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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the present article is to investigate impacts of the fair of failure on the 

dynamics of entrepreneurship in CEEC that entered the EU in 2004. A special attention is paid 

to entrepreneurial employees’ (intrapreneurial) activities and the innovation orientation, as 

the faire of failure often leads to individual choice to perform innovative activities while being 

employed or to use a good business opportunity while creating a new business. Based on 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2012), nearly all of these countries belong to the efficiency-

driven group of countries (except Slovakia and Slovenia) and seek for improvements of their 

innovation systems. The research question of the present paper is: how the fair of failure 

impacts the dynamics of entrepreneurship among Central and Eastern European Countries 

(further in the article, CEEC) that entered the European Union in 2004. The research is based 

on the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor methodology and a comparative analysis method. 

The introduction part of the article serves as the conceptual framework where the main 

entrepreneurship-related definitions, classifications and development trends are presented.  

To continue, the conceptual model, which incorporates the main impacts of the fair of failure 

on the dynamics of entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship, is presented and the GEM 

methodology explained.  

 

Keywords: entrepreneurship trends, Central and Eastern Europe  

INTRODUCTION 

Although today the term ‘Entrepreneurship’ experiences its increasing popularity, impacts of social 

and cultural dimensions, such as the fair of failure, on entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship are not 

sufficiently examined. Today scholars agree that the fair of failure affects the perception of business 

opportunities and capabilities, attitudes, intentions as well as the decision to become an intrapreneur 

(entrepreneurial employee). The fair of failure in many cases can lead to individuals’ willingness to 

operate ‘under the roof of employer’, where principle risks are managed by top managers and/or 
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owners, or can discourage individuals to start business. To better understand impacts of the fair of 

failure within the entrepreneurial dynamics, it is important to have a profound understanding of 

historical development of the term of Entrepreneurship. An academic and theoretical concept of 

entrepreneurship emerged in the 17th century (it was first mentioned in Richard Cantillon and Adam 

Smith's works); this area had not received sufficient attention until the end of 20th century 

(Stephenson, 2003). Casson, Yeung, Basu et al (2008) point out that entrepreneurship is examined quite 

extensively, but a single definition of entrepreneurship is still not found.  

One of the newest and most recent definitions proposed by Shane and Venkataraman (2000) 

emphasizes: Entrepreneurship is a branch of business science which seeks to explain and understand 

how do opportunities rise and what results they bring to the creation of new or improvement of 

existing products or services (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). Based on this definition, 

entrepreneurship is an area of human activities that consist of the following key factors that could be 

potentially affected by the fair of failure: 1) Seeing opportunity; 2) Understanding what is necessary to 

do to exploit this opportunity; 3) The ability to manage business, originated from the observed 

opportunities (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000). 

It is valuable to draw the attention to the Madura (2006) definition of entrepreneurship which defines 

entrepreneurship as a process consisting of the disclosure of options and development through 

innovation, taking into consideration entrepreneurship resources, locations and status. 

Based on Barringer and Duane Ireland (2006), the essence of entrepreneurship is the transfer of ideas 

and application of them in the market. Madura (2006) gives a definition which states that 

entrepreneurship is not necessarily a process of creating new organizations. Entrepreneurship can be 

found in an existing organization. According to Casson, Yeung, Basu et al (2008) a contemporary 

entrepreneurial philosophy began to evolve rapidly in the 20th century, whereas large-scale 

organizations established in the 19th century were working in newly developing sectors such as 

Electricals, Chemicals, Communications, and Automotive. The need of a new-type professionals 

emerged, as universities were not preparing them. All these factors accelerated the scientific research 

initiatives of entrepreneurship. In addition, the shift towards service industries has modified the 

entrepreneurial concept (Casson, Yeung, Basu, and Wadeson, 2008).  

The topic of the present publication is innovative and relevant not only because of the complicity of 

the term ‘Entrepreneurship’, but also because of the specificity of the region and impacts of the fair of 

failure on entrepreneurship in this region. The selected countries (Slovakia, Slovenia, Hungary, Czech 

Republic, Poland, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia) are similar in their experience of once in their history 

lacking knowledge-driven national systems of innovation; thus, their integration to the EU manifested 

in quite radical modifications of their economies, reshaping innovation processes as well as expressing 
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potential and progress which varied from one country to another. The communism experience is also 

associated with the fair of failure, as small and medium companies had little independence in 

managing their innovation processes and needed more to execute the delegated tasks and objectives. 

