are eventually implemented, but only a few 

entrepreneurs succeed in maintaining them over time.  

 On another note, according to GEM [Global Entrepreneurship Monitor] (2018), 

Ecuadorean society mostly welcomes the incorporation of entrepreneurship. This report 

stresses the fact that perceptions around opportunities and the chances of being able to set 

up a business are significantly positive in Ecuador —and well above the regional average.  

Nevertheless, this report also refers to the urgent need for legislation that can provide 

an agile legal framework for entrepreneurial activity. It is likewise suggested that specific 

financial products for entrepreneurs should be developed and that entrepreneurial 

education should form part not only of secondary and university education but also of 

primary education. The opening of Ecuador’s market through international agreements as 

well as an improved transfer of research to companies are paths that need to be explored 

in much greater depth too. 

Arbito and Andrea (2015) specified a series of personal attributes associated with food 

sector entrepreneurs in the Ecuadorean city of Guayaquil. Following an analysis of 
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several bibliographical references, the following peculiarities stood out: people who like 

to run their own company, committed to succeed with the aim of accomplishing their 

aims and goals, not too risk-averse, and with a positive predisposition to accept criticism 

or suggestions which can enable them to carry out improvements and to grow in the 

market. They additionally expressed their willingness to invest in their own human 

capital. 

In turn, López et al. (2017) provided some data about entrepreneurship drawn from 

Ecuadorean university graduates: 

- Around 37% of entrepreneurs are 25 to 35 years old. 

- Their main motivation is the lack of employment; hence, why many new enterprises 

place the emphasis on generating self-employment. 

- Access to sources of financing is limited. 

Considering their ages, it becomes clear that this population belongs to the segment of 

the so-called ‘millennials’ (the twenty-first-century generation). It is worth highlighting 

for its relevance to the future of Ecuador’s entrepreneurs that they all share the 

characteristic of having been born in the period during which the technological revolution 

produced its most important outcome: massive and domestic access to data through the 

Internet (Ferrer, 2010). A second characteristic common to them all is their status as 

young people with interests who wish to move up the job ladder quickly. They aspire to 

occupy leadership positions and own the skills to adapt to new conditions while 

simultaneously solving problems (Universum, 2014). 

In tune with the views expressed by Solines and Antonieta (2016), and within their 

research findings, they described young millennials as being creative and active, and 

showing a positive predisposition towards mistakes. They see practice as an essential 

methodology and are convinced that you can not only learn from mistakes but also 
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improve through them. Furthermore, millennials permanently stay in contact with one 

another, using the Internet as a key learning tool. 

After analyzing the fundamental features of entrepreneurship in Latin America, 

offering the economic figures corresponding to Ecuador, and describing the research on 

entrepreneurship in Ecuador, the focus will now be placed on our own research study. 

Prior to that, it needs to be said that the works available for us to study were based on 

secondary data and general statistics, the orientations of entrepreneurship identified 

amongst university students, the examination of business set-up actions in a specific town, 

and the analysis of a particular economic sector. It was impossible to find research works 

of a national scope about the creation of enterprises in Ecuador which have Ecuadorean 

entrepreneurs currently developing their business activity as their target population.  

Even though the studies mentioned above are undoubtedly of great interest, a need 

exists in our opinion for a type of research undertaken from the specific perspective of 

entrepreneurs whose business is operational at present. This will allow us to compare the 

difficulties faced when they set up their firms and the ones that they are experiencing 

now. To this end, a nationwide Ecuadorean sample is offered with a representation of the 

different firm sizes, sectors, and degrees of business development according to the 

enterprise’s life cycle. 

Entrepreneurs were asked about their technical knowledge, creativity, perseverance, 

tolerance of failure, and interpersonal skills. Our interest also focused on learning about 

their emotional states related to uncertainty, failure, fear, anxiety, and despair. 

