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Family, Friends, and Money—What Makes an Entrepreneur?
Analysis of Data from Poland, 1993–2013
Abstract: Since entrepreneurship plays an important role in economy, especially in post-communist countries, it
draws attention of researchers in the social sciences. Different determinants of becoming an entrepreneur have
been already described, including background characteristics, personal motivations and attitudes, and liquid assets. This paper examines the role of social resources—family and friends with entrepreneurial experience—as
well as financial resources, in shaping future entrepreneur in Poland in an advanced stage of economic transition
to a market economy. The analyses are based on the Polish Panel Survey POLPAN, focusing on the period 1993–
2013. The results show that originating from an entrepreneurial family has a paramount importance on running
a company in the future. Also the fact of being surrounded by entrepreneurial friends in 1993 and being able of
acquiring even a modest investment capital at that time are significant for becoming an entrepreneur 5, 10, 15
or 20 years later. The analyses of combined effects of independent variables show that social resources influence
career choices much stronger than potential financial resources. A person who had an entrepreneurial father and
was surrounded by entrepreneurial friends in 1993 might have been even six times more likely to become an
entrepreneur in the course of the next two decades; the effect of financial resources is weaker.
Keywords: entrepreneurship, transformation, social networks, Polish Panel Survey POLPAN, Poland

