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Abstract: Entrepreneurship continues to grow and receives a great deal of  interest from busi-
ness researchers and practitioners for its importance in the modern economy. This study aims to 
contribute to the body of  knowledge that the entrepreneurial ecosystem correlates with found-
ers' perceptions and startup success. Data were gathered from surveys of  200 founders or CEOs 
of  SMEs and startups in Tay Ninh City (Vietnam), who have operated their own companies for 
at least five years. The primary data analysis was performed using the partial least squares (PLS) 
technique. Five out of  six ecosystem factors significantly affect entrepreneurs' perceptions and 
startups’ success, based on the results of  the empirical data. Besides, the founders' perceptions 
also positively affect the success of  a startup. The implications show the need to enhance entre-
preneurship in a nation.
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Introduction
In recent decades, entrepreneurship 

has become the driving force behind the so-
cio-economic development of  any nation. 
Creating an effective entrepreneurial ecosys-
tem is considered to be a regional economic 
development strategy, which focuses on cre-
ating supportive environments that promote 
sustainable startups. Besides, entrepreneurs 
perceive their businesses’ success and the im-
portance of  an entrepreneurial ecosystem as 
being a fundamental part of  developing eco-
nomic advancement policies. The more poli-
cymakers comprehend what startups consid-
er to be necessary, the more prominent is the 
potential for national strategies to be better 
coordinated with entrepreneurs' activities, 
which is the main impetus behind a flourish-
ing entrepreneurial segment.

Building a dynamic and effective en-
trepreneurial ecosystem has received great 
attention from many national leaders. Start-
ups face many challenges in discovering their 
business partners and seeking help from fam-
ilies, friends, and other personal relations as 
part of  their communities and cultures (Giar-
dino et al., 2015). Hence, many nascent eco-
systems worldwide need a theoretical frame-
work for developing their communities to 
progress toward a successful and sustainable 
ecosystem. 

The government's role is to create a 
startup environment, with startup-support-
ing policies that attract venture capitalists. 
Besides, the entrepreneurs’ perceptions of  
the ecosystem and startups’ success play a 
vital role in exploiting its resources. It is nec-
essary to conduct in-depth research to guide 
entrepreneurs toward the correct business 
success and perception of  the entrepreneurial 
ecosystem. Furthermore, finding out wheth-

er the impact of  the startup’s ecosystem on 
the success of  startups contributes to the 
promotion of  the startup ecosystem is also 
necessary; this for entrepreneurs, policymak-
ers, and university administrators. Based on 
the problem statement, the research question 
posed in this study is: To what extent do the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem’s pillars (accessible 
markets, human capital, a support system, 
regulatory framework, education and train-
ing, cultural support) directly or indirectly af-
fect entrepreneurs’ perceptions and startups’ 
success?

Although there have been many stud-
ies on the entrepreneurial ecosystem and its 
relationship with the related variables, this 
research comprehensively explores the eco-
system’s elements by studying six specific 
ecosystem pillars and their interrelationships 
with founders' perceptions and the success of  
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). 
In addition, this study was conducted in Viet-
nam, a developing country following social-
ist-oriented market policies. Therefore, the 
value outcomes of  qualified entrepreneurship 
research in Vietnam are expected to contrib-
ute to the literature on entrepreneurship, by 
giving legislators and entrepreneurs in these 
economies a better understanding of  the en-
trepreneurial ecosystem. This study was car-
ried in Tay Ninh City (Vietnam) and targeted 
SME owners who have been running their 
companies here for at least five years, so they 
have experience of, and can make judgments 
about, entrepreneurship. The convenience 
sample was used, and data were mainly col-
lected from 200 companies across the region, 
from entrepreneurs who were willing to be 
approached. Consequently, the result cannot 
represent all the startup owners in Vietnam. 
Startup stakeholders in Vietnam, and in de-
veloping countries, can benefit from the re-
sults of  this study as it provides a standard 
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orientation for how they can benefit from a 
strong connection with the startup ecosys-
tem and success through the entrepreneurs' 
perceptions. 

Literature Review

Entrepreneurial Success 
Generally, financial, economic, and en-

vironmental indicators are considered to be 
the factors that make up a business's success. 
However, the exact constituents and how to 
measure the success variables remain prob-
lematic. The absence of  clarity in the concept 
of  entrepreneurship is a worthy issue that 
business scholars need to investigate in detail 
(Baron and Henry, 2011). 

Entrepreneurial success may be a depen-
dent variable in empirical studies, often with-
out an operational description. A literature 
review of  the definition of  entrepreneurial 
success reveals that four significant aspects 
correlate with the concept. First, entrepre-
neurial achievement is influenced by cultural 
issues or is based on individual perspectives 
(Rauch & Frese, 2000). For instance, it was 
found that venture capitalists and entrepre-
neurs pursuing funding had different per-
spectives on business success (Black et al., 
2010). Secondly, achieving wealth is a stan-
dard indicator of  success (McMullen and 
Shepherd, 2006). Next, gender differences 
also impact the perceptions of  success. To 
benchmark success, men use external crite-
ria to achieve prestige or recognition for their 
achievements. In contrast, women use inter-
nal definitions of  success, such as achieving 
what they set out to do (Cliff, 1998). How-
ever, the latest research into the success of  
entrepreneurs, which is employed in this 
study, defines entrepreneurial success as a 
mix of  the execution of  individual and busi-

ness factors: the entrepreneur's perceptions 
and personal aspirations for his/her life and 
business, combined with sustainable business 
growth and exceeding ones business goals 
(Fisher et al., 2014).  

It is challenging to measure entrepre-
neurial performance because it has differ-
ent dimensions and multi-stage processes 
(Brockner et al., 2004). Grant (2003) explored 
a two-dimensional classification of  firm per-
formance or business success.  Grant sug-
gested that operational measures like market 
share, customer satisfaction, product quality, 
and the development of  new products con-
tribute to the financial results. Besides, sub-
jective and objective indicators can be used to 
measure business success. González-Benito 
(2005) agrees with the previous author that 
the factors that measure a business's success 
should be subjective metrics like achieving 
organizational goals, including sales growth, 
market share, customer satisfaction, and 
profitability. Hence, these subjective mea-
surements are utilized in this study.  

Entrepreneurial Perception
Perception can be understood as a cog-

nitive construct. Perceptions are mental rep-
resentations of  the physical environment 
around people, captured and elaborated in 
their minds through their senses (Liñán, San-
tos, & Fernández, 2011). Due to various cog-
nitive biases, these representations can vary 
among individuals, which means that when 
a person faces complex problems with insuf-
ficient information, the propensity to make 
errors in judgment can happen (Baron, 1998; 
Busenitz & Barney, 1997). Entrepreneurs are 
highly vulnerable to many cognitive biases be-
cause their work environments are marked by 
high uncertainty and time constraints. These 
influence the degree of  perception they have. 



Khuong and Van

201

Entrepreneurs can perceive lower risk levels 
or have higher confidence in their capacity 
to start a business than other individuals. Be-
sides, the previous study indicates that entre-
preneurial perception is associated with gen-
der. Cassar (2006) found that females were 
less likely to have growth expectations than 
males. The theory of  the perceptions of  eco-
nomic opportunities and social culture per-
ceptions (Liñán, Santos & Fernández, 2011) 
evaluates the correlation between perception 
and some of  the ecosystem factors men-
tioned in this study. Additionally, the nine 
dimensions of  Entrepreneurial Framework 
Conditions (EFCs) identified by the Glob-
al Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) study 
(Manimala et al., 2019) are also included to 
analyze this correlation. 

Identifying the individual perception of  
entrepreneurial intention is vital, since it pro-
motes private ventures and public funds to 
invest in people who create new businesses 
that generate value for individuals and society 
(Douglas, 2013). Douglas differentiates en-
trepreneurial new ventures into growth-ori-
ented and independence-oriented ventures, 
and indicates that entrepreneurs contribute 
little to their communities through job cre-
ation and income tax generation. This study 
employs Douglas's items to measure the 
perception variables. The author argues that 
entrepreneurial intention is a combination 
of  the individual's perception and his/her 
capacities and special rights, including auton-
omy, risk, income, work intensity, and work 
enjoyment. Special rights or intrinsic rewards 
often start with a sense of  independence, and 
later maximize their expected utility. Lee and 
co-researchers (2011) uphold Douglas's view 
by mentioning the intrinsic costs and advan-
tages as the work conditions associated with 
self-employed perceptions.  As such, being an 
entrepreneur allows them to earn sufficient 

income to live while they also enjoy certain 
rights such as self-employment, which is ad-
ditional leisure time. It can be argued that by 
working with consumers and suppliers who 
have the same perception of  the business, 
startup owners enjoy the psychological bene-
fits of  the lifestyle. 