Likewise, this research sought to know entrepreneurs’ views about innovation, the 

business idea, capital (goods, money, machinery…), the organization (the managerial 

team that will shape the entrepreneurial initiative), human talent, the entrepreneurial 

ecosystem (relationships between the entrepreneurial entities and individuals and their 
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technological, academic, social, political, and economic environments), financing, 

support programs, and the experience of entrepreneur teachers. 

Another of the key issues worth enquiring about was the most important impediments 

found when trying to undertake an enterprise. Some examples are: lack of subsidies, 

absence of financing, too many taxes, excessive formalities, poor training in the field, 

unavailability of up-to-date technology, and absence of emotional backing from relatives 

and friends. 

 

5. Methodology 

The main criteria to establish the sample used in this study were representativeness, 

relevance, and access to entrepreneurs. Our sample comprised 132 firms belonging to 

different Ecuadorean regions which, according to the number of workers, can be 

classified as large-sized (over 250 workers), medium-sized (up to 250 workers) and small-

sized enterprises. The latter can in turn be subdivided into small (under 20 workers) and 

micro-enterprises (below 10 employees). Table 1 lists the technical specifications of our 

study. 

TABLE 1 HERE 

These instruments were applied on a self-administered basis, providing them directly 

to participants or via electronic mail depending on the distance involved in each case 

(after a telephone contact to explain the aim of our study). A survey was designed with 

multiple-choice questions that had been previously defined and elaborated from a series 

of statements on the study object. The conception and structuring of this questionnaire 

adopted a 7-level Likert-type scale format with the aim of reflecting the assessment 

criteria.  
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Three criteria were followed to select the enterprises: activity sector, average size in 

terms of annual sales and staff volume, and geographical area representative of the whole 

national Ecuadorean territory. The survey questionnaire was answered by the company 

founder or, failing that, by the current CEO. In Ecuador, the e-mail addresses of these 

CEOs can be easily accessed in the databases available.  

The survey questionnaire designed for entrepreneurs brought together the information, 

organizing it around three sections: interviewee’s profile, considerations on 

entrepreneurship, and assessments of entrepreneurship support schemes. 

Five experts were consulted to validate the survey questionnaire during its design 

process, namely: an academic from Ecotec University, a professional advisor on 

entrepreneurship from the Financial Corporation: League of Entrepreneurs, and 3 

businessmen belonging to the following public limited companies: Plásticos Tropicales 

Plastro, Envases del Litoral, and Litomovil. 

In addition to carrying out a separate evaluation of each question, they assessed the 

pertinence and adequacy of the questionnaire as a whole. The survey was subsequently 

deemed as validated in terms of the specific questions chosen, the order in which they 

appeared, and the possibility of adding unasked questions, all of it bearing in mind 

Ecuador’s business reality and entrepreneurship levels. 

It must be highlighted at this stage that the draft presented to experts for validation was 

accepted with only a few minor changes being proposed. After a second consultation 

round, all the experts agreed that the questions and statements clearly expressed the 

information requested from the interviewees. 

It thus seemed to us that the understanding was good enough to answer the 

questionnaire. This allowed us to accurately identify the level of agreement amongst 
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respondents, the degree of importance assigned to a specific factor, and the chances of 

undertaking future actions through the indicators used to assess entrepreneurship in 

Ecuador. 

 

6. Results and discussion 

Firstly, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient value of 0.718 for the questionnaire items 

means that its consistency level is high. 

As for the profiles of the 132 interviewees, 62.2% were males and 37.8% females. In 

terms of age, 49.9% are between 18 and 30 years of age, 34.3% being 31 to 50 years 

old. The remaining 15.8% are older than 50. 

Concerning Ecuadorean economic sectors linked to entrepreneurship, the following 

ones stand out (in descending order): Commercial (sale and purchase of goods and 

services) (37%), Gastronomy (11.8%), Tourism (14.3%), and professional activities 

(7.6%). Other sectors with a lesser degree of participation can be mentioned as well: 

Social Services (6.7%), Transport (5.0%), Technology (5.9%), Esthetics (4.2%), and 

Education (3.4%). Finally, some sectors not mentioned above account for 4.1%.   