However, two countries (Slovakia and Slovenia) have managed to switch from the efficiency to 

innovation-driven group of countries, based on GEM classification (2012). Relying on the GEM 

methodology and classical comparison analysis method, the GEM data of the selected countries is 

compared while having a special focus on: the innovation orientation, the block of factors related to 

the uncertainty avoidance and the fair of failure as well as the block of indicators related to the 

entrepreneurship dynamics in the analysed countries. 

DRIVES AND BARRIERS OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND 

INTRAPRENEURSHIP  

While tackling different historical periods the question of ‘What is an entrepreneur?’ was answered 

differently (Hisrich and Peters, 1994). In the 18th century Francis Walker formed another definition of 

‘Entrepreneur’, which finally separated people who had capital and were receiving dividends and 

people who were operating under shareholders’ requirements and generating money using their 

managerial skills. It created the foundation, which was later used by the academic society (Stopford 

and Baden-Fuller, 1994). 

One of the first who had discovered Entrepreneurship was Schumpeter (1942). He emphasized the fact 

that a definition of an entrepreneur should be related to a person, who is not only willing, but also 

able to generate a new idea or invention and turn it into a successful innovation, which can be applied 

in practice. An entrepreneur uses this feature constantly and this allows him/her to discover 

innovative business models, new products and services. This proactivity significantly contributes to 

the progress of industries and long-term economic growth, and it is one of the reasons why 

entrepreneurship is so encouraging. Schumpeter (1942) argued that entrepreneurship gave the world 

not only new industries, but also a start to combinations of fused sectors. To summarize the 

Schumpeter’s approach the following definition can be used: an entrepreneur is a man who owns and 

organizes a company for personal gains (Schumpeter, 1952). 

While interpreting the ideas of Drucker (1985) and Brut and Julin (2000), Pranckus and Raudonius 

(2013) argue that entrepreneurship comes from the creativity and support and it is necessary for 

everyone involved in business. In addition, Stоnеr (1999) and Frееmаn (1999) state that 

entrepreneurship is associated with a higher risk tolerance and innovative thinking. It is clear that 

features of intrapreneur or entrepreneur can be divided into ‘born with’ and ‘learned to’ (Stоnеr and 

Frееmаn, 1999). 
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The process of entrepreneurship, which could take place not only in the development of new 

companies, but also within already existing organizations, could be called internal entrepreneurship 

or intrapreneurship. Intrapreneurship and entrepreneurship share the same features that can be found 

in all the contemporary definitions of entrepreneurship: a greater risk tolerance, creativity, greater 

independence and remuneration (Kuřátko, Montagnaim and Hornsby, 1990). These factors are the 

main driving forces of any kind of entrepreneurship. Many authors describe Intrapreneruship as a 

Corporate Entrepreneurship. Veronique Bouchard, Olivier Basso (2011) argue that officialy 

intrapreneruship appeared in Burgelman’s publication ‘Internal Company's Development Process in a 

Large Diversified Corporation’. These authors argue that the success of the term ‘Intrapreneurship’ 

was because it was self-explaining (intra is internal). The early studies of intrapreneurship seeked to 

find answers to the following questions: What is the difference between intrapreneurs and 

entrepreneurs?; What conditions do explain intrapreneurship?; What factors are stopping an internal 

entrepreneurship in large companies? (Bouchard and Basso, 2011). 

High risk investments in a new business sector required a lot of time and work, but people were led 

by an entrepreneurial spirit, which allowed to be flexible and to make quick and appropriate decisions 

(Kansik as Laakkonen and Sapro, 2012). Intrapreneurship releases several strategically important 

respects: Innovation; Risk; Proactivity (Katz ir Shepherd, 2004). 

Intrapreneurship is particularly relevant in today's organizations, as modern people who believe in 

their talent and value to organizations usually expect something more than salaries. They want the 

freedom to create and manifest. According to Vince (2002), the absence of freedom creates the 

dissatisfaction with not only a company itself but also with duties of work. This reduces the 

productivity and ultimately leads to the search of a new job. Thereby, intrapreneurship is a method of 

liberating an organization serving individuals who believe that a company can do something different 

and better (Kanter, 1982). Intrapreneurship upgrades organizations and takes them to the next level 

(Garret and Covino, 2007). Rod Gapp and Ron Fischer (2007) argue that intrapreneurship is an internal 

organization process for the creation of separate units. Kolchin and Hyclak (1987) in turn give the 

greater importance in the process of intrapreneruship to providing new products and services within 

an organization. Hisrich, Peters and Shepherd (2009) basically follow the same Intrapreneruship 

results in innovations, it can be new products, services, systems or processes (Kolchin’s and Hyclak’s, 

1987). Intrapreneruship definition is that the innovation process is controlled by employees, not by an 

organization itself. An organization, according to Politis (2005), provides an appropriate space for 

employees to work in an environment which provides the satisfaction. Madura (2006) argues that 

many scientists agree that while purposefully developing and nurturing intrapreneruship the culture 

can give positive results. 
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The influence of entrepreneurship and intrapreneruship on firms’ economic and financial indicators 

occurs not only by increasing the revenue or market share. This includes the initiation of a change in 

business and society. Ross and Unwalla (1986) link innovations to the original source, not only for 

new products and services, but also for an economic welfare and market stimulation.  