Introduction
It is generally agreed that entrepreneurship has a positive influence on economic growth of
a country: it boosts creation of employment and promotes development and expansion of
innovation (e.g. Van Praag and Versloot 2007). In post-communist economies private companies played an especially significant role by providing people with jobs and consumer
goods, adding to the overall welfare of the countries undergoing transformation processes
(McMillan and Woodruff 2002). In Poland, the proliferation of small companies in 1990s
resulted from newly introduced laws on economic activity, 1 which liberalized and facilitated creating new enterprises (Wilson, Adams 1994). The new legislation enabled the fast
developing private sector to provide jobs to those previously employed in state-owned enterprises, and add to the overall growth of the economy (e.g. Gardawski 2001; Jackson,
Klich, and Poznańska 2005; Skąpska 2002).
What makes people take the risk running their own company? Various explanations can
be found in literature. Many studies focus on psychological traits and attitudes, such as risktolerance (e.g. Kirkwood 2009; Xu and Ruef 2004; Vereshchagina 2009), need of achieve1 Law on Economic Activity (1988 Dz.U. No. 41, item 324); Law on the Equality of the Private Sector (1988,
Dz.U. No. 41, item 324); Act on Privatization of State-Owned Enterprises (1990, Dz.U. No. 51, item 298).
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ment (e.g. Hanges and Locke 2004), self-efficacy (e.g. Boyd and Voziis 1994), or a need
for independence (Blanchflower and Oswald 1998). Other individual determinants analysed
by entrepreneurship researchers included the availability of liquid assets (e.g. Blanchflower
and Oswald 1998), gender (e.g. Renzulli, Aldrich, and Moody 2000), and the role of parents
(e.g. Lindquist, Sol, and Van Praag 2015; White, Thornhill, and Hampson 2007). In studies
of post-communist countries an important research question concerned the pre-transformation position, especially the case of nomenklatura and its role in shaping the new capitalist
economy (e.g. Rona-Tas 1994; Staniszkis 1991).
In Poland entrepreneurs are considered to be among the winners of the transformation
processes (e.g. see Gardawski 2001; Heyns 2005; Słomczyński, Janicka, Tomescu-Dubrow,
and Shabad 2007). Even in the times of communism the situation of so called “private
initiative” was relatively good: despite numerous restrictions limiting (or even threatening)
their economic activities, those who managed to run private businesses were financially
better off than many other occupational groups. Entrepreneurship did not provide, however,
a prestigious position, which by some researchers is considered an interesting case of status
inconsistency (Domański 1995; Jasiecki 2004).
After the fall of communism many people attempted to seize the opportunity of opening
their own businesses: by the end of 1989 more than 16 thousand new enterprises were
established (Wilson and Adams 1994), and in a couple of years after the introduction of
market economy the proportion of private entrepreneurs within the working population
doubled (Białecki and Domański 1995).
Studies of Polish entrepreneurship at the times of transformation took into account
the effect of belonging to nomenklatura (e.g. Staniszkis 1991; Wesołowski 1995; Domański 2000; Mach and Słomczyński 1997), and the attitudes towards privatization or
economic values (e.g. Heyns 1996; Osborn 2007). Mobility studies, in which we find entrepreneurs as an occupational category important for the new social stratification, analysed the level of inheritance of this category from fathers to sons, confirming its salience
throughout the early stages of economic transformation (e.g. Domański 2004). More recent studies examine also the influence of social networks for Polish entrepreneurs and
prove their positive impact on both the choice of entrepreneurial career (Osborn and Słomczyński 2005; Słomczyński and Tomescu-Dubrow 2005) and entrepreneurial activity (Gardawski 2013).
Putting the individual intellectual and psychological characteristics, as well as political
attitudes and connections aside, three major categories of determinants pushing people to
become entrepreneurs are certainly worth analysing. As Ronald S. Burt (1995) argues, every player enters the market with three different capitals: the most obvious is the financial
one, accompanied by human capital (understood as education, skills, experience and other
individual characteristics), and relationships with other actors, i.e. social capital. In the context of entrepreneurship, social capital can be understood as “media through which actors
gain access to a variety of resources held by other actors” (Hoang and Yi 2015). Interpersonal networks not only contribute to building legitimacy and reputation of new business
ventures, but they are also crucial for exchange of knowledge and information concerning
business opportunities. They can also contribute to obtaining necessary financial capital
(Sengupta 2010). Kim and Aldrich (2005) argued that it is the strongest and most trustwor-
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thy relationships that provide the most reliable resources and are characterized by more
reciprocity.
The purpose of this paper is to analyse how social capital and financial resources, both
situated in the past, influence the chances of becoming an entrepreneur in the future. In particular, I examine the impact of having entrepreneurs among close relatives, especially fathers, and among friends (as declared in 1993) on the chances of becoming an entrepreneur
in 1998–2013. I will also analyse how the possibility of obtaining a certain amount of
money declared in 1993 influenced the chances of running own business at a later time.
Human capital (education) is controlled.
My analyses take into changes in time. I use the Polish Panel Study POLPAN data from
years 1993–2013 which include, among many other things, information on respondents’
occupations, families and financial situation. The panel aspect of the study makes it possible
to observe effects delayed in time, which can lead to conclusions concerning causal effects
of determinants.
This paper focuses on entrepreneurs defined in specific terms. In economic studies researchers often emphasize on the aspect of innovation which was for Schumpeter the very
essence of entrepreneurship (Schumpeter 2003). Others take into account only large firm
owners or, on the contrary, include in their analysis also people who are self-employed but
do not employ other people (e.g. Gartner 1988; Dawson and Henley 2012; Kirkwood 2009).
For the purpose of my analysis I define entrepreneurs as people who declare that they are
firm owners, co-owners, or lease-holders. In surveys conducted on samples in range of five
thousand or less, the probability of catching large-scale employers is very small. On the
other end of the spectrum of firm-size, I decided to exclude those who are simply self-employee since they form a separate category, quite different from business owners (Słomczyński, Janicka, Irina Tomesu-Dubrow, and Shabad 2007). In addition, a large number
of self-employed was “forced” to assume such position due to various labour market constrains.
Thus, in this study I assume that entrepreneurs = employers, independently of the number of people employed. I do not put an arbitrary minimum number of employees in order
not to exclude the entrepreneurs running the smallest companies. Currently more than 99%
of Polish firms are Small or Medium-Sized companies, most of them employing less than
9 employees (Polish Ministry of Development 2016).
Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
Studies concerning the entry into the class of entrepreneurs in post-communist countries
often emphasized the mechanisms of political power convergence and the role of nomenklatura cadres in creating new private enterprises (e.g. Rona-Tas 1994) and business elites
(Jasiecki 2000). This is visible in most attempts at systematization of the entrepreneurs’ recruitment processes in Polish transformation. However, in fact it can be argued that it was
a negligible factor in creation of small and medium-sized firms (Domański 2000; Osborn
and Słomczyński 2005). Henryk Domański presents other possible ways of becoming an
entrepreneur, such as taking over of an existing family business, opening a small workshop
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or a selling stand by an artisan or a factory worker, or opening a business based on technological expertise by a university graduate (Domański 1994). A similar classification was
described by Włodzimierz Wesołowski (1995): apart from transition of resources available
to those previously in power, or a transition from a managerial position in a state-owned
enterprise to a private company, companies were created based on personal energy and
inventive thinking of individuals.
Juliusz Gardawski (2001) applies an interesting metaphor to the description of some
ways of entry to the class of entrepreneurs: taking over of the hardware (tangible resources)
and software (contacts and expertise) by those who were on higher positions in state-owned
enterprises at the end of communism. He differentiates those paths from authentic “founding privatisation” (“prywatyzacja założycielska”) which meant establishing new private entities, often very modest, such as workshops or small shops. He reminds that in some cases
those small-scale entrepreneurs were forced to act on the new capitalist market by drastic
changes on the job market. A reminder of this negative factor (as compared to a willingness to open a business because of a need for independence or achievement) can also be
found in Grażyna Skąpska’s (2002) analysis of Polish entrepreneurs. She also describes how
different individual and social resources, as well as “non-rational factors”—such as commitment, need for freedom and motivation for independence—determine the entry into this
occupational group.
Jerzy Sobczak (2002) points out to the importance of the family background for entrepreneurial choices, which might have a two-fold impact: both as a continuing family tradition providing a model of a career, or as a social capital and source of possible support.
In their analysis of recruitment to the entrepreneurial class in 1949–1993, Słomczyński and
Osborn (1997) concluded that the inheritance of this social status significantly decreased
in time and that the overall distribution of family background of those who became entrepreneurs in the initial phase of transformation (1989–1993) was similar to that of the
rest of Polish population at that time. However, they also confirmed that having family
business history before 1988 increased the odds of being an entrepreneur in 1993 (Osborn
and Słomczyński 2005). International studies also point out to the significance of family
in forming future entrepreneurs. Some researchers emphasized the role of genetics (Shane,
Nicolaou, Cherkas, Hunkin, and Spector 2008), but most agree that family plays an important role because it is the primary base of early socialization processes and role-modelling (e.g. Lindquist, Sol, and Van Praag 2015; White, Thornhill, and Hampson 2007).
Additional explanation of the importance of family is the possibility of intergenerational
transfer of wealth, either in the form of inheritance or financial assistance for beginning
entrepreneurs.
In this paper I assume that family and friends play an important role in developing motivation to become an entrepreneur. I also assume that networks of entrepreneurial friends
contribute to an informal transfer of knowledge which might be helpful at all stages of becoming an entrepreneur. They might also provide mutual support, organizational or financial, which not only facilitates running a company, but also can lower the risks associated
with being a firm owner. Thus, I will attempt to verify what extent originating from an
entrepreneurial family and being surrounded by entrepreneurial environment in 1993 had
a positive impact on becoming an entrepreneur at later stages of economic transformation.
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I hypothesize that it significantly increased the odds of becoming an entrepreneur in the
future. My null hypothesis is that entrepreneurial family and friends have no statistically
significant influence on respondents’ future choice of entrepreneurial career.
The role of financial capital can be considered crucial in starting running a private
business. According to a suggestion attributed to the Polish Prime Minister in 1991, Jan
Krzysztof Bielecki, in order to become a businessperson “you have to steal the first million”
(Gołębiowski and Zagórski 2001). Some studies suggest, however, that in order to open
a small or medium-sized enterprise in 1990’s Poland, most entrepreneurs relied on modest
sums saved by themselves or loaned by friends or family members (Skąpska 2002). In my
study I will also analyse the influence of the possibility of obtaining investment capital
(potential financial resources) in 1993 on becoming an entrepreneur in Poland at a later
time. I hypothesize that being able to gather a certain, relatively small amount of money in
the early years of economic transformation increased the odds of becoming an entrepreneur
at later time. Again, I will test the null hypothesis that the possibility of obtaining money in
time t has no impact on becoming an entrepreneur in time t + n.
Although the influence of both friends and family has been included in some analyses
of the entrepreneurship in Poland (e.g. Słomczyński and Osborn 2005; Słomczyński and
Tomescu 2005), the relative weight of their impact is yet to be examined. An important
innovation of my study is the introduction of the financial context into the analyses, which
seems to have been under-researched. Contrasting the influence of family traditions with
more direct impact of father’s occupation, friends-entrepreneurs, and financial resources,
as well as combined effects of these factors allow us to increase our knowledge about entrepreneurial careers in post-communist Poland.
Data and Measures
For the purpose of my analysis I use the Polish Panel Survey POLPAN data. 2 Since 1988
surveys have been conducted every 5 years on a large representative sample of adult Polish
citizens. POLPAN respondents were asked detailed questions concerning a variety of issues, including background characteristics, their professional careers, social networks, and
financial resources. The panel aspect of the study allows to observe changes in the course
of life of respondents.
In this paper I will focus on information gathered after the change of economic system
from centrally planned economy to capitalism, i.e. data from five waves of POLPAN study
conducted in 1993–2013. This subsample consists of panel respondents who were interviewed in 1993 and at least one of the four consecutive waves. Those criteria mean that the
subsample does not include the youngest POLPAN respondents who did not participate in
the 1993 wave.
The dependent variable used in my analysis is dichotomous, with 1 = respondent declared him/herself as entrepreneur in any wave between 1998 and 2013 but not in 1993, and
2 Detailed information concerning POLPAN study can be found at www.polpan.org; see also Słomczyński,
Tomescu-Dubrow, and Dubrow (2015).
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0 = otherwise. 3 Those who were entrepreneurs in 1993 were excluded from the analysis in
order to be able to examine how the respondents situation observed in 1993 influence their
changes in future career.
In each wave there are between 73–121 entrepreneurs defined in the above-mentioned
way (excluding those who already owned businesses in 1993), which constitutes between
7.6–9.9% of all working respondents (between 1356–856 in different waves).
Main characteristics of the group of POLPAN entrepreneurs correspond with those
described in other Polish studies (e.g. Gardawski 2013; Jaźwińska 2000). There are no
major discrepancies in the gender balance: in POLPAN study the percentage of women entrepreneurs is between 30%–42% in different waves. The proportion of entrepreneurs with
higher education increases throughout waves, reaching 43% in 2013, which is approximate
to the level measured by Gardawski’s (2013) study. POLPAN entrepreneurs are, on the
average, older than in other studies since in POLPAN the age distribution is significantly
influenced by the panel feature of that study. In general, an exact comparison of the composition of entrepreneurs between studies is very difficult due to specific sampling procedures
and questions asked during interviews.
My independent variables include four dichotomous variables concerning: (1) whether
respondent’s family ran a private business between 1939–1989; (2) whether respondent’s
father ran a private business when respondent was 14 years old; (3) whether respondent
had friends running own companies in 1993; and (4) whether respondent was able to easily
obtain a certain amount of money in 1993. In addition, for all statistical analyses, I will
use respondent’s gender (male = 1, female = 0), education in 1993 (in years), age in 1993
(centered and squared due to its curvilinear relationship with dependent variable) as control variables. Independently of the fact whether the effects of these control variables are
statistically significant, as very important socio-demographic characteristics they need to
be included in all analyses in this study.
Results
Family Background