A majority of respondents (55.5%) explained that the characteristics of their business 

matched those of a micro-enterprise. 29.4% of them described their business as a small-

sized enterprise, while another 14.3% thought that theirs was a medium-sized enterprise, 

and only 0.8% classified their business within the profile of a large-sized firm. 

As far as business location is concerned, Table 2 clearly shows the representativeness 

of a sample that covers the whole territory of Ecuador. 

TABLE 2 HERE 
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Special attention must be paid to the question about the origin of the enterprise’s 

capital (Table 3), where the importance of foreign private capital in business creation 

becomes visible. 

TABLE 3 HERE 

In response to the question in which interviewees were asked about their stage of 

evolution as entrepreneurs with four options, 87.3% claimed to find themselves in the 3 

early entrepreneurship stages. More precisely, 34.3% of them chose the idea gestation 

stage, 33.3% the setting in motion stage, and 19.7% the initial development stage. Only 

12.7% of our respondents placed themselves in the growth and consolidation stage. These 

findings confirm that the Ecuadorean population is highly interested in undertaking 

entrepreneurial activities, since they find themselves in incipient stages of the process. 

This last aspect does not significantly differ from the insights provided by Puente, 

Gonzalez and Cervilla (2019) about Latin America as a whole. 

Below can be found the results obtained in relation to entrepreneurs’ views and their 

links with the likelihood of reducing the unemployment rate in Ecuador. One of the 

questions referred to the level of specific technical knowledge, creativity, perseverance, 

tolerance of failure, and interpersonal skills that the interviewees believed themselves to 

have (on a 1-to-7 Likert-type scale, where 1 means “I totally disagree” and 7 “I totally 

agree”). These were the average values obtained: 

 Specific technical knowledge (5.11) 

 Creativity (5.53)  

 Perseverance (5.72) 

 Tolerance of failure (5.03) 

 Interpersonal skills (5.72) 
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Even though both Gu, Quian and Lu (2018) and Varlander, Solvell and Klyver (2020) 

mention perseverance, the appearance of interpersonal skills as the most highly valued 

option is more closely associated with Ecuadorean entrepreneurs as one of their own 

features. 

A variance analysis (ANOVA) test was applied to the results obtained in this question. 

With a 95% confidence interval, a statistically significant difference exists between the 

different groups (p-value < 0.05). There are indeed statistically significant differences 

between the decrease of unemployment and a high level of technical knowledge, 

creativity, perseverance, tolerance of failure, and interpersonal skills. The equality of 

means null hypothesis is consequently rejected. This suggests that an improvement of 

such indicators will most probably have a positive influence on the reduction of the 

Ecuadorean unemployment rate. 

The next questionnaire item asked respondents about their ability to handle the 

emotional states associated with uncertainty, failure, fear, anxiety, and despair (on a 1-to-

7 Likert-type scale, where 1 means “I totally disagree” and 7 “I totally agree”). Below 

can be found the mean values obtained: 

 Uncertainty (5.29) 

 Failure (5.03) 

 Fear (5.25) 

 Anxiety (5.34) 

 Despair (5.39)  
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Uncertainty and anxiety are also identified by Marshall and Giglitti (2020), who argue 

that some correspondence exists between having had a previous job and undertaking 

business in the same sector. Nevertheless, despair —the characteristic most often 

mentioned here— does not usually appear in the literature. 

After performing the ANOVA test, a statistically significant difference was found 

between the different groups (p-value < 0.05) with a 95% confidence interval. This means 

that the equality of means null hypothesis is rejected. In other words, evidence was 

obtained about the existence of statistically significant differences between the decrease 

of unemployment and the management of emotions. A positive predisposition towards 

the management of emotional states improves the conditions to undertake business 

activities, which could in turn help reduce unemployment rates. 