Very often it is apparent that an internal businessman is a mix of traditional manager and 

entrepreneur (Lyles and Schwen, 2005). Active people within a right company and under right 

conditions can achieve technological and innovative breakthroughs much quicker because they are 

supported by ‘know how’ of a company (Mintzberg, 1979). 

The organizational culture, according to Wallace, Hunt and Richards (1999), is all company’s 

employees working for one purpose, applying one or another managerial tactics, processes and 

resources; thus, forming the unique organizational culture. Barney (1986) argues that it is also one of 

the key competitive strengths of each company. Recently the organization's culture was presented as a 

fundamental framework to manage innovations, the process of development and commercialization, 

helping to achieve a long-term success and competitiveness. Hall (2005) states that the environment in 

which innovation occurs is usually encouraging expectations, dreams as well as supports its members' 

creativity, experimentation while being risk-tolerant.  

Companies that develop the culture of product and process commercialize innovations much faster 

and easier. The environment which supports the creativity and experimentation enables the staff to 

use opportunities to develop new products while increasing the likelihood of commercializing the 

innovation. These aspects match with the philosophy of intrapreneruship, which is why fostering an 

internal culture of entrepreneurship in the work environment encourages new ideas, procedures, and 

synergy while encouraging the development of innovations (Wallace, Hunt and Richards, 1999). 

The Rule’s and Irwin’s (1988) study examined measures used by companies to develop and 

implement the intrapreneruship atmosphere in organizations. There were 33 ways mentioned: 

Innovation, teams and work groups; Recruitment in order to implement new ideas in an organization; 

Strategic planning, focusing on innovations; Focused consumer testing of new opportunities and 

trends observed; Research and development activities. 

Kuratko, Montagnais and Hornsby (1990) argue that the intrapreneruship success or failure depends 

on four factors: Innovation, development, testing and deployment of processes on the market, 

supported and encouraged by leaders of a company; Remuneration or reward systems designed to 

celebrate and reward achievements of the staff; Time management, work distribution, creating space 

for creations and research; The lack of organizational boundaries, which makes the work go beyond 

daily tasks (Kuratko, Montagnais and Hornsby, 1990). 
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According to Koen (2000), no matter how strong and creative the team of employees is, if there is no 

support from the management it is not possible to expect a good result. Antoncic and Hisrichs (2003) 

divided intrapreneruship into 8 dimensions. 

Dimension Description 

1. New company 
Establishment of new independent company.  

2. New type of business 
Business development 

3. Innovation of product or service 
Development of new services or products 

4. Process update 
Process innovation 

5. Internal renewal 
Formation of a new strategy etc. 

6. Risk taking 
Fast adaption and decision making 

7. Proactivity 
Management orientation to innovation 

8. Aggressive competition 
Will to compete 

Table 1. Dimensions of Intrapreneruship 

Source: Antoncic, B., Hisrich R. D. (2003) Clarifying the intrapreneurship concept. Emerald, p. 26  

This table shows that there are a sufficient number of channels through which an organization can 

benefit from intrapreneruship. The most important of these dimensions is the first: the emergence of a 

new company or branch. However, this is already a result which proves the presence of other 

dimensions in a company, which confirms that intrapreneruship is not only a powerful engine of 

innovations, but also a significant response to threats of an aggressive competition. Such factors as the 

management efficiency, human resource strategies, innovation encouragement tools, the competition 

in the market, economic, political and social environment as well as cultural characteristics, including 

the faire of failure, should be carefully analysed further in the paper. 

METHODOLOGY AND CONCEPTUAL MODEL 

The investigation regarding the impacts of the fair of failure on the dynamics of entrepreneurship in 

CEEC that entered the EU in 2004 is continued by presentation of the Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor methodology. The present article supports important aspects of the research problem already 

tackled in the scientific literature review by the data from GEM 2011-2012. 
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Global Entrepreneurship Monitor survey is the largest study in the world on entrepreneurship 

(covering 90 researchers’ teams from different countries and conducted since 1999). The GEM data is 

gathered annually and is derived from two main sources: GEM Adult Population Survey (APS) and 

GEM National Experts Survey (NES). 