POLPAN database offers information not only about respondent fathers’ jobs, but also
whether or not respondent family had entrepreneurial traditions going back to times prior
to the Second World War. In 1993 respondents of POLPAN study were asked: Did any of
your close relatives—we mean here grandparents, parents, siblings and children—run for
at least a year a business, firm or an enterprise during the period from 1938 to 1988? This
question encompasses not only a relatively wide range of family members, but also a very
long period of time. Using POLPAN data Kazimierz Słomczyński and Elizabeth Osborn
(2005) confirmed that having such family history before 1988 made it more likely to be
an actual entrepreneur in 1993. Does this relation hold for later periods? It does. A simple
3 As indicated in the introduction “entrepreneurs” are defined as persons who declare having their own business and employ at least one person; thus, the large category of self-employed is excluded from the operational
definition of “entrepreneur.”
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correlation test shows that the positive answer given to the same question in 1993 is positively correlated with being an entrepreneur at later time (Pearson’s r = 0.138, p = 0.000,
N = 741).
Logistic regression analysis, presented in Table 1—Model I, allows us to see the
strength of the influence of having entrepreneurial family history on the odds of becoming an entrepreneur while controlling basic characteristics such as gender, education, and
age (centred at mean and squared due to its non-linear effect on dependent variable). Being
male and having more years of education increased the chances of choosing entrepreneurial
career. The strength of the model in terms of explained variation is not very high (Pseudo
R2 = 0.100), but the whole model is statistically significant (p < 0.0001). 4 We can see that
having firm owners in family between 1938–1988 increases the odds of running a company
in the future by more than 2 times (p < 0.005).
Table 1
Logistic Regression of Being an Entrepreneur in 1998–2013 on Having Entrepreneurial Family History,
Controlling for Gender, Age and Education: Alternative Models
Independent Variables
Coefficients
Model I: Family business experience 1939–1989
Family business experience 1939–1989
0.740**
Gender (1 = male)
0.450*
Education in 1993 (in years)
0.122***
Age centered
0.149
Age squared
−0.002
Constant
1.798
Fit Statistics: Wald chi2(5) = 50.50; Prob > chi2 = 0.000; Pseudo R2 = 0.100