Entrepreneurial Ecosystem 
The literature on the entrepreneurial 

ecosystem has attracted a great deal of  interest 
from business researchers (Stam, 2015; Stam 
& Spigel, 2017), especially in policymaking 
circles. The entrepreneurial ecosystem is de-
fined by Mason and Brown (2014) as a set of  
interconnected entrepreneurial actors (both 
potential and existing), entrepreneurial orga-
nizations (firms, venture capitalists, business 
angels, banks), institutions (universities, pub-
lic sector agencies, financial bodies) and en-
trepreneurial processes (the businesses’ birth 
rate, numbers of  high growth firms, levels of  
“blockbuster entrepreneurship”, number of  
serial entrepreneurs, degree of  sellout men-
tality within firms and levels of  entrepreneur-
ial ambition) which formally and informally 
coalesce to connect, mediate and govern the 
performance within the local entrepreneurial 
environment. The World Economic Forum 
collaborated with Stanford University, Ernst 
& Young, and Endeavor to survey more than 
1,000 entrepreneurs around the world with 
experience in early-stage companies, to gain a 
better understanding of  the elements of  the 
ecosystem. This paper examines the six vari-
ables of  a startup’s ecosystem based on the 
eight pillars of  the entrepreneurial ecosystem 
proposed by The World Economic Forum 
(Foster et al., 2013) as follows:

• Accessible market: A crucial aspect of  
creating opportunities within entrepre-
neurial environments is the existence of  
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potential markets. The accessible mar-
kets pillar includes two components:

• Domestic market: Large/medium/small 
companies as customers and govern-
ments as customers.

• Foreign market: Large/medium/small 
companies as customers and govern-
ments as customers. 

• Workforce (Human capital): Human 
capital is one of  the pivotal pillars of  an 
entrepreneurial ecosystem, as suggested 
by The World Economic Forum 2013 
(Foster et al., 2013). The human capital 
pillar includes management, technical 
talent; entrepreneurial company experi-
ence; outsourcing’s availability; access to 
immigrant workforce. 

• Support system: The entrepreneurship 
ecosystem consists of  supporting ele-
ments such as mentors/advisors, profes-
sional services, incubators/accelerators, 
and a network of  entrepreneurial peers. 
The entrepreneur is assisted by family, 
friends, and other personal relations that 
are part of  a group that influences the 
entrepreneur's behavior.

• Regulatory framework: An ecosystem 
which is favorable to entrepreneurial 
entry is positively correlated with effi-
cient government (Baumol et al., 2008; 
Korosteleva & Belitski, 2017). The most 
recent trend in national innovation pol-
icy structures is the growing emphasis 
on more tax incentives, ease of  access to 
necessary infrastructure, telecommuni-
cations, and transport. 

• Education and training: The presence 
of  technological talent supported by 
high-quality educational institutions or 
access to educational services are oth-

er factors that evaluate the ecosystem's 
maturity. The World Economic Forum 
(Foster et al., 2013) reported the three 
components of  the education and train-
ing pillars: an available workforce with 
pre-university and university education 
and entrepreneur-specific training. 

• Cultural support: The cultural support 
pillar includes tolerance for risk and 
failure, preference for self-employment, 
success stories/role models, a research 
culture, a positive image of  entrepreneur-
ship, and innovation celebration (Foster 
et al., 2013). The presence of  success 
stories about other local entrepreneurs 
legitimizing entrepreneurial enterprises 
is associated with the culture.

Entrepreneurs' Perceptions and Entre-
preneurial Success 

The correlation between entrepreneurs' 
perceptions and the success of  a startup is 
presented using the entrepreneurial self-ef-
ficacy theory. The idea of  entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy is a social-psychological method 
that continually investigates the complex in-
teraction between the individual and the ex-
ternal factors, by demonstrating which cogni-
tive, persuasive, and emotional processes are 
involved in an entrepreneur's decision to start 
a business (Baron, 2004). As such, Luthans 
and Ibrayeva (2006) revealed that self-efficacy 
has a direct and mediating effect on a start-
up's outcome in a transitional economy. Since 
the success of  a business depends not only on 
the execution of  the common tasks, but also 
on the achievement of  the desired outcomes 
that result from those tasks, entrepreneurial 
self-efficacy’s perception about the capabili-
ty to effectively tackle tasks would be distinct 
from the beliefs about successfully attaining 
success (Drnovšek et al., 2010). Their study 
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proposed two different types of  perception: 
goal perception and control perception. An 
entrepreneur's goal beliefs are assessments of  
the startup owner's capabilities to participate 
in activities that would lead to the success-
ful task or the success of  the whole business 
during the startup’s activities. People enjoy be-
ing entrepreneurs due to non-monetary relat-
ed elements, including the autonomy of  own-
ing a business and the absence of  a manager. 
However, they are troubled by the long hours 
needed for this flexibility and success (Alstete, 
2008). Successful startup owners perceive au-
tonomy and freedom by creating a new busi-
ness because societal and educational attempts 
underline personal achievement and focus 
on the value of  collaboration, community, 
and volunteerism, which might appear to go 
against this reward for creating and owning a 
startup. Alstete (2008) analyzed entrepreneur-
ial success and found it is affected by the avail-
ability and the perception of  the benefits or 
rewards. In Allstate's study, in telling success-
ful entrepreneurs what their achievements are, 
in the sense of  entrepreneurship, the result of  
their responses are the opportunities obtained 
by the results of  the enterprise, the metrics or 
milestones reached or surpassed, the expecta-
tions of  others, and the aspirational indicators, 
like social outcomes. Hence, a founder's suc-
cess may partly inspire them to pursue their 
business despite the difficulties and challenges 
of  the competitive environment and develop-
ing a startup.

H1: There is a direct positive effect between 
entrepreneurs' perceptions (ENPER) 
and entrepreneurial success (ENSU).

Entrepreneurial Ecosystem and Entre-
preneurs' Perceptions 

A dynamic and supportive ecosystem is 
vital for a startup’s owner and the growth of  a 

new business. Entrepreneurship primarily re-
lies on the perceptions of  the founders about 
the ecosystem. An ecosystem's effectiveness 
might describe who becomes an entrepre-
neur and how an individual's understanding 
promotes entrepreneurial decision-making in 
the field, and how the different realms im-
pact the entrepreneurial actions and results 
of  the ecosystem (Ács, Autio& Szerb, 2014). 
The availability of  entrepreneurial prospects 
cannot be established but often depend on 
the individual's expectation of  the possibility 
of  the desired activity and his/her entrepre-
neurial perception. 

Accessible market and entrepreneurs' 
perceptions

Individuals' perceptions about the lo-
cal context substantially impact the deci-
sion-making strategy and entrepreneurial op-
eration. Around 254 entrepreneurs who have 
operated their businesses after 1990 were 
surveyed about how the market's location im-
pacts their perceptions. The location factor 
is one of  the significant factors influencing 
startup owners' risk perceptions, followed by 
economic and experience factors (Psaltopou-
los et al., 2005). Psaltopoulos mentioned the 
pecking order theory and the theory pro-
posed by Leland and Pyle (1977), and par-
tially tested by Carter and Van Auken (1991) 
to emphasize the importance of  choosing an 
environment which is related to the planned 
economic opportunities. The position of  a 
new startup's markets is considered a guide-
line for entrepreneurs. Local markets are 
connected to local economic performance 
and minimize potential entrepreneurial risks. 
Foster's "global perspective" identified that 
an accessible market considers all-size com-
panies and governments as customers for 
domestic and foreign markets (Foster et al., 
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2013), to encourage entrepreneurship and 
the formation of  new businesses. In addition 
to implementing projects in partnership with 
private operators, governments can positive-
ly or negatively impact the entrepreneurial 
climate through their policies on taxation, 
incentives, financial support, and the bureau-
cratic procedures often associated with ap-
plying for permits and licenses (Siegel et al., 
2003). In an accessible marketplace, entrepre-
neurs can easily find opportunities because 
they connect more readily with potential local 
buyers and quickly test new products. This 
environment offers startups a potential mar-
ket for early sales and capability development 
for potential growth. 

H1a: There is a direct positive effect between 
the accessible market (ACMA) and en-
trepreneurs' perceptions (ENPER). 