Another question was about the importance assigned to certain aspects when it came 

to undertaking entrepreneurial activities (on a 1-to-7 Likert-type scale, where 1 means “I 

totally disagree” and 7 “I totally agree”). These aspects included: innovation, the business 

idea, capital (goods, money, machinery…), the organization (the managerial team that 

will shape the entrepreneurial initiative), human talent, the entrepreneurial ecosystem 

(relationships between the entrepreneurial entities and individuals and their technological, 

academic, social, political and economic environments), financing, support programs, and 

the experience of entrepreneurship teachers. 

These are the average values achieved: 

 Innovation (5.98) 

 Business idea (6.03) 

 Capital (6.13)  

 The organization (5.51) 
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 Human talent (5.82)  

 Entrepreneurial ecosystem (6.23) 

  Financing (6.36) 

  Support schemes (5.91) 

  Experience of entrepreneurship teachers (4.50) 

 

Comparing these results with the literature shows that innovation ranks fourth as a key 

entrepreneurship aspect —when authors such as Gu, Quian and Lu, 2018) and Toms, 

Watson and Wright (2018) had considered it a first-order factor. It becomes clear once 

again that financing is essential for Ecuadorean entrepreneurs. Nonetheless, the 

entrepreneurial ecosystem —which appears in second place in our study— is indeed 

widely recognized, as attested by Spigel and Harrison (2017) and Watson et al. (2019). 

 

The ANOVA analysis reveals the existence of statistically significant differences (p-

value < 0.05) —with a 95% confidence interval— between unemployment reduction and 

the entrepreneurship reality. The highest importance corresponds to innovation, the 

business idea, capital, the organization, human talent, the entrepreneurial ecosystem, 

financing, the support schemes, and the experience of entrepreneurship teachers. In other 

words, the equality of means null hypothesis is rejected. Therefore, strengthening these 

factors will most probably have a positive impact on decreasing the unemployment rate 

in Ecuador. 

 

As for the greatest impediments which affect them when trying to undertake business 

activities, our interviewees were asked about the following: lack of subsidies, absence of 

financing, too many taxes, excessive formalities, poor training in the field, unavailability 
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of up-to-date technology, and absence of emotional backing from relatives and friends 

(on a 1-to-7 Likert-type scale, where 1 means “I totally disagree” and 7 “I totally agree”). 

The descriptive statistics provided the following average values:  

 Lack of subsidies (5.34) 

 Absence of financing (5.74)  

 Too many taxes (5.54) 

 Excessive formalities (5.48) 

 Poor training in the field (5.69) 

 Unavailability of up-to-date technology (5.55) 

 Absence of emotional backing from relatives and friends (3.57) 

 

As seen above, the most outstanding source of reluctance is “absence of financing”, 

followed by “training in the field”. Financing needs appear in the literature as an obstacle 

for firm creation —by way of example, see Baron et al. (2018). Lack of training is less 

often shared in the literature —an example can be found in Gish et al. (2019). 

 

According to the ANOVA analysis, statistically significant differences exist (p-value 

< 0.05) —with a 95% confidence interval— between the reduction of unemployment in 

Ecuador and the most important obstacles to set up businesses. The equality of means 

null hypothesis is consequently rejected. It follows from these findings that working on 

these impediments might help lower the Ecuadorean unemployment rate. 

 

Based on the above, something else deserves to be pointed out in an aggregated way 

with regard to all our research items about the outcomes of entrepreneurship alongside its 

consequences and effects on the reduction of unemployment in Ecuador. The variable 
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“unemployment decrease” depends on the following factors with their respective means 

(the minimum value being 1, and the maximum one 7): 

 State Support (SS): 5.58 

 Financial Support (FS): 3.83 

 Training in the Field (TF): 5.89 

 Technical Knowledge (TK): 5.42 

 Emotional State (ES): 5.27 

 Multidimensional approach of the programs to be developed (MA): 5.97 

 Entrepreneurship promotion (EP): 4.24  

As for the strengths of entrepreneurship, Ecuadorean entrepreneurs stand out for 

adopting a transversal approach to firm creation. This strength fits in with the arguments 

suggested by Omri (2020) to succeed in entrepreneurship. Practical training is scored 

next, followed by state support in third place. 