Robust S.E.
0.247
0.213
0.328
0.001
0.133
18.900

Model II: Entrepreneurial father when respondent was 14 years old
Having Entrepreneurial Father
1.223**
0.387
Gender (1 = Male)
0.473*
0.214
Education in 1993 (in years)
0.134***
0.032
Age centered
0.159
−0.115
Age squared
−0.003
0.001
Constant
2.054
3.136
Fit
Statistics:
Wald
chi2(5) = 52.34;
Prob > chi2 = 0.000;
Pseudo
*** p < 0.001;

** p < 0.01;

* p < 0.05;

Odds Ratio
2.096**
1.568*
1.129***
1.161
0.997
18.900

3.396**
1.605*
1.143***
1.173
0.997
7.805
R2 = 0.100

N = 741.

It is worthwhile asking why the fact that grandparents, parents or siblings ran businesses in the past increases the chances of becoming an entrepreneur so significantly. The
explanations found in literature pertains to genetics, socialization processes and possible
transfer of accumulated capital. At the same time, all these three aspects can be represented by parents alone, who influence their children’s lives more directly. An important
discussion concerns whether it is the “nature” (genes) or “nurture” (upbringing) that makes
4 I use McFadden’s R2, the most popular of the many alternative measures of pseudo R-squared. McFadden’s
R2 is a ratio of the two log likelihoods: that for the intercept model and that for the full model. The log likelihood
of the intercept model is treated as a total sum of squares while the log likelihood of the full model is treated as
the sum of squared errors. In this sense, McFadden’s R2 provides an analogy for OLS R2 in terms of variability
(variance). For explanation, see Long (1997) and Freese and Long (2006).
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children of entrepreneurs more likely to run their own businesses in their adult lives (e.g.
Shane, Nicolaou, Cherkas, Hunkin, and Spector 2008; White, Thornhill, and Hampson
2007; Lindquist, Sol, and Van Praag 2015). Regardless of different answers to this question,
it has been proved that having entrepreneurial parents significantly increases the likelihood
of running a company.
POLPAN database includes information on respondents’ fathers’ occupation for all
waves. I aggregated respondents’ answers from waves 1993–2013, in order to create a dichotomous variable in which 1 = respondent’s father owned a company when respondent
was 14 years old, 0 = otherwise. As Table 1—Model II shows the fact of having an entrepreneurial father increases the odds of success by 3.4 times (p < 0.005), much more than
the fact of having entrepreneurial family in general. This might be explained by the fact
that parents’ status and behaviour have a much more direct impact on shaping future careers. Grandparents usually play a less significant role in children’s upbringing than fathers.
Moreover, a causality can be traced between a respondent occupation choices and his/her
father’s jobs. The strength of the model remains unchanged (Pseudo R2 = 0.100), which
points to the fact that family alone, regardless its indicators, cannot be considered as the
sole determinant of entrepreneurial careers.
Friends