Workforce and entrepreneurs' percep-
tions

Understanding the importance of  en-
trepreneurial talent and startup performance 
relationships can benefit economic policy-
makers. Human capital plays a vital role in 
how entrepreneurs perceive potential risk, 
since the human resources factor influences 
the initial capital structure (Psaltopoulos et 
al., 2005). Especially for technical entrepre-
neurship, much theoretical and empirical lit-
erature on its economics has shown the value 
of  having technical talents capable of  effec-
tively integrating and responding to a tech-
nological transition (Morrison Paul & Siegel, 
2001; Siegel et al., 1997). Shrader and Siegel 
carried out a longitudinal study of  the role of  
human resources in 198 emerging technolo-
gy-based startups. Their findings show that 
technological ventures’ founders perceive the 
experience of  tech-people correlates with 

the long-term performance of  high-tech en-
trepreneurial businesses (Shrader and Siegel, 
2007). Besides, human capital theories imply 
that having sufficient knowledge and experi-
ence in the relevant domains enable business 
founders to choose more efficient approach-
es (Caliendo & Kritikos, 2008). Arguably, en-
trepreneurs perceive the importance of  hu-
man resources, especially in the technology 
sector, as a sustainable competitive advantage 
in the era of  Industry 4.0.

H1b: There is a direct positive effect between 
workforce (HUCA) and entrepreneurs' 
perceptions (ENPER).

Support system and entrepreneurs' 
perceptions

Manimala and co-researchers (2019) 
pointed out that the stakeholders in an eco-
system directly or indirectly affect the found-
er's perception when decision-making due to 
being biased. The startup ecosystem positive-
ly impacts the awareness of  creating a new 
venture and promotes the entrepreneur's cre-
ativity (Theodoraki and Messeghem, 2017). 
Alvedalen and Boschma (2017) stated that 
the interaction between individuals, organi-
zations, and institutions is perceived as an 
ecosystem performance. The founder plays 
a leading role in operating and developing 
the ecosystem. Besides, there is a vital con-
nection between the founder’s perception of  
the market’s incubation (training, business 
support, financial and technical support, 
resources and equipment, networking and 
mentoring, and aftercare programs) and the 
understanding of  the services to be offered 
at the incubator (Meru & Struwig, 2011). 
Because of  entrepreneurs' positions with-
in social networks, their internal skills, their 
reputation of  being entrepreneurs, and their 
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personal attributes can affect their ability to 
utilize the opportunities available in the eco-
system (Spigel & Harrison, 2018).

H1c: There is a direct positive effect between 
the support system (SUSY) and entre-
preneurs' perceptions (ENPER).

Regulatory framework and entrepre-
neurs' perceptions

Regional entrepreneurship policies are 
experiencing a shift from increasing the 
number of  entrepreneurs to increasing the 
quality of  the entrepreneurs. The next step 
is to move from a policy of  entrepreneur-
ship to an entrepreneurial economic policy 
(Stam, 2015). An efficient regulatory frame-
work, resource distribution prioritization, 
and government assistance in creating jobs 
and finance produce a conducive entrepre-
neurial ecosystem to create new business-
es and change founders' points of  view on 
asset allocations, government support, and 
trust (Stenholm et al., 2013). The apprecia-
tion of  ambitious entrepreneurship has led 
to a change in policy focus from raising the 
quantity of  entrepreneurs to increasing their 
quality. Feld (2012) advised that politicians 
can create an environment where entrepre-
neurs can thrive, but they cannot make deci-
sions to invest, drive innovation, initiate or 
develop. The founder only implements these 
activities. This transformation also involves 
a change in the thinking about the rationale 
for policies to create a positive atmosphere 
for innovative entrepreneurship (Spigel & 
Harrison, 2018). Arguably, this phenome-
non may lead to a change in entrepreneurs' 
perceptions, which means a startup's found-
er can focus on creating innovative products 
and services rather than copying the ideas 
of  others. 

H1d: There is a direct positive effect be-
tween the regulatory framework (RE-
FRA) and entrepreneurs' perceptions 
(ENPER).

Education and training and entrepre-
neurs' perceptions

The factors that assess the ecosystem’s 
maturity are known to be the presence of  
technological talent generated by high-qual-
ity educational institutions or access to ed-
ucational services (Berbegal-Mirabent et 
al., 2012). Colleges and research centers are 
aware of  the innovations that empower start-
ups and can educate entrepreneurs and offer 
networking opportunities; universities and 
development centers also direct entrepre-
neurs into technology transfers. Managerial 
efficiency and learning by-doing emphasize 
the importance of  formal learning having a 
positive impact on entrepreneurship (Vari-
yam and Kraybill, 1994). Many successful, ex-
perienced founders likely work as mentors to 
amateurs. In start-up-oriented nations, uni-
versities and existing businesses operate incu-
bators and accelerators that coach and devel-
op startup techniques such as agile methods, 
lean startups, consumer development, and 
disciplined entrepreneurship (Rise, 2011; 
Aulet, 2013). Eventually, existing businesses 
buy, compete, or work with the startups for 
growth and sustainability. Many studies prove 
that entrepreneurs perceive that universities 
play a critical and pivotal role in a startup’s 
ecosystem, and they consider universities to 
be the center of  that ecosystem (Fernandez 
et al., 2015; Rice, Fetters, & Greene, 2014; 
Schaeffer & Matt, 2016). 

H1e: There is a direct positive effect between 
education and training (EDUTRA) and 
entrepreneurs' perceptions (ENPER).
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Cultural support and entrepreneurs' 
perceptions

The social standards of  a particular so-
ciety or culture, including its entrepreneurs, 
appeal to the collective and relate to a percep-
tion of  trust and security within the society. A 
significant field in a thriving entrepreneurship 
environment is the fusion of  trust between 
business residents, neighborhood members, 
and social security (Beinhocker, 2007). The 
expectations of  expatriates or immigrants 
being well incorporated with a resident pro-
mote globalization among the business com-
munity. To be specific, an appreciation of  
creative ideas and methods, race and ethnic-
ity produce a particular ecosystem where the 
pull of  cultures becomes a norm for entre-
preneurship.  Community norms reinforce 
entrepreneurial creativity along with high risk 
and failure aversion and an open approach 
to experimentation. A clear picture of  entre-
preneurs has different effects on founders' 
perceptions of  decision-making strategies 
(Isenberg, 2011; Spigel, 2015). For instance, 
the history of  an entrepreneurial culture can 
increase the readiness of  entrepreneurs and 
other participants to take part in the risks of  
innovative entrepreneurship, while other cul-
tural frameworks can prevent these types of  
behavior.

H1f: There is a direct positive effect between 
cultural support (SUSUP) and entrepre-
neurs' perceptions (ENPER).

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and En-
trepreneurial Success 

The latest literature on the entrepreneur-
ial environment includes many factors that 
are considered essential for entrepreneurial 
success. The antecedents of  entrepreneurs' 

success include four variables: economic, so-
ciological, psychological, and management 
(Rauch & Frese, 2000; Caliendo & Kritikos, 
2008; Brush, 2008). Economic factors in-
clude effective planning and strategy imple-
mentation, creativity, entrepreneurial focus, 
and environmental conditions (Rauch & 
Frese, 2000). Sociological variables are the 
effectiveness of  skills and networks (Brush, 
2008). The need for accomplishment, low 
risk, human resources, and self-management 
are psychological factors (Caliendo and Kri-
tikos, 2008). Management factors include vi-
sioning and bootstrapping, minimal cost per-
formance,  educational support , and failure 
(Brush, 2008; Waske et al., 2007). Economic 
and social factors are relevant to the ecosys-
tem variables in this study since an ecosys-
tem's performance is perceived to depend 
on interactions between three components: 
individuals, organizations, and institutions. In 
the entrepreneurial ecosystem, the startup’s 
owner has a crucial role as the leading play-
er in creating and maintaining the ecosystem 
(Alvedalen & Boschma, 2017).

Accessible market and entrepreneurial 
success

The World Economic Forum (2013) 
concludes that market access, human capital, 
and finance are critical for an entrepreneurial 
firm's growth. An ideal market should have 
supporting laws and regulations, accessi-
ble human resources, and other supporting 
bodies. Environmental conditions, or mar-
ket entry facilitation, like the availability of  
human capital, government policies, R&D 
support, university assistance, and incubators 
have a substantial impact on a startup's per-
formance (Manimala et al., 2019). Stuart and 
Sorenson (2005) emphasized the pivotal part 
of  local social networks that enable founders 



Khuong and Van

207

to access capital, like knowledge, financial, 
and human. Governments are considered 
as the critical player in an accessible market. 
The role of  the government in supporting 
policies on intellectual property rights (IPRs) 
contributes to the sustainable development 
of  startups (Manimala et al., 2019). Creative 
entrepreneurs are concerned about their pro-
prietary products being stolen; having a sup-
portive IPR policy promotes innovative start-
ups in the community. An open economy will 
drive domestic enterprises to develop to sur-
vive and compete with global firms. Besides, 
startups would have the ability to access for-
eign investment capital such as finance, hu-
man resources, and high technology in devel-
oped countries, which leads to the possibility 
of  the entrepreneur being successful.  