Based on the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor methodology, countries are divided into three groups: 

1) factors-oriented countries; 2) efficiency-driven countries 3) innovation-oriented countries. The study 

of entrepreneurship dynamics focuses on the transformation from one group of countries to another. 

GEM examines such entrepreneurship characteristics as motivation, innovation, competitiveness and 

growth potential.  In the present article analyzed countries are classified according GEM 

methodology, as it is illustrated in Table 2. 

Table 2. Classification of analyzed countries according GEM methodology 2011-2012 

Source: GEM 2011-2012 

Entrepreneurship is seen as a process, covering all the phases of the business cycle: from intending to 

start, to just starting, to running new or established enterprises and even discontinuing business. 

These surveys include the issue of new businesses, businesses ownership question or the motives for 

business terminating.  

Survey Objective - the key purposes of GEM is to provide reliable data on entrepreneurship that will 

be useful in making meaningful comparisons, both internally and among countries with different 

economies over the time.  GEM Adult Population Survey (APS) and GEM National Experts Survey 

(NES) were conducted using Global Entrepreneurship Monitor methodology. Characteristics of GEM 

Surveys in each analyzed country are provided in Appendix B. 

On the national level these two surveys allow monitoring the dynamics of attitude on entrepreneurs 

and entrepreneurship as well as the level of intrapreneurship in each country. This will provide the 

necessary guidelines for different sectors of economy in order to achieve the growth of social and 

economic welfare.  

Country Group of Country, 2011 Group of Country, 2012 

Slovakia Efficiency--driven economies Innovation--driven economies 

Slovenia Innovation--driven economies Innovation--driven economies 

Hungary  Efficiency--driven economies Efficiency--driven economies 

Czech Republic  Innovation--driven economies  

Poland  Efficiency--driven economies Efficiency--driven economies 

Latvia Efficiency--driven economies Efficiency--driven economies 

Lithuania Efficiency--driven economies Efficiency--driven economies 

Estonia  Efficiency--driven economies 
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APS survey was conducted using telephone interviews (CATI) method. The sample of respondents 

was drawn using random representative sample from adult population (18-64 years old). The 

standardized questionnaire developed by the GEM consortium (7 sections of questions about nascent 

entrepreneurs, owners, potential entrepreneurs, terminated business entrepreneurs, informal 

investors, intrapreneurship and innovation). The maximum possible statistical error ± 2,2%.  

GEM NES focuses on the experts’ opinion of financial support, governmental policies and programs, 

education and training, R&D transfer, commercial and professional infrastructure, market openness, 

access to physical infrastructure, culture and social norms, capacity for entrepreneurship, economic 

climate, work force features, political, institutional and social context. The NES sample comprises a 

minimum of 36 respondents, with four experts drawn from each of the entrepreneurial framework 

condition categories. Out of this sample, a minimum of 25% must be entrepreneurs or business 

owners, and 50% must be professionals. Additional aspects such as geographical distribution, gender, 

the public versus private sector, and level of experience are also taken into account in selecting the 

sample random representative sample. Each selected expert was approved by the global GEM team. 

The interviews were conducting using personal face to face interviews or using web interviews 

(CAWI) methods. A standardized questionnaire developed by the GEM consortium was used during 

the interviews.  

In order to obtain more exhaustive information the combination of data from both surveys (APS and 

NES) is used. This method of analysis enables to get insights from population point of view about 

entrepreneurship as well as to get expert attitude toward specific situation in particular country.  

Statistical data analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics software. In assessing the results, it is 

necessary to pay attention to the statistical error. It is due to the fact that the respondents are selected, 

rather than performing a continuous survey. This error is calculated mathematically (calculations are 

attached in Appendix C) 

The raw data was sent directly to the GEM data team for inspection and uniform statistical 

calculations before being made available to the participating economies. All statistical calculation is 

done using SPSS program.  

The conceptual model of present article is created by modifying GEM model to address the 

problematic of the present research. Figure 1 shows, how the GEM data is analyzed in the present 

research by illustrating some details of the processes individuals may go through entrepreneurial 

behavior. The level of fear as well as perceived business opportunities and capabilities will influence 

the option individuals may choose: to develop entrepreneurial activities on their own or within the 

organizations. In addition to the above phases, phases of entrepreneurial activity are identified. 
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Discontinuation of activities in owning and managing business is also important aspects of 

entrepreneurship.  