It is worthwhile to consider adding another important element of social environment influencing our career choices—friends. In 1993 POLPAN respondents were asked: Among your
close friends is there a person who is an owner or co-owner of a firm or runs a business outside farming? The correlation between having entrepreneurial friends in 1993 and being an
entrepreneur at a later time is significantly stronger than the one with having entrepreneurial
family background or fathers (r = 0.187, p = 0.000, N = 706). In a separate logistic regression model (Table 2—Model I) the fact of having entrepreneurial friends increases the odds
of running own business by 2.2 times. This effect is slightly stronger than the one of having
entrepreneurial family history (Odds Ratio = 2.096), but much weaker than having an entrepreneurial father (Odds Ratio = 3.396). Adding variable having entrepreneurial friends
to the logistic regression model with having entrepreneurial father (Table 2—Model II)
shows, perhaps not surprisingly, that the former increases the chances of becoming an entrepreneur weaker than the latter (Odds Ratio = 2.150 as compared to 2.794) but the effects
of both variables are significant.
The strong relation between entrepreneurs might be considered as an obvious sign of
homophily: it is natural that people have more contact with those who are more similar to
them (McPherson et al. 2001). However, friends who were owners can be seen as a certain kind of social capital which facilitates joining of the entrepreneurial group in the future. Słomczyński and Tomescu-Dubrow (2005) point to three possible explanations of the
importance of having entrepreneurial friends for becoming an entrepreneur: they can be
a source of useful information, facilitate hiring proper employees, and provide informal
help or training necessary at early stages of running of a private business.
The difference in strength of importance in favour of fathers can be explained by the
fact that it is parents who shape our earliest attitudes and values. They can also influence, to
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some extent, what sort of people we socialize with as children and young adults which, in
consequence, has an impact on who we are friends with in the future. The relation between
these two determinants will be taken into account in further parts of this paper.
Table 2
Logistic Regression of Being an Entrepreneur in 1998–2013 on Having Entrepreneurial Friends,
Controlling for Gender, Education, and Age
Independent Variables
Coefficients Robust S.E.
Model I: Without controlling for having entrepreneurial father
Having Entrepreneurial Friends in 1993
0.803***
0.245
Gender (1 = Male)
0.225
0.221
Education in 1993 (in years)
0.093**
0.036
Age centered
0.135
0.116
Age squared
−0.002
0.001
Constant
1.540
3.152
Fit Statistics: Wald chi2(5) = 53.14; Prob > chi2 = 0.000; Pseudo R2 = 0.101
Model II: With controlling for having entrepreneurial father
Having Entrepreneurial Friends in 1993
0.766**
0.246
Having Entrepreneurial Father
1.028**
0.405
Gender (1 = Male)
0.232
0.224
Education in 1993 (in years)
0.094**
0.037
Age centered
0.154
0.119
Age squared
−0.003
0.001
Constant
2.079
3.219
Fit Statistics: Wald chi2(6) = 57.72; Prob > chi2 = 0.000; Pseudo R2 = 0.110
*** p < 0.001;

** p < 0.01;

* p < 0.05;

Odds Ratio
2.231***
1.252
1.098**
1.144
0.998
4.664

2.150**
2.794**
1.262
1.098**
1.167
0.997
7.994

N = 706

Money: Potential Financial Resources

In order to start a private business, some investment capital is usually necessary. Researchers argue that this is an indispensable condition to turn a potential entrepreneur,
representing “entrepreneurial spirit” (indicated by positive attitudes towards risk, self-reliance, propensity to invest in a new firm), into an actual business owner (e.g. Krueger and
Breazeal 1994; Wesołowski 1996; Blanchflower and Oswald 1998).
POLPAN Panel study offers information not only on respondents’ incomes, but also
on their potential financial resources—money they would be able to easily obtain within
a week. The 1993 POLPAN questionnaire includes the following item: Imagine that you are
asked to pay two million zlotys for something that you want to have very much. Would you
be able to pay this amount in a week? What was the worth of two million zlotys (PLN)?
In 1993 monthly minimum salary oscillated between 1.5 and 1.75 million PLN. 5 In this
context, the amount of 2 million zlotys may be considered as relatively low, but it would be
enough to cover the administrative costs of opening a small business, or to secure a bank
loan.
Even the possibility of obtaining such a modest in sum of money had a significant impact on the chances of becoming an entrepreneur in freshly introduced market
5

Archive of minimal wages available at the Polish Social Insurance Institution website: www.zus.pl.
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economy. The correlation of having potential financial resources in 1993 with becoming
an entrepreneur is stronger than the one between having entrepreneurial parents or entrepreneurial friends (r = 0.201, p = 0.000, N = 737), compared to 0.104 (fathers) and 0.188
(friends). A logistic regression model with potential financial resources as the main explaining variable also indicates its importance (Table 3). Being able to obtain 2 million PLN in
1993 increased the odds of becoming an entrepreneur by almost 2.3 times (p < 0.001).
Table 3
Logistic Regression of Being an Entrepreneur in 1998–2013 on Having Potential Financial Resources
in 1993, Controlling for Gender, Age and Education
Independent Variables
Coefficients
Was able to obtain 2 million PLN in 1993
0.828***
Gender (1 = Male)
0.329
Education in 1993 (in years)
0.109**
Age centered
0.152
Age squared
−0.002
Constant
1.747
Fit statistics: Wald chi2(5) = 59.21; Prob > chi2 = 0.000; Pseudo R2 = 0.109
*** p < 0.001;

** p < 0.01;

* p < 0.05;