H2a: There is a direct positive effect between 
an accessible market (ACMA) and entre-
preneurial success (ENSU).

Workforce and entrepreneurial success
Many business scholars suggest that 

enhancing the talent pool in an ecosystem 
is critical for startups to survive and thrive 
(Feld, 2012; Isenberg, 2011). The "The rise of  
creative classes" of  Florida (2004) proposed 
the "3T" concept, which means technology, 
talent, and tolerance have been recognized 
as the significant factors for creativity, devel-
opment, and entrepreneurship. Management 
talent and technology talent provide business 
opportunities for local founders to expand 
internationally (Mason & Brown, 2014). Vast 
economies of  scale, with a large pool of  tal-
ent and expertize, offer additional opportuni-
ties to innovate and expand (Feldman, 2014; 
Glaeser et al., 2014; Ghio et al., 2015). Since 
the market’s size is crucial for economic 
growth and job creation, high labor demand 
and high salaries can deter individuals from 

starting businesses due to higher opportuni-
ty costs. That would remove the workforce 
from startups and small companies that pay 
smaller salaries and are at high risk. 

H2b: There is a direct positive effect between 
workforce (HUCA) and entrepreneurial 
success (ENSU).

Support system and entrepreneurial 
success

An ecosystem that attracts potential en-
trepreneurs requires supportive bodies such 
as professional services, experienced men-
tors/advisors, incubators/accelerators, and 
entrepreneurial peers' networks (Roundy et 
al., 2017). It is difficult for these nations to 
capture and maintain their resources through 
successful entrepreneurship without substan-
tial public support. Mentoring is a vital rela-
tionship that varies from place to place and 
is one of  the outstanding features of  an en-
trepreneurial environment (Spigel, 2017). In 
developed ecosystems, the government sup-
ports community dealers to establish denser 
networks between entrepreneurs, support 
platforms, and activities where entrepreneurs 
can connect. An ecosystem tends to encour-
age existing entrepreneurship practices. Their 
success can continue to bring additional re-
sources and facilitate entrepreneurs to devel-
op and sustain.

H2c: There is a direct positive effect between 
the support system (SUSY) and entre-
preneurial success (ENSU).

Regulatory framework and entrepre-
neurial success

A favorable ecosystem for entrepre-
neurial entry is positively correlated with an 
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efficient government (Baumol et al., 2008; 
Korosteleva & Belitski, 2017). Stam (2015) 
stated that the entrepreneurial ecosystem 
focuses specifically on key players in the 
economy, predominantly startup founders 
and policymakers. Private investment bodies 
such as angels and venture investors advise 
and invest in startups, receiving financial aid 
through R&D funding agencies or tax subsi-
dies from government initiatives. The current 
regulatory system (labor regulations, tax in-
centives, IPRs, patents, and related red tape) 
determines the costs and shapes the startup’s 
business model (Cukier et al., 2015). Cukier's 
study proposed the startup environment ap-
proach, which tends to resolve the business 
failure approach's limitations and the system 
failure’s approach and pushes the entrepre-
neur closer to success. 

H2d: There is a direct positive effect between 
the regulatory framework (REFRA) and 
entrepreneurial success (ENSU).

Education and training and entrepre-
neurial success

Educational factors such as the levels 
of  education and work experience combined 
with personal characteristics help enhance an 
individual's entrepreneurial spirit (Boschma 
& Frenken, 2010). Entrepreneurs identify the 
startup’s market by reviewing the host coun-
try's education policies to assess the abundance 
and quality of  human resources (Wright et 
al., 2007). Educational institutions create cut-
ting-edge technological advances that extend 
to neighboring businesses. Technology serves 
as a testing ground for the quality of  the new 
entrepreneurial generations and as a magnet 
to attract highly skilled employees to the com-
munity (Huffman & Quigley, 2002). A start-
up’s talents are developed through educational 
policies. Specifically, Bachelor of  Economics 

or MBA programs can integrate entrepreneur-
ship programs for students. Hence, education-
al bodies in an ecosystem have an essential role 
in creating quality resources, including talent 
and technology, that help businesses survive 
and develop.

H2e: There is a direct positive effect between 
education and training (EDUTRA) and 
entrepreneurial success (ENSU).

Cultural support and entrepreneurial 
success

The cultural or social norm reflects the 
characteristics of  each nation. The geopolit-
ical status also affects society and establish-
es opportunities and obstacles for startups 
(Cukier et al., 2015). For example, the knowl-
edge and perceptions of  talent from failing 
businesses rely on a local community that 
does not punish failure but instead sees it as a 
learning opportunity. If  societal perceptions 
punish failure too much, companies synony-
mous with failure may not be able to use the 
knowledge and skills to build up their com-
panies again (Cardon et al., 2011). Entrepre-
neurial knowledge and successful experience 
are gained through the interactions of  new 
entrepreneurs with more successful found-
ers, or startup mentors consulting with other 
entrepreneurs, and through a broad absorp-
tion into the entrepreneurial culture of  the 
community (Aldrich & Yang, 2014).

H2f: There is a direct positive effect between 
cultural support (CUSUP) and entrepre-
neurial success (ENSU).

Methods
Research methodology

The methodology applied for this study 
was mainly based on a quantitative one. Sta-
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tistical, mathematical, and computational 
approaches were used to evaluate the the-
ories and analyze the correlation between 
the variables. This approach emphasized 
the quantitative methods and questionnaires 
to generalize the research concepts, predict 
the future outcomes, or examine any caus-
al correlations. Besides, the questionnaires 
were formulated in English and Vietnamese 
to minimize the respondents' inability to un-
derstand the survey and limit their confusion. 
All the measures relied on a 5-point Likert 
scale of  1 to 5, corresponding to strongly 
disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, and strong-
ly agree. Hence, there was scientific evidence 
to conclude, and the findings would be more 
credible and objective.

Data collection
According to information from the 

Department of  Planning and Investment 
of  Tay Ninh Province in 2021, there were 
a total of  5,839 small and medium enter-
prises, accounting for 96.49% of  the total 
number of  enterprises in the area. The tar-
get population of  this study was the owners 
or CEOs of  SMEs and startups in Tay Ninh 
City (Vietnam), who have operated their own 
companies for at least five years. The surveys 
were sent directly to the respondents (offline 
collection) and also via social networks (on-
line collection), including Facebook, Google 
Drive, LinkedIn, and official email. A total 
of  200 responses were obtained from Tay 
Ninh City (Vietnam), they were representa-
tive of  the target audience and were intended 
to help the study’s purpose. The convenience 
sampling method was utilized in this study, 
and as much data were collected as possible. 
According to Heckler (2005), the minimum 
subject-to-item rate of  any event at 5:1 in the 
exploration factor analysis (EFA) is fitting. 

The ratio of  10:1 was used in this analysis to 
guarantee its unwavering quality and validity. 
Therefore, with at least 13 items in the sur-
vey, 200 responses were gathered.

Data analysis
In this paper, the survey depended on 

eight fundamental factors utilized in this ex-
ploration. Significant concerns were posted 
to guarantee all the study’s scales had un-
wavering quality and validity. Based on the 
purpose of  this investigation, partial least 
squares structural equation modeling (PLS-
SEM) was applied as a suitable technique for 
this model and allowed scholars to determine 
the critical factors in the framework. Hence, 
the structural equation model's partial least 
squares (PLS) technique analyzed the collect-
ed data. The data were coded, digitized, and 
screened for missing value before any factual 
investigation. Thus, the software was utilized 
by SmartsPLS 3.0, which displayed the statis-
tical data. 

Internal consistency reliability (CR), 
convergent validity (AVE), and discriminant 
validity (HTMT) were identified by explor-
atory factor analysis (EFA). A structural 
equation model (SEM) was used to validate 
the causal correlation between the variables 
and verify the validity of  the hypotheses with 
the variance inflation factor (VIF), coefficient 
of  determination (R2 value), predictive rele-
vance (Q2 value), and non-parametric boot-
strapping.

Results

Profile of  Respondents
 The demographic data of  the 200 

respondents are presented in Table 1 below. 
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Female respondents accounted for 40.5%, 
and male respondents accounted for 59.5 
%. There were 61 (30.50%) respondents be-
tween 25-34 years old, 80 (40.00%) were be-
tween 35-44 years old, , and 49 respondents 
(24.50%) were 45-54 years old. Among the 
200 respondents, 18-24 years old and above, 
above 55 years old accounts for 3% and 2%, 
respectively. Of  the respondents, 49.5% were 
at the university level, while postgraduate, 
college, and high school levels were 32%, 
47%, and 22% respectively.