Relating state support to the cultural and political side of entrepreneurship, this 

finding is in tune with what seems desirable according to most of the literature (e.g. 

Mazzei, Ketchen and Shook, 2017; Spigel and Harrison, 2017; Chowdhury, Audretsch 

and Belitski, 2019; Farias et al., 2019). 

Table 4 brings together the most outstanding results in each section to highlight 

the aspects that most determine Ecuadorean entrepreneurs’ motivations and objections. 

The answers with the highest scores in each section of the questionnaire is shown to that 

end. 

TABLE 4 HERE 
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Table 5 offers a correlations matrix for the preceding variables. It can be seen (last 

row or last column) that these variables are related on a linear basis. Or expressed 

differently, that unemployment linearly and positively correlates with the variables. This 

can be interpreted in the following way: as SS, FS, TF, TK, ES, MA, and EP increase, so 

does Unemployment Decrease (UD). The fact that a correlation exists does not imply that 

there is causality; hence why a linear regression will be carried out next in order to explain 

the possible relationships between variables. 

TABLE 5 HERE 

The model for the linear relationship would read like this: 

UD �  �� � �� TK � �� ES � �� FS � ��  EP � �� SS � �� TF � �� MA 

The application of this model leads to the results shown in Table 6. 

TABLE 6 HERE 

The value of 0.755 for R tells us that —at 75.5%— the variables TK, ES, FS, EP, TF, 

and MA are linearly related to the variable ‘Unemployment Decrease.’ 

Table 7 below shows the ANOVA analysis, after which Table 8 provides the model 

coefficients. 

TABLE 7 HERE 

TABLE 8 HERE 

This is consequently how the model comes to be expressed: 

UD �  �0.799 � 0.248 TK � 0.029 ES � 0.032 FS � 0.142 EP � 0.033 SS

� 0.223 TF � 0.585 MA 
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This model demonstrates that interviewees’ opinion about a multidimensional 

approach program plays an important role in the effort to reduce Ecuador’s 

unemployment rate. Another two criteria to be borne in mind according to the conception 

of our respondents are: entrepreneurs’ technical knowledge, and training in the field. 

From the previous analysis, a cluster analysis was performed after calculating the 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin sampling adequacy measure, Bartlett’s sphericity test, and the 

rotated component matrix (using an extraction method through a principal components 

analysis and a Varimax normalized rotation method with Kaiser). In short, three clusters 

can be grouped together, associated with unemployment reduction and shaped by the 

following groups of variables: 

Cluster 1: Security, represented by the answers to questions about financial support 

and entrepreneurship promotion (FS and EP). 

Cluster 2: Interviewee’s profile; this cluster joins technical knowledge with the 

respondent’s emotional state (TK and ES). 

Cluster 3: Support Received, represented by the variables which explain state support, 

training in the field, and the multidisciplinary approach model (SS, TF, and MA). 

 

7. Conclusions 

As argued in this work, Ecuador can be categorized as a developing country located 

in Latin America which has its own specific features regarding entrepreneurship.  

It was impossible for us to find research works of a national scope about the creation 

of enterprises in Ecuador which have Ecuadorean entrepreneurs currently developing 

their business activity as their target population. In our view, the need existed for a 
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research study from the specific perspective of entrepreneurs whose business is 

operational. This permits an empirical comparison between the problems and advantages 

faced when they set up their firm and those experienced at present. 

The examination of the most frequent answers offered by Ecuadorean entrepreneurs 

allows us to design the characteristics of a standard entrepreneur in this country with an 

emergent economy: a man between 18 and 30 years of age, business dedicated to the sale 

and purchase of goods and services, micro-enterprise, located in a big city, financed with 

foreign capital, at the stage of introduction in the market within the enterprise’s life cycle, 

he has interpersonal skills, he does not despair when things are not going well, and he 

assigns great importance to financing. The latter is in tune with the cluster labelled as 

“security” —where most entrepreneurs place themselves. The dimensions of financial 

support and entrepreneurship promotion also seem to be especially appreciated. 