Robust S.E.
0.230
0.217
0.035
0.113
0.001
3.077

Odds Ratio
2.289***
1.390
1.115**
1.164
0.997
5.737

N = 737

General Model: Family, Friends, and Money

In order to examine the influence of both social and economic determinants on the chances
of becoming an entrepreneur, I ran a logistic regression model with three main independent variables: money (whether respondent was able to obtain two million PLN in 1993),
father (whether respondent’s father ran a company when respondent was 14 years old) and
friends (whether respondent had friends running companies in 1993) (Table 4). The whole
model explains more variation in dependent variable than the ones including only family
background (Pseudo R2 = 0.124). The significance of all those three determinants is confirmed. In this model having a father owning a business increases the odds of becoming
an entrepreneur in the future by almost 3 times (Odds Ratio = 2.856). The effect of having
an entrepreneurial father indicates that parent’s profession has a much stronger effect than
both friends and the possibility of obtaining money (Odds Ratio for both at similar levels
of 1.912 and 1.967).
These results indicate the primary importance of parents in shaping future careers.
This can be due to genetics, socialization processes and possible transfer of accumulated
capital (e.g. Shane, Nicolaou, Cherkas, Hunkin, and Spector 2008; White, Thornhill, and
Hampson 2007; Lindquist, Sol, and Van Praag 2015). The data at hand do not contain necessary information to distinguish the effects of these factors. However, some findings seem
interesting with respect to possible transfer of accumulated capital. It occurs that having
a father running a company is not significantly correlated with respondent’s ability of obtaining two million PLN within a short period of time. However, parents running their own
companies might want their children to develop important entrepreneurial attitudes: selfreliance and independence. In such a case, they would refrain from supporting offspring
financially.
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Being able to obtain two million PLN is moderately correlated with having entrepreneurial friends (r = 0.245, p = 0.000), which is not unexpected as generally relatively
wealthy or successful people are attracted to each other. Having entrepreneurial fathers
is weakly but statistically significantly correlated with having such friends (p = 0.068,
p < 0.005). The relationships between these variables show that it could be valuable to
introduce interaction terms into the general model. The analyses included all interaction
terms for potential of obtaining financial resources, the fact of having a father running own
company, and entrepreneurial friends.
Although the interaction terms are statistically insignificant, the pattern is clear: besides
the effects of money, entrepreneurial parent and friends, having all these three resources
increases the chances of becoming an entrepreneur further by almost 1.5 time. That means
people who had the possibility to obtain investment capital in 1993, who originated from
entrepreneurial families and were surrounded by entrepreneurial friends were very strongly
determined to become entrepreneurs themselves. 6
Table 4
Logistic Regression of Being an Entrepreneur in 1998–2013 on Having Potential Financial Resources,
Entrepreneurial Father and Friends (Controlling for Gender, Age and Education)
Independent Variables
Was able to obtain 2 million PLN in 1993
Having Entrepreneurial Friends in 1993
Having Entrepreneurial Father
Gender (1 = Male)
Education in 1993 (in years)
Age centered
Age squared
Constant
Fit Statistics Wald chi2(7) = 64.36
Prob > chi2 = 0.000
Pseudo R2 = 0.124
*** p < 0.001;

** p < 0.01;

Coefficients
0.648**
0.676**
1.049*
0.148
0.079*
0.169
−0.003
2.383

* p < 0.05;

Robust S.E.
0.237
0.246
0.412
0.228
0.039
0.121
0.001
3.295

Odds Ratio
1.912**
1.967**
2.856*
1.160
1.082*
1.183
0.972
10.833

N = 702

Limitations
The main limitation of the study is connected with the structure of the panel POLPAN
sample. On the one hand, the size of the study, its representativeness and its panel character
make it a good source of information about Polish society. On the other hand, however
the fact that not all respondents were revisited in every wave, causing variations in the
sample size and structure, which renders the analyses more difficult. Due to the focus on
longitudinal effects, the subsample does not include the youngest participants of POLPAN
study, which also influences the age spectrum of the respondents included in analyses. In the
POLPAN sample there is a strong representation of small and medium-sized firm owners,
but the largest scale entrepreneurs could not be captured in this study.
6

Computer outputs available upon request from the Author.
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In the analytical sense it is important to consider the impact of variables omitted from
the statistical models presented in this paper. Coefficients of these models can could be biased if interactions with the omitted variables are significant. Further analyses should take
into account a number of variables, which can potentially influence the outcome of becoming an entrepreneur, such as previous occupation of respondents (Rona-Tas 1994), and
their political or psychological attitudes: supporting economic privatisation, self-efficacy,
self-reliance, and risk attitudes (Boyd and Vozikis 1994; Osborn and Słomczyński 2005;
Vereshchagina and Hopenhayn 2009).
Conclusion
My analyses confirm the significance of both social capital and potential financial resources
on the chances of becoming an entrepreneur in Poland in 1998–2013. The effect of having
entrepreneurial friends in 1993 on running a private business in the future indicates the
importance of informal networks in building businesses during economic transformation..
Having a father running a business was the strongest determinant of following the same
profession. The persistent significance of entrepreneurial-family origin points to an intergenerational continuity of social class of business owners in Poland throughout political
and economic changes.
The results concerning the influence of being able to obtain even relatively modest
financial resources in early 1990s on the chances of becoming an entrepreneur 5, 10, 15 or
even 20 years later prove how important it was to be able to invest at a right time in order to
seize an opportunity. Not being able to collect an equivalent of minimum monthly salary
in 1993 might still be of consequences in forming social inequalities.
Models with interaction terms show relative importance of combinations of different
determinants. The combined effects of being raised in an entrepreneurial family and surrounded by entrepreneurial friends increases the chances of running a company significantlystronger than having only one of these characteristics. The results suggest that social capital plays a more important role in facilitating of opening a business than potential
financial resources. However, the mechanism through which social capital influences of
becoming entrepreneur require further study.
Funding
This research was supported by the “Polish Panel Survey POLPAN 1988–2013: Social Structure and
Mobility” grant from the National Science Centre Poland (No. 2011/02/A/HS6/0238).