Measurement Model Result
 Measuring the validity and reliability 

was the first step in the analysis procedure. 
PLS-SEM provided the two critical indica-
tors to evaluate these characteristics: the fac-
tor loading and composite reliability. Each of  
the indicators was verified to see if  it mea-
sured the expected result. First, all the factor 
loadings, presented in Table 2, were equal to, 
or greater than, 0.7, which demonstrated fa-
vorable results for the correlation coefficient 

Table 1: Demographic data
Demographic Categories  Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender
Male 119 59.5
Female 81 40.5

Age

18-24 6 3.0
25-34 61 30.5
35-44 80 40.0
45-54 49 24.5
Above 55 4 2.0

Education level

High School 22 11.0
College 47 23.5
University 99 49.5
Postgraduate 32 16.0

Income

Less than 1 billion VND 48 24.0
2-3 billion VND 72 36.0
4-5 billion VND 40 20.0
More than 5 billion VND 40 20.0

Age of  firms

Less than one year 43 21.5
2-3 years 78 39.0
4-5 years 39 19.5
6 years 1 0.5
More than six years 39 19.5

Fields

Industry 57 28.5
Trading and services 72 36.0
High technology 9 4.5
Real estate/construction 18 9.0
Others 44 22.0

Firms size (number of  employees)

Less than ten employees 92 46.0
11-20 employees 54 27.0
21-40 employees 31 15.5
More than 40 employees 23 11.5
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statistics (Nenkov, 2008). Accordingly, the 
selected items in each component complied 
with the required reliability by being great-
er than 0.7 (the values were from 0.722 to 
0.886). Second, the composite reliability (CR) 
was used to evaluate the construct’s internal 
consistency, by its value of  Cronbach's alpha 
in PLS. A composite reliability (CR) higher 
than 0.7 would be acceptable in terms of  its 
internal consistency and adequate consisten-
cy (Gefen et al., 2011). The CR values of  both 
the dependent and independent variables are 
presented in Table 3. The composite reliabil-
ity (CR) values of  the eight variables ranged 
from 0.815 to 0.914, greater than 0.7. Hence, 
the CR results indicated a strong internal 
consistency and a satisfactory consistency for 
the tested variables. The AVE of  all the vari-
ables met the requirement by being greater 
than 0.5, as their values were from 0.588 to 
0.754

The Fornell-Larcker Criteria Analysis   in 
PLS-SEM was continuously used to test the 

discriminatory validity. To assess the discrim-
inant validity of  the construct, it could share 
more variations with its measurements than 
with any other construct using the square root 
of  AVE (Hair et al., 2014). For instance, the 
AVE for the latent variable regulatory frame-
work (REFRA) was determined to be 0.754 
(from Table 3). Therefore, its square root 
was 0.868. The result outlined in Table 4 was 
more significant than the correlation values 
in the REFRA column (0.555 and 0.311), and 
larger than those in the REFRA row (from 
0.224 to 0.597). Similarly, the latent variables 
in other variables gave the same results.

As a result, the independent and de-
pendent variables in this fulfilled the mea-
surement model's requirements using ex-
cellent statistics for measuring reliability 
and validity (outer loadings, composite re-
liability (CR), average variance extracted 
(AVE), Fornell-Larcker criterion, and the 
Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio of  correlations 
(HTMT)).

Table 2:  Measurement model evaluation

Constructs Item Statements Outer 
loadings

Entrepreneurial success

ENSU2

ENSU3

ENSU4

ENSU5

ENSU6

ENSU1 Market share 0.757
Increase in sales 0.805
Increase in profitability 0.848
Increase in earnings 0.808
Sustainable growth 0.684

Exceeding business 
goals 0.764

Entrepreneurs’ perceptions

ENPER3

ENPER4

ENPER5

ENPER6

ENPER2 Higher level of  independence 0.820
Great opportunity to 
have higher income 0.755

Influence of  new 
knowledge on im-
provements

0.866

Receive special rights 
or privileges in life 0.849

Business brings owners 
closer to prosperity 0.827
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Entrepreneurial 
ecosystem

Accessible

market

ACMA1
Domestic market & large companies as

Customers
0.786

ACMA2
Domestic market – small/medium

companies as customers
0.685

ACMA3
Domestic market – governments as

Customers
0.837

Workforce 
(human 
capital)

HUCA3 Entrepreneurial company experience 0.757
HUCA4 Outsourcing Availability 0.834
HUCA5 Access to immigrant workforce 0.813

Support 
system

SUSY1 Mentors/advisors 0.743
SUSY2 Professional services 0.808
SUSY3 Incubators/accelerators 0.773
SUSY4 Network of  entrepreneurial peers 0.740

Regulatory 
framework

REFRA1 Ease of  starting a business 0.867
REFRA2 Tax Incentives 0.900
REFRA3 Business-friendly legislation/policies 0.837

Education 
and training

EDUTRA2
Available workforce with university

Education
0.730

EDUTRA3 Entrepreneur-specific training 0.863

EDUTRA4 Universities promoting a culture of  
respect for entrepreneurship 0.852

EDUTRA5 Role of  universities in idea-formation 
for new companies 0.770

EDUTRA6 Role of  universities in providing gradu-
ates for SMEs 0.722

Cultural 
support

CUSUP2 Preference for self  employment 0.697
CUSUP3 Success stories/role models 0.836
CUSUP4 Research culture 0.886
CUSUP5 Positive image of  entrepreneurship 0.836

Table 3: Internal Consistency

 Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Reliability AVE

Entrepreneurial perception 0.882 0.914 0.680

Entrepreneurial success 0.870 0.902 0.607

Accessible markets 0.678 0.815 0.596

Workforce (human capital) 0.722 0.844 0.643

Support system 0.770 0.851 0.588

Education and training 0.849 0.892 0.623

Regulatory framework 0.837 0.902 0.754

Cultural support 0.836 0.888 0.667
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Structural Model’s Result
The variance inflation factor (VIF) was 

utilized to explore the issue of  multicollinear-
ity. All the VIF values should be less than 5.0 
(Hair et al., 2016). The results of  the VIF 
(from 1.250 to 2.957) proved that collinear-
ity among the predictor constructs was not 
a problem; thus, the analysis could be con-
tinued. The coefficient of  determination, the 
predictive relevance, and the effect size were 
used to test the model’s fit (Hair et al., 2014).

Coefficient of  determination (R2 Value)
In terms of  the PLS analysis, the R2 val-

ues were like those obtained from a multiple 
regression analysis (Janadari et al., 2016). The 
model's sophistication and testing discipline 
determined the appropriate standard value 
for R2. The R2 values of  0.25, 0.5, and 0.75, 
respectively, suggested a poor, moderate, or 
significantly endogenous model (Hair et al., 
2014). As a result, the R2 values in this study 
were considered to be of  moderate effect 
sizes, with the R2 of  entrepreneurial percep-
tion (ENPER) and entrepreneurial success 
(ENSU) respectively being 0.428 and 0.457.

Predictive relevance (Q2 value)
A Q2 value greater than zero for an ab-

solute reflective dependent variable would 

demonstrate the path model's predictive va-
lidity for this construct (Chin, 2010). The 
Q2 values in this study ranged from 0.263 to 
0.251, which were significantly higher than 
zero. As a result, the model's certification 
was met with a high degree of  predictive rel-
evance.

Effect size (f2)

According to Hair et al., (2014), f2=0.02, 
f2=0.15, f2=0.35 respectively implies a small, 
medium, and significant effect of  the depen-
dent variable on the dependent variable. The 
findings demonstrated that omitting the cul-
tural support variable had a minor influence 
on the exogenous latent variable. It would 
have had a medium impact on the exogenous 
endogenous variable if  the following vari-
ables were omitted: accessible market, educa-
tion and training, entrepreneurs' perceptions, 
regulatory framework, support system, and 
workforce.

The next step was to examine the im-
portance of  the path coefficients using boot-
strapping, as presented in Table 5. Accord-
ingly, Hypothesis 2 in this analysis was valid, 
as shown by the clear, direct positive effects 
of  ENPER on ENSU. The entrepreneurial 
environment element had a moderate effect 
on ENPER and ENSU, with P values near 
0.000, except for the CUSUP variable. No-
ticeably, the path coefficients between EN-

Table 4: Fornell-Larcker Criterion
 ACMA CUSUP EDUTRA ENPER ENSU REFRA SUSY HUCA
ACMA 0.772  
CUSUP 0.371 0.816  
EDUTRA 0.482 0.602 0.790  
ENPER 0.425 0.336 0.558 0.824  
ENSU 0.460 0.288 0.383 0.547 0.779  
REFRA 0.375 0.597 0.577 0.224 0.360 0.868  
SUSY 0.499 0.491 0.645 0.507 0.535 0.555 0.767  
HUCA 0.359 0.318 0.529 0.494 0.467 0.311 0.545 0.802
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PER and ecosystem variables were deter-
mined to be β= 0.152 (ACMA), β= 0.363 
(EDUTRA), β= -0.242 (REFRA), and β= 
0.202 (SUSY). Notably, the direct effects of  
ENPER on ENSU were presented as β= 
0.371. Additionally, Hypothesis 1 was also 
supported by the statistics that there was a 
path coefficient between ENSU and the 
ecosystem as follows: ACMA (β= 0.185), 
EDUTRA (β= -0.235); REFRA (β= 0.189), 
SUSY (β=0.229), HUCA (β=0.172). Figure 
1 demonstrates the path analysis’s value and 
the influence of  the variables.