Delving deeper into the most relevant aspects of this study about Ecuadorean 

entrepreneurs, some conclusions can be drawn concerning its key outcomes. It can thus 

be stated that the most highly recognized features owned by these entrepreneurs are 

personal and managerial skills. Despair control stands out when it comes to managing 

their emotions. 

Financing is once again stressed as a fundamental aspect of entrepreneurship. Being 

innovative, finding oneself in a suitable entrepreneurial ecosystem, and having a good 

business idea trail behind financing. This actually contradicts the literature on 

entrepreneurship (Gumbau, 2017; Anderson, Eshima and Hornsby, 2018; Mazzei, 2018; 

Toms, Wilson and Wright, 2019) and, in our view, should be changed when it comes to 

managing entrepreneurship and providing training for it in Ecuador. 
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Regarding sources of reluctance, it deserves to be highlighted that the response about 

lack of financing receives a higher score than those referring to lack of training, 

unavailability of adequate technology, and bureaucratic impediments. As for 

entrepreneurship strengths, a special mention must be made of having a transversal to 

firm creation —which does provide a multidisciplinary vision of interviewees. 

On the whole, it can be concluded that Ecuadorean entrepreneurs differ from those 

undertaking business elsewhere in Latin America, as well as in other geographical areas, 

in the essential importance attributed to the financing of their projects. For Ecuadorean 

entrepreneurs, financing comparatively outweighs the other factors that may positively or 

negatively influence the success of their initiatives. Despite this being a reality intrinsic 

to the entrepreneurship phenomenon, it becomes even more pressing in the case at hand. 

A potential practical implication might be the opportunity of the financial market, 

insofar as this strengthens the demand for capital to create companies. Alongside the 

above, training and institutional support programs should further emphasize the key 

importance of aspects such as innovation, suitable technology or business plan 

development. Being aware of these fundamental factors as well as developing them 

acquires great relevance, not only for firm success but also to achieve financing. In effect, 

regardless of the modality, investors pay attention to such issues when the time comes to 

inject funds for projects (Gu, Quian and Lu, 2018; Westgren and Wuebker, 2019). 

Entrepreneurs’ willingness to adequately deal with innovation, cutting-edge technology 

or business plans may indirectly open doors for them to receive financing. 

As for future works, it seems relevant to undertake similar analyses in neighboring 

countries located within this particular environment, and in emergent countries in general, 

with the aim of comparing the idiosyncrasies of business set-up actions in Latin America 

as a whole, and more specifically, of drawing a comparison between emergent and 
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consolidated countries. A longitudinal analysis would also be desirable to examine the 

evolution of Ecuadorean entrepreneurs over time. 

With regard to the limitations faced in this research study, it must be highlighted that, 

despite having collected the opinion of entrepreneurs with a geographically significant 

sample and by activity sectors, the number of valid survey questionnaires should increase 

in subsequent research works, so that conclusions can become more robust. Another 

limitation lies in the fact that we have worked with the opinion of only one person per 

firm, even if it is the founder of the CEO. Collecting the opinion of other organization 

members might enrich the study, while simultaneously improving result validity. 
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Table 1: Summarized technical specifications of the research study 

Unit of Analysis: Entrepreneurs 
Population: 173 enterprises. This population was determined according to: 

heterogeneity; geographical representativeness of important 
territorial areas in Ecuador; real scope available in terms of time; 
and access to possible updated and reliable information. 