References
A b e l l, P. 1996. Self-employment and Entrepreneurship: A Study of Entry and Exit, in: J. Clark (ed.), James
S. Coleman,Consensus and Controversy. London: The Falmer Press, pp. 175–206.
B i a ł e c k i, I., and D o m a ń s k i, H. 1995. Employment Opportunities in Poland’s Changing Economy, European
Journal of Education 30 (2): 171–185.

FAMILY, FRIENDS, AND MONEY—WHAT MAKES AN ENTREPRENEUR?

59

B l a n c h f l o w e r, D., and O s w a l d, A. 1998. What Makes an Entrepreneur? Journal of Labor Economics 16 (1):
26–60.
Blanchflower, D., Oswald, A., and Stutzer, A. 2001. Latent Entrepreneurship Across Nations. European Economic
Review 45(4–6): 680–691.
B o y d, N. G., and Vo z i k i s, G. S. 1994. The Influence of Self-Efficacy on the Development of Entrepreneurial
Intentions and Actions, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 18 (4): 63–77.
B u r t, R. 1995. Structural Holes. The Social Structure of Competition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
C a s t r o, I., G a l á n, J. L., and B r a v o, S. 2014, Entrepreneurship and Social Capisal: Evidence from a Colombian
Business Incubator, Innovar: Revista de ciencias administrativas y sociales 24: 91–100.
D a w s o n, Ch., and H e n l e y, A. 2012. “Push” Versus “Pull” Entrepreneurship: An Ambiguous Distinction?
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research 18 (6): 697–719.
D e l m a r, F., and D a v i d s s o n, P. 2000. Where do they Come from? Prevalence and Characteristics of Nascent
Entrepreneurs, Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 12 (1): 1–23.
D o m a ń s k i, H. 1994. Społeczeństwa klasy średniej. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN.
D o m a ń s k i, H. 2000. On the Verge of Convergence. Social Stratification in Eastern Europe. Budapest and New
York: CEU Press.
F r e e s e, J., and L o n g, J. S. 2006. Regression Models for Categorical Dependent Variables Using Stata. College
Station, TX: Stata Press.
G a r d a w s k i, J. 2001. Powracająca klasa: sektor prywatny w III Rzeczypospolitej. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo
IFiS PAN.
G a r d a w s k i, J. (ed.). 2013. Rzemieślnicy i biznesmeni: właściciele małych i średnich przedsiębiorstw prywatnych. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe Scholar.
G a r t n e r, W. B. 1988. “Who Is an Entrepreneur?” Is the Wrong Question, American Journal of Small Business 12 (4): 11–32.
G a r t n e r, W. B. 1985. A Conceptual Framework for Describing the Phenomenon of New Venture Creation,
Academy of Management Review 10 (4): 696–706.
G a r t n e r, W. B. 1990. What Are We Talking About When We Are Talking About Entrepreneurship, Journal of
Business Venturing 5: 15–28.
G o ł ę b i o w s k i, B., and Z a g ó r s k i, S. 2001. Kultura Polityczna Polaków. Łomża: Oficyna Wydawnicza “Stopka.”
H e y n s, B. 1996. Emerging Inequalities in Central and Eastern Europe, Annual Review of Sociology 31: 163–197.
H o a n g, Ha T., and Y i, A. 2015, Network-based Research in Entrepreneurship: A Decade in Review, Foundations
and Trends in Entrepreneurship 11 (1): 1–54. 2003/2015.
J a s i e c k i, K. 2002. Elita biznesu w Polsce. Drugie narodziny kapitalizmu. Warszawa: Wzdawnictwo IFiS PAN.
J a c k s o n, J. E., K l i c h, J., and P o z n a ń s k a, K. 2005. The Political Economy Of Poland’s Transition. New Firms
and Reform Governments. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
J a ź w i ń s k a, E. 2000. Przedsiębiorcy na tle innych grup społeczno-zawodowych w Polsce, in: E. Jaźwińska, A.
Żuk-Iwanowska (eds.), Przedsiębiorcy jako grupa społeczna. Warszawa: Fundacja Promocji i Rozwoju
Małych i Średnich Przedsiębiorstw, pp. 5–28.
K i m, P. H., and A l r i c h, H. E. 2005. Social Capital and Entrepreneurship, Foundations and Trends in Entrepreneurship 1 (2): 55–104.
K r u e g e r, N. F., and B r a z e a l, D. V. 1994. Entrepreneurial Potential and Potential Entrepreneurs, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 18 (3): 91–104.
K i r k w o o d, J. 2009. Motivational Factors in a Push-Pull Theory of Entrepreneurship, Gender in Management:
An International Journal 24 (5): 346–364.
L i n d q u i s t, M. J., S o l, J., and Va n P r a a g, M. 2015. Why Do Entrepreneurial Parents Have Entrepreneurial
Children?, Journal of Labor Economics 33 (2): 269–296.
L o n g, J. S. 1997. Regression Models for Categorical and Limited Dependent Variables. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications.
M a c h, B., and S ł o m c z y ń s k i, K. . 1996. The Polish Experience: From Nomenklatura to Where? Occupational
Trajectories of State-Socialist Managers under Conditions of Systemic Change: Poland 1988–1993, Zwischenbilanz der Wiedervereinigung. Strukturwandel und Mobilität im Transformationsprozeß 8: 145–
162.
M c M i l l a n, J., and Wo o d r u f f, C. 2002. The Central Role of Entrepreneurs in Transition Economies, Journal
of Economic Perspectives 16 (3): 153–170.
M c P h e r s o n, M., S m i t h - L o v i n, L., and C o o k, J. M. 2001. Birds of a Feather: Homophily in Social Networks, Annual Review of Sociology 27: 415–444.