Discussion
The suggestive statistics in this report 

demonstrate the relationships between the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem, the entrepreneurs' 
perceptions, and startup success. Specifically, 
nine hypotheses had been confirmed, two 
that have been rejected, and two that pro-
vided opposing results. The findings of  this 
study contribute to the literature review on 
entrepreneurship by illustrating that the role 
of  the ecosystem, such as providing accessi-
ble markets, education and training, and hu-

man capital, such as entrepreneurial talent, is 
critical in enhancing entrepreneurship in so-
ciety, particularly in terms of  its economic, 
educational, and other aspects. The ecosys-
tem’s elements positively affect the founders' 
perceptions and positively influence entrepre-
neurial success. Furthermore, the researcher 
also found a positive correlation between the 
entrepreneurs' perceptions and businesses’ 
success. Ecosystem-building policy propos-
als should focus on impacting the perception 
that leads to startup success. The ecosystem 
practices in this study are considered to have 
a critical role in creating a supportive entre-
preneurship ecosystem in society, which re-
duces the risk of  new ventures failing by in-
fluencing their founders' perceptions.

Based on the research’s results, edu-
cation and training substantially impact en-
trepreneurs' perceptions, more so than the 
other environmental factors do. The prac-
tical entrepreneurial ecosystem pillars have 
an indirect effect on the success of  SMEs, 
which need to benefit from the ecosystem. 
Depending on each country, this determines 
what aspect they want to focus their resourc-
es on. If  they intend to enhance the percep-

Table 5:  Path Coefficient and Hypotheses Testing 
Relationship Path Coefficients P - Values Decision
ACMA -> ENPER 0.152 0.019 Supported
ACMA -> ENSU 0.185 0.002 Supported
CUSUP -> ENPER 0.043 0.601 Rejected
CUSUP -> ENSU -0.044 0.558 Rejected
EDUTRA -> ENPER 0.363 0.000 Supported
EDUTRA -> ENSU -0.235 0.023 Supported
ENPER -> ENSU 0.371 0.000 Supported
REFRA -> ENPER -0.242 0.001 Supported
REFRA -> ENSU 0.189 0.026 Supported
SUSY -> ENPER 0.202 0.007 Supported
SUSY -> ENSU 0.229 0.019 Supported
HUCA -> ENPER 0.198 0.003 Supported
HUCA -> ENSU 0.172 0.043 Supported
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tion of  entrepreneurs, the national leaders 
should place more emphasis on education in 
the community. To be more specific, the per-
ception of  potential entrepreneurs is formed 
through professional and formal education 
and training processes, including significantly 
higher education levels such as a Bachelor of  
Economics or MBA programs that can inte-
grate entrepreneurship. Universities need to 
provide essential business knowledge such as 
law, taxation, and accounting as support for 
the business founders’ workplaces. Previous 
researchers also agree on the importance of  
education in a startup’s ecosystem, where 
successful entrepreneurs can act as coaches 
to guide or inspire potential entrepreneurs 
(Rise, 2011). Amateur entrepreneurs can 
learn critical perception from the stories their 
coaches impart, thereby reducing the possi-
bility of  failure when running a startup (Ber-
begal-Mirabent et al., 2012). Universities and 
existing companies can run incubators and 
accelerators using agile methods, lean start-
ups, customer development, and disciplined 
entrepreneurship to train and guide new 
startups. SMEs can access these organiza-
tions' capital, human resources, knowledge, 
and networks for sustainable development 
(Blank, 2013).

The next aspect that administrators 
should consider is the support system, which 
significantly impacts perception in the re-
search’s results. The marketplace, with its 
wide range of  supportive bodies such as in-
cubators and accelerators, can nurture poten-
tial entrepreneurs and attract massive venture 
capital sources (Roundy et al., 2017). Viet-
nam’s prime minister stated that the "govern-
ment should consider support systems as the 
top priority, as a practical support plan. To 
build a financial mechanism, the innovation 
center promotes the role of  a private invest-
ment fund, research into raising capital for 

startups, investment funds, including startup 
investment funds" (An & Thanh, 2020). The 
supportive organization connects successful 
founders and potential entrepreneurs, creat-
ing a dense network of  startups. In addition, 
seminars, talk shows, and startup competi-
tions are organized to attract, discover, and 
nurture young entrepreneurs. Government 
plays a critical role in creating the IPRs, and 
technology transfer policies to promote inno-
vative startups in the community. The current 
trend in national innovation policy structures 
is the growing focus on a more multifunc-
tional and multi-disciplinary approach (Acs 
et al., 2014), including the evolution of  florid 
technology transfers, with the viewpoint of  
entrepreneurship, economics, and manage-
ment based on the role of  the entrepreneur-
ial ecosystem and the processes of  how it is 
nurtured, adapted, and sustained (Audretsch 
et al., 2015). Supportive bodies need to play a 
pioneering role in providing business talent, 
good quality resources with useful mindsets, 
skills, and experience for sustainable growth 
for young entrepreneurs. Hence, education 
and support systems should be encouraged 
to invest more than other ecosystem factors 
by administrators, to impact entrepreneurial 
perceptions positively. Other ecosystem fac-
tors such as human capital and the accessible 
market should be dealt with after these two 
critical factors are invested in, and imple-
mented, effectively.

Although the hypotheses posed in the 
literature review show that a regulatory frame-
work and education & training positively im-
pact entrepreneurs' perceptions and success 
in developed countries, the reality in Vietnam 
(surveyed country) has the opposite result. It 
can be explained that Vietnam is a develop-
ing country, and a startup-oriented economy 
has received attention from the government 
in recent years, but the policy and education 
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system has not been optimized as yet, leading 
to the negative perception of  entrepreneurs. 
Besides, Vietnam is a country that operates a 
socialist-oriented market economy, so policy 
formulation differs from the research coun-
tries in the literature review. Therefore, future 
research could investigate startup policies in 
countries with a socialist-oriented market 
economy for a more solid understanding.

Conclusion
The main objective of  the research is 

to determine the significant determinant of  
the entrepreneurial ecosystem and startup 
founders' perceptions as they relate to busi-
ness success. The findings of  this study show 
empirical evidence to support many previous 
studies by providing a greater understand-
ing of  the impact of  the ecosystem on en-
trepreneurs' perceptions and entrepreneurial 
success. According to the study’s results, the 
following environmental elements signifi-
cantly impact ENPER and ENSU: accessible 
industry, education and training, the regula-

tory structure, support infrastructure, and 
the workforce. The positive relationships are 
identified, to encourage management-level 
recommendations. The ecosystem’s aspects 
should be carefully considered. With this 
emphasis, governments, university leaders, 
incubator entities, and entrepreneurs world-
wide can practice entrepreneurial ecosystems 
effectively. Finally, productive entrepreneur-
ial success and fruitful results from ecosys-
tem activities are considered to be essential 
factors in improving entrepreneurship in the 
future.

Inconsistent with the previous studies, 
this research fulfilled the aim of  contribut-
ing to the entrepreneurship literature by eval-
uating theories in the context of  Vietnam, 
a developing Southeast Asian country that 
follows a socialist-oriented market economy. 
The findings provide empirical evidence to 
support numerous theories, allowing for a 
better understanding of  the ecosystem's ef-
fects on founder's perceptions and entrepre-
neurial success. The findings show a valid link 
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between the ecosystem’s aspects, entrepre-
neurs' perceptions, and startup’s success. De-
spite having practical recommendations and 
meaningful data, this study mainly describes 
the circumstances in Vietnam. It would be 

more meaningful and valuable if  the litera-
ture is developed in other countries, especial-
ly other socialist-oriented market economies. 
Sustainable growth, in general, requires in-
volvement at the international level.