Territorial Scope: Ecuador 
Time Scope: The fieldwork period and its statistical analysis comprised the 

first six months of 2018. 
Sample size: 132 enterprises (Finite populations). Taking into account 

representativeness, relevance, and access to entrepreneurs. 
Sample selection procedure: Simple random sampling 
Sample error margin: Below 5% 
Confidence Interval: 95% 
Information collecting procedure:  Primary, by means of interviews and surveys applied on a self-

administered basis, directly provided to the participants or via 
electronic mail 

Information processing: Microsoft Office, Microsoft Excel, and the statistical program 
SPSS version 22 for Windows 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

Table 2: Geographical distribution (frequency and percentages) 

  Frequency Percentage 

 Guayaquil 32 24.2% 

 Quito 22 16.7% 

 Cuenca 28 21.2% 

 Santo Domingo 7 5.3% 

    

Valid Portoviejo 10 7.6% 

 Manta 10 7.6% 

 Durán 6 4.5% 

 Machala 11 8.3% 

 Others 6 4.5% 

 Total 132 100.0% 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 
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Table 3: Origin of capital (frequency and percentages) 

 

 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

 

Table 4: Summary of Ecuadorean entrepreneurs’ characteristics 

 

Most highly valued aspect when it comes to 
becoming an entrepreneur  

Financing (6.36) 

Most recognized knowledge Multidimensional approach of the programs to be 
developed (5.97) 

Impediments to become an entrepreneur Lack of financing (5.74) 
Knowledge and skills required  Perseverance and interpersonal skills (5.72) 
Ability to manage emotions  Despair (5.39) 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

  Frequency Percentage 

 Undefined 5 3.8% 

Origin of Capital National Private 42 31.8% 

 Foreign Private 85 64.4% 

 Total 132 100.0% 
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Table 5: Correlations between unemployment and influential variables 

MATRIX TK ES FS EP SS TF MA UD 

TK 
Corr. 1 .647** .254** .212* .238** .322** .449** .509** 

Sig.  .000 .005 .021 .009 .000 .000 .000 

ES 
Corr. .647** 1 .167 .224* .165 .196* .342** .349** 

Sig. .000  .070 .014 .074 .033 .000 .000 

FS 
Corr. .254** .167 1 .586** -.178 -.004 .061 .218* 

Sig. .005 .070  .000 .53 .967 .513 .017 

EP 
Corr. .212* .224* .586** 1 -.108 -.036 .098 .270** 

Sig. .021 .014 .000  ,.41 .699 .289 .003 

SS 
Corr. .238** .165 -.178 -.108 1 .530** .390** .318** 

Sig. .009 .074 .053 ,.41  .000 .000 .000 

TF 
Corr. .322** .196* -.004 -.036 .530** 1 .673** .558** 

Sig. .000 .033 .967 .699 .000  ,000 .000 

MA 
Corr. .449** .342** .061 .098 .390** .673** 1 .684** 

Sig. .000 .000 .513 .289 .000 .000  .000 

UD 
Corr. .509** .349** .218* .270** .318** .558** .684** 1 

Sig. .000 .000 .017 .003 .000 .000 .000  

 

** The correlation is significant at a 0.01 level (bilateral). 

* The correlation is significant at a 0.05 level (bilateral). 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

Table 6: Model summary 

Model R R square 
Corrected R 

square 
Estimate typical 

error Durbin-Watson 

1 .755a .571 .544 .784 1.805 

a. Predictor variables: (Constant), MA, FS, ES, SS, EP, TK, TF 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 
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Table 7. ANOVA 

Model Sum of squares 
Root mean 

square F Sig. 

1 Regression 90.622 12.946 21.081 .000a 

Residual 68.168 .614   

Total 158.790    

a. Dependent variable: UD 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

 

Table 8: Model coefficients 

Model 
Non-standardized coefficients 

Typified 
coefficients 

t Sig. B Typical Error Beta 

(Constant) -.799 .633  -1.263 .209 

TK .248 .103 .214 2.413 .017 

ES -.029 .088 -.027 -.326 .745 

FS .032 .054 .047 .590 .556 

EP .142 .066 .170 2.164 .033 

SS .033 .103 .025 .325 .746 

TF .223 .107 .192 2.078 .040 

MA .585 .120 .439 4.868 .000 

 

Source: Elaborated by the authors 

 

 

 