60

WERONIKA BORUC

O s b o r n, E. A., and S ł o m c z y ń s k i, K. M. 1997. Becoming an Entrepreneur in Poland, 1949–1993: Recruitment Patterns and Professionalization Processes, Polish Sociological Review 119 (3): 249–265.
O s b o r n, E. A., and S ł o m c z y ń s k i, K. M. 2005. Open for Business: The Persistent Entrepreneurial Class in
Poland. Warsaw: IFiS Publishers.
O s b o r n, E. A. 2007. Entrepreneurship: Potential And Actual, in: K. M. Słomczyński and S. T. Marquart-Pyatt (eds.), Continuity and Change in Social Life: Structural and Psychological Adjustment in Poland.
Warsaw: IFiS Publishers, pp. 93–105.
P o l i s h M i n i s t r y o f D e v e l o p m e n t. 2016. Przedsiębiorczość w Polsce 2015 [Entrepreneurship in Poland
2015].
R e n z u l l i, A., A l d r i c h, H., and M o o d y, J. 2000. Family Matters: Gender, Networks, and Entrepreneurial
Outcomes, Social Forces 79 (2): 523–546.
R o n a -Ta s, A. 1994. The First Shall Be Last? Entrepreneurship and Communist Cadres in the Transition from,
American Journal of Sociology 100 (1): 40–69.
S c h u m p e t e r, J. A. [1942] 2003. Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. London and New York: Routledge.
S e n g u p t a, A. 2010. Social Capital and Entrepreneurship: An Analysis of Methodological Issues, Sociological
Bulletin 59 (3): 323–344.
S h a n e, S., N i c o l a o u, N., C h e r k a s, L., H u n k i n, J., and S p e c t o r, T. D. 2008. Is the Tendency to Engage
in Entrepreneurship Genetic?, Management Science 54 (1): 167–179.
S k ą p s k a, G. (ed.) 2002. Buddenbrookowie czy piraci. Polscy przedsiębiorcy okresu głębokich przemian. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Universitas.
S ł o m c z y ń s k i, K. M., and To m e s c u - D u b r o w, I. 2005. Friendship Patterns and Upward Mobility: A Test
of Social Capital Hypothesis, Polish Sociological Review 3 (151): 221–235.
S ł o m c z y ń s k i, K. M., J a n i c k a, J., To m e s c u - D u b r o w, I., and S h a b a d, G. 2007. Changes in Class
Structure in Poland, 1988–2003: Crystallization of the Winners-Losers’ Divide, Polish Sociological Review 1 (157): 45–64.
S ł o m c z y ń s k i, K. M., To m e s c u - D u b r o w, I., and Dubrow J. K. 2015. Changes in Social Structure, Class,
and Stratification: The Polish Panel Survey (POLPAN), ASK 24 (1): 19–37.
S o b c z a k, J. B. 2002. Polski Small Business, in: G. Skąpska (ed.), Buddenbrookowie czy piraci. Polscy przedsiębiorcy okresu głębokich przemian. Kraków: Wydawnictwo Universitas.
S t a n i s z k i s, J. 1991. The Dynamics of the Breakthrough in Eastern Europe. The Polish Experience. Berkeley:
University of California Press.
Va n P r a a g, M., and Ve r s l o o t, P. H. 2007. What Is the Value of Entrepreneurship? A Review of Recent Research, Small Business Economics 29: 351–382.
Ve r e s h c h a g i n a, G., and H o p e n h a y n, H. A. 2009. Risk Taking by Entrepreneurs, The American Economic
Review 99 (5): 1808–1830.
We s o ł o w s k i, W. 1995. Procesy klasotwórcze w teoretycznej perspektywie, in: A. Sułek and J. Styk (eds.),
Ludzie i instytucje. Stawanie się ładu społecznego. Lublin: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Marii CurieSkłodowskiej.
We s o ł o w s k i, W. 1996. The New Beginnings of the Entrepreneurial Classes, Polish Sociological Review 3 (113): 79–96.
W h i t e, R. E., T h o r n h i l l, S., and H a m p s o n, E. 2007. A Biosocial Model of Entrepreneurship: The Combined
Effects of Nurture and Nature, Journal of Organizational Behavior 28 (4): 451–466.
W i l s o n, S., and A d a m s, A. V. 1994. Self-Employment for the Unemployed: Experience in OECD and Transitional Economies, World Bank Discussion Papers 243.
X u, H., and R u e f, M. 2004. The Myth of the Risk-Tolerant Entrepreneur, Strategic Organization 2 (4): 331–355.

Biographical Note: Weronika Boruc is a PhD candidate in sociology at the Institute of Philosophy and Sociology,
Polish Academy of Sciences, working as Academic Assistant in Survey Data Recycling project conducted jointly
by IFiS PAN and the Ohio State University. Her research interests focus around topics related to entrepreneurship,
game theory and experimental sociology. She received her Master’s Degree in Cultural Studies at the University
of Warsaw, as well as Master’s Degree in Interdisciplinary European Studies at the College of Europe.
E-mail: weronika.boruc@gmail.com