Gadjah Mada International Journal of  Business - May-August, Vol. 24, No. 2, 2022

218

References

Ács, Z. J., Autio, E., & Szerb, L. (2014). National Systems of  Entrepreneurship: Measure-
ment issues and policy implications. Research Policy, 43(3),476-494. doi: 10.1016/j.
respol.2013.08.016

An, N. N. & Thanh, N. H. (2020, November 27). Thu tuong doi thoai cung thanh niên: 
ho tro khoi nghiep la uu tien hang dau. Tuoi Tre. Retrieved from https://tuoitre.
vn/thu-tuong-doi-thoai-cung-thanh-nien-ho-tro-khoi-nghiep-la-uu-tien-hang-
dau-20201127100516184.htm

Aulet, B. (2013). Disciplined entrepreneurship: 24 steps to a successful startup. John Wiley & 
Sons.

Aldrich, H. E., & Yang, T. (2014). How do entrepreneurs know what to do? Learning and orga-
nizing in  new ventures. Journal of  Evolutionary Economics, 24(1), 59-82. Doi: 10.1007/
s00191-013-0320-x

Alvedalen, J., & Boschma, R. (2017). A critical review of  entrepreneurial ecosystems research: 
Towards a future research agenda. European planning studies, 25(6), 887- 903. Doi: 
10.1080/09654313.2017.1299694

Audretsch, D. B., Belitski, M., & Desai, S. (2015). Entrepreneurship and economic development 
in cities. The Annals of  Regional Science, 55(1), 33-60. Doi: 10.1007/s00168-015-0685-x

Autio, E., Kenney, M., Mustar, P., Siegel, D., & Wright, M. (2014). Entrepreneurial innovation: The 
importance of  context. Research policy, 43(7), 1097-1108. Doi: 10.1016/j.respol.2014.01.015

Baumol, W. J. (2008, January). Entrepreneurs, inventors, and the growth of  the economy. 
In The  Conference Board EPWP (pp.12).Retrieved fromhttps://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/view-
doc/download?doi=10.1.1.361.9566&rep=rep1&type=pdf.
Baron, R. A. (2004). The cognitive perspective: a valuable tool for answering entrepreneurship's 

basic "why" questions. Journal of  business venturing, 19(2), 221-239. Doi: 10.1016/S0883-
9026(03)00008-9

Baron, R. A., & Henry, R. A. (2011). Entrepreneurship: The genesis of  organizations. In APA 
handbook of  industrial and organizational psychology, Vol 1: Building and developing 
the organization. (pp. 241-273). American Psychological Association.

Berbegal-Mirabent, J., Sabaté, F., & Cañabate, A. (2012). Brokering knowledge from universities 
to the marketplace: The role of  knowledge transfer offices. Management Decision. Doi: 
10.1108/00251741211247012

Belitski, M., Caiazza, R., & Lehmann, E. E. (2019). Knowledge frontiers and boundaries in entre-
preneurship research. Small Business Economics, 1-11. Doi: 10.1007/s11187-019-00187-0

Beinhocker, E. D. (2007). The origin of  wealth: The radical remaking of  economics and what it 
means for business and society. Harvard Business Press.

Boschma, R., & Frenken, K. (2009). The spatial evolution of  innovation networks: a proximity 
perspective (No. 0905). Utrecht University, Department of  Human Geography and Spa-
tial Planning, Group Economic Geography.

Blank, S. (2013). The four steps to the epiphany: Successful strategies for products that 
win. Quad/Graphics.

Black, E. L., Burton, F. G., Wood, D. A., & Zimbelman, A. F. (2010). Entrepreneur-



Khuong and Van

219

ial success: differing perceptions of  entrepreneurs and venture capitalists. The 
International journal of  entrepreneurship andinnovation, 11(3), 189-198. Doi: 
10.5367/000000010792217272

Caliendo, M., & Kritikos, A. S. (2008). Is entrepreneurial success predictable? An exante anal-
ysis of  the character based approach. Kyklos, 61(2), 189-214. Doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
6435.2008.00398.x

Cassar, G. (2006). Entrepreneur opportunity costs and intended venture growth. Journal of  busi-
ness venturing, 21(5), 610-632. Doi: 10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.02.011

Cardon, M. S., Stevens, C. E., & Potter, D. R. (2011). Misfortunes or mistakes? Cultural sensem-
aking of  entrepreneurial failure. Journal of  Business Venturing, 26(1), 79-92. Doi: 10.1016/j.
jbusvent.2009.06.004

Carter, R. B., & Van Auken, H. E. (1991). Personal equity investment and small business finan-
cial difficulties. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 15(2), 51-60.

Chin, W. W. (2010). How to write up and report PLS analyses. In Handbook of  partial least 
squares (pp. 655-690). Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg. Doi:10.1007/978-3-540-32827-8_29

Cukier, D., Kon, F., & Krueger, N. (2015, December). Designing a maturity model for software 
startup ecosystems. In International Conference on Product-Focused Software Process 
Improvement (pp. 600-606). Springer, Cham. Doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-26844-6_45

Douglas, E. J. (2013). Reconstructing entrepreneurial intentions to identify predispo-
sition for growth. Journal of  Business Venturing, 28(5), 633-651. Doi: 10.1016/j.
jbusvent.2012.07.005

Drnovšek, M., Wincent, J., & Cardon, M. S. (2010). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy and business 
startup: developing a multi dimensional definition. International journal of  entrepreneurial 
behavior & research. Doi: 10.1108/13552551011054516

Fernández Fernández, M. T., Blanco Jiménez, F. J., & Cuadrado Roura, J. R. (2015). Business 
incubation: innovative services in an entrepreneurship ecosystem. The Service Industries 
Journal, 35(14), 783-800. Doi: 10.1080/02642069.2015.1080243

Feld, B. (2020). Startup Communities: Building an entrepreneurial ecosystem in your city. John 
Wiley & Sons.

Feldman, M. P. (2014). The character of  innovative places: entrepreneurial strategy, economic 
development, and prosperity. Small Business Economics, 43(1), 9-20. Doi: 10.1007/s11187-
014-9574-4

Fisher, R., Maritz, A., & Lobo, A. (2014). Evaluating entrepreneurs' perception of  suc-
cess. International Journal of  Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research. Doi: 10.1108/
IJEBR-10-2013-0157

Fritsch, M., & Storey, D. J. (2014). Entrepreneurship in a regional context: Historical roots, 
recent developments and future challenges. Regional Studies, 48(6), 939-954. Doi: 
10.1080/00343404.2014.892574

Florida, R. (2005). Cities and the creative class. Routledge. Doi: 10.4324/9780203997673
Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables 

and Measurement Error: Algebra and Statistics. Journal of  Marketing Research, 18, 382-388. 
Doi: 10.2307/3150980

Foster, G., Shimizu, C., Ciesinski, S., Davila, A., Hassan, S., Jia, N., & Morris, R. (2013). Entre-



Gadjah Mada International Journal of  Business - May-August, Vol. 24, No. 2, 2022

220

preneurial ecosystems around the globe and company growth dynamics. In World Eco-
nomic Forum (Vol. 11, pp. 1-36).

Grant, R. M. (2003). Strategic planning in a turbulent environment: Evidence from the oil ma-
jors. Strategic management journal, 24(6), 491-517. Doi: 10.1002/smj.314

Gefen, D., Rigdon, E. E., & Straub, D. (2011). Editor's comments: an update and extension to 
SEM guidelines for administrative and social science research. Mis Quarterly, iii-xiv. Doi: 
10.2307/23044042

Gertler, M. S. (2010). Rules of  the game: The place of  institutions in regional economic 
change. Regional Studies, 44(1), 1-15. Doi: 10.1080/00343400903389979

Glaeser, E. L., Ponzetto, G. A., & Tobio, K. (2014). Cities, skills and regional change. Regional 
Studies, 48(1), 7-43. Doi:10.1080/00343404.2012.674637

Ghio, N., Guerini, M., Lehmann, E. E., & Rossi-Lamastra, C. (2015). The emergence of  the 
knowledge spillover theory of  entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics, 44(1), 1-18. 
Doi:10.1007/s11187-014-9588-y

Giardino, C., Bajwa, S. S., Wang, X., & Abrahamsson, P. (2015, May). Key challenges in early-stage 
software startups. In International Conference on Agile Software Development (pp. 52-
63). Springer, Cham. Doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-18612-2_5

González-Benito, Ó., & González-Benito, J. (2005). Cultural vs. operational market orien-
tation and objective vs. subjective performance: Perspective of  production and op-
erations. Industrial marketingmanagement, 34(8), 797-829. Doi: 10.1016/j.indmar-
man.2005.01.002.

Hair Jr, J. F., Sarstedt, M., Hopkins, L., & Kuppelwieser, V. G. (2014). Partial least squares 
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM): An emerging tool in business research. Euro-
pean business review.

Hair Jr, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2016). A primer on partial least squares 
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Sage publications.

Hult, G. T. M., Hair Jr, J. F., Proksch, D., Sarstedt, M., Pinkwart, A., & Ringle, C. M. (2018). 
Addressing endogeneity in international marketing applications of  partial least squares 
structural equation modeling. Journal of  International Marketing, 26(3), 1-21. Doi: 10.1509/
jim.17.0151

Heckler, C. E. (2005). Applied multivariate statistical analysis. Doi: 10.1198/tech.2005.s319
Huggins, R., Johnston, A., & Thompson, P. (2012). Network capital, social capital and knowl-

edge flow: how the nature of  inter-organizational networks impacts on innovation. In-
dustry and Innovation, 19(3), 203-232. Doi: 10.1080/13662716.2012.669615

Huffman, D., & Quigley, J. M. (2002). The role of  the University in attracting high tech entre-
preneurship: A Silicon Valley tale. The Annals of  Regional Science, 36(3), 403-419. Doi: 
10.1007/s001680200104

Nenkov, G.Y., Morrin, M., Schwartz, B., Ward, A. & Hulland, J. (2008). A short form of  the Max-
imization Scale: Factor structure, reliability, and validity studies. Retrieved from https://
papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1756881.

Isenberg, D. J. (2010). How to start an entrepreneurial revolution. Harvard business review, 88(6), 
40-50.

Isenberg, D. (2011). The entrepreneurship ecosystem strategy as a new paradigm for economic 



Khuong and Van

221

policy: Principles for cultivating entrepreneurship. Presentation at the Institute of  Inter-
national and European Affairs, 1, 13.

Janadari, M. P. N., Sri Ramalu, S., & Wei, C. (2016). Evaluation of  measurement and structural 
model of  the reflective model constructs in PLS–SEM.

Lee, L., Wong, P. K., Der Foo, M., & Leung, A. (2011). Entrepreneurial intentions: The influence 
of  organizational and individual factors. Journal of  business venturing, 26(1), 124-136. Doi: 
10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.04.003

Leland, H. E., & Pyle, D. H. (1977). Informational asymmetries, financial structure, and financial 
intermediation. The journal of  Finance, 32(2), 371-387.

Liñán, F., Santos, F. J., & Fernández, J. (2011). The influence of  perceptions on potential 
entrepreneurs. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 7(3), 373. Doi: 
10.1007%2Fs11365-011-0199-7

Luthans, F., & Ibrayeva, E. S. (2006). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy in Central Asian transition 
economies: quantitative and qualitative analyses. Journal of  International Business Stud-
ies, 37(1), 92-110. Doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400173

Korosteleva, J., & Belitski, M. (2017). Entrepreneurial dynamics and higher education in-
stitutions in the post-Communist world. Regional Studies, 51(3), 439-453. Doi: 
10.1080/00343404.2015.1103370

Mason, C., & Brown, R. (2014). Entrepreneurial ecosystems and growth-oriented enterprises: 
background paper prepared for the workshop organised by the OECD LEED Pro-
gramme and the Dutch Ministryof  Economic Affairs. Retrieved from https://eprints.
gla.ac.uk/93748/.

Manimala, M. J., Thomas, P., & Thomas, P. K. (2019). Perception of  Entrepreneurial Ecosystem: 
Testing the Actor–Observer Bias. The Journal of  Entrepreneurship, 28(2), 316-342. Doi: 
10.1177/0971355719851908

Mayer-Haug, K., Read, S., Brinckmann, J., Dew, N., & Grichnik, D. (2013). Entrepreneurial talent 
and venture performance: A meta-analytic investigation of  SMEs. Research Policy, 42(6-
7), 1251-1273. Doi: 10.1016/j.respol.2013.03.001

Meru, A. K., & Struwig, M. (2011). An evaluation of  the entrepreneurs' perception of  busi-
ness-incubation services in Kenya. International Journal of  Business Administration, 2(4), 112. 
Doi: 10.5430/ijba.v2n4p112

Psaltopoulos, D., Stathopoulou, S., & Skuras, D. (2005). The location of  markets perceived en-
trepreneurial risk, and startup capital of  micro rural firms. Small Business Economics, 25(2), 
147-158. Doi: 10.1007%2Fs11187-003-6456-6 

Rauch, A., & Frese, M. (2000). Psychological approaches to entrepreneurial success: A general 
model  andanoverview of  findings. International review of  industrial and organizational psychol-
ogy, 15, 101-142.

Rice, M. P., Fetters, M. L., & Greene, P. G. (2014). University-based entrepreneurship ecosys-
tems: a global study of  six educational institutions. International Journal of  Entrepreneur-
ship and Innovation Management, 18(5-6), 481-501. Doi: 10.1504/IJEIM.2014.064722

Ries, E. (2011). The lean startup: How today's entrepreneurs use continuous innovation to create 
radically successful businesses. Currency.

Roundy, P. T., Brockman, B. K., & Bradshaw, M. (2017). The resilience of  entrepreneurial eco-



Gadjah Mada International Journal of  Business - May-August, Vol. 24, No. 2, 2022

222

systems. Journal of  Business Venturing Insights, 8, 99-104. Doi: 10.1016/j.jbvi.2017.08.002
Schaeffer, V., & Matt, M. (2016). Development of  academic entrepreneurship in a non-mature 

context: the role of  the University as a hub-organisation. Entrepreneurship & Regional 
Development, 28(9-10), 724-745. Doi: 10.1080/08985626.2016.1247915

Shrader, R., & Siegel, D. S. (2007). Assessing the relationship between human capital and firm 
performance: Evidence from technology–based new ventures. Entrepreneurship theory 
and Practice, 31(6), 893-908. Doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00206.x

Morrison Paul, C. J., & Siegel, D. S. (2001). The impacts of  technology, trade and outsourcing on 
employment and labor composition. Scandinavian Journal of  Economics, 103(2), 241-264. 
Doi: 10.1111/1467-9442.00243

Siegel, D. S., Waldman, D. A., & Youngdahl, W. E. (1997). The adoption of  advanced manufac-
turing technologies: Human resource management implications. IEEE Transactions on 
Engineering Management, 44(3), 288-298. Doi: 10.1109/17.618170

Siegel, D. S., Wessner, C., Binks, M., & Lockett, A. (2003). Policies promoting innovation in small 
firms: Evidence from the US and UK. Small Business Economics, 20(2), 121-127.

Sine, W. D., & David, R. J. (2010). Institutions and entrepreneurship. Emerald Group Publishing 
Limited. Doi: 10.1108/S0277-2833(2010)0000021005

Spigel, B., & Harrison, R.(2018). Toward a process theory of  entrepreneurial ecosystems. Strate-
gic Entrepreneurship Journal, 12(1), 151-168. Doi: 10.1002/sej.1268

Stam, E., & Spigel, B. (2017). Entrepreneurial Ecosystems, forthcoming in: Blackburn. R., De 
Clercq, D., Heinonen, J. and Wang, Z. (Eds) Handbook for Entrepreneurship and Small 
Business. SAGE: London, UK.

Stam, E. (2015). Entrepreneurial ecosystems and regionalpolicy:asympathetic critique. European 
Planning Studies, 23(9), 1759-1769. Doi: 10.1080/09654313.2015.1061484

Stenholm, P., Acs, Z. J., & Wuebker, R. (2013). Exploring country-level institutional arrange-
ments on the rate and type of  entrepreneurial activity. Journal of  Business Venturing, 28(1), 
176-193. Doi: 10.1016/j.jbusvent.2011.11.002

Stuart, T. E., & Sorenson, O. (2005). Social networks and entrepreneurship. In Handbook of  en-
trepreneurship research (pp. 233-252). Springer, Boston, MA. Doi: 10.1007%2F0-387-
23622-8_11

Spilling, O. R. (1996). The entrepreneurial system: On entrepreneurship in the context of  a me-
ga-event. Journal of  Business research, 36(1), 91-103. Doi: 10.1016/0148-2963(95)00166-2

Spigel, B. (2017). The relational organization of  entrepreneurial ecosystems. Entrepreneurship 
Theory and Practice, 41(1), 49-72. Doi: 10.1111/etap.12167

Theodoraki, C., & Messeghem, K. (2017). Exploring the entrepreneurial ecosystem in the field 
of  entrepreneurial support: amulti-level approach. International Journal of  Entrepreneurship 
and Small Business, 31(1), 47-66. Doi: 10.1504/IJESB.2017.083847

Variyam, J. N., & Kraybill, D. S. (1994). Managerial inputs and the growth of  rural small 
firms. American Journal of  Agricultural Economics, 76(3), 568-575.

Wright, M., Hmieleski, K. M., Siegel, D. S., & Ensley, M. D. (2007). The role of  human capi-
tal in technological entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31(6), 791-806. Doi: 
10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00202.x