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model 

Source: own elaboration based on GEM data 

The conceptual model incorporates the three main components that capture the multi-dimensional 

nature of entrepreneurship: entrepreneurial attitudes and perception, entrepreneurial intentions and 

activities, entrepreneurial employee activity. They are included in the model as components that 

produce innovation, economic growth and job creation, without details how they affect and reinforce 

each other. This uncertainty is intended, since it is reflected the view that all elements may affect each 

other rather than being components of a direct process. For example, in many countries, much 

employment creation comes from a small number of ambitious, fast-growing new businesses (Autio, 

2007). Furthermore, potentially ambitious entrepreneurs react differently to different regulatory and 

legal regimes than those who are less ambitious (Levie and Autio, 2011). Moreover, the conceptual 

model illustrates the entrepreneurial employees’ activity as well as their role as potential future 

independent entrepreneurs.  

DISCUSSION 

Driven by the intention to test the conceptual model presented in the previous chapter of the present 

publication, the attitude and perception factors related to the fair of failure are examined while linking 

such aspects as the perceived opportunities, perceived capabilities, the fair of failure as well as 

entrepreneurial intentions. It could be assumed that the fair of failure has a remarkable effect on the 

perception of opportunities and capabilities. A stronger fair of failure leads to a lower number of 

perceived opportunities and/or perceived capabilities and as a result affects entrepreneurial 

intentions. It is interesting to check the dynamics of these factors in the analyzed countries, as they all 

had a relatively similar political, economic and social experience before entering the EU in 2004. The 
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trend from the year 2011 to 2012 is as well of significant importance. Poland, Latvia and Lithuania, the 

countries in geographical proximity, had similar percentages of people who have the fair to start 

business: in 2011 it varies from 40% in Lithuania to 43% in Poland and 41% in Latvia. In 2012 the Baltic 

states Latvia and Lithuania experienced the decrease in the fair of failure (by 4 % in Lithuania and 

Latvia); however, the situation in Poland had not changed. (As it was expected by many economists, 

Estonia, which joined the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor in 2012, had relatively lower rates of fair 

of failure (34%)). 

 

Figure 2. Entrepreneurial attitudes, perception and intentions (% of population aged 18-64) 

Source: GEM data 2011-2012 

The improved indicators of fair of failure were followed by the improvement in percentages of people 

who identify the perceived opportunities and perceived capabilities: in 2011 the perceived 

opportunities in Lithuania and Latvia read 23% and 24% respectively, while the perceived capabilities 

stand at the marks of 35% and 47% respectively. In 2012 the perceived opportunities in Lithuania 

increase to the mark of 30% while the perceived capabilities reach 40%. The changes in Latvia are 

mixed: in 2012 the rate of perceived opportunities improves and reaches 33%, while the rate of 

perceived capabilities is downgraded to the figure of 44% respectively. Although the percentage of 

perceived capabilities in Estonia is in line with its Baltic peers, the indicator of perceived opportunities 

in Estonia is the highest among all the analyzed countries (45%). Poland did not experience the 

improvement in the indicator of fair of failure from 2011 to 2012; however, its perceived capabilities 

increase by 2% (to 54%) in 2012, while the number of people capable to identify the perceived 

opportunities is going sharply down (from 33% to 20%). A minor improvement of entrepreneurial 

intentions in Lithuania and Latvia (by 1% and 3% respectively) could be associated with the decrease 

in the percentage of people with the fair of failure and the improvement of their perceived 

opportunities.  

As for Poland, remarkable negative changes in the perceived opportunities are not accompanied by 

such a sharp drop in entrepreneurial intentions; however, such dynamics is more in line with the 
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change in the dynamics of the fair of failure. Although the Polish situation calls for the necessity to 

ingeniously examine results of the year 2013, as there are too radical changes in the analyzed 

indicators, the 3 countries (Lithuania, Latvia and Poland) have the dynamic of entrepreneurial 

intentions not contradicting to the changes in the fair of failure. Although the data for Estonia is not 

available for the 2011, the similarities between these Baltic States are apparent.  

The situation in other selected countries is not so clear. Perceived opportunities in 2011 in Slovakia 

and Slovenia are similar to the levels of Poland (53% in Slovakia and 51% in Slovenia), although there 

are some remarkable differences with respect to the perceived opportunities (23% in Slovakia and 18% 

in Slovenia). The perceived opportunities reach quite similar figures in 2012 (50% in Slovakia and 51% 

in Slovenia), while in terms of the perceived opportunities countries experience some changes 

(Slovakia experience the decrease by 5%, and Slovenia shows the increase of 2%). An interesting 

dynamics is witnessed regarding the relation between the fair of failure and entrepreneurial 

intentions. During the period of 2011-2012 Slovenia is capable to catch up Slovakia in terms of 

entrepreneurial intentions (this figure improves from 9% to 13%) mainly due to a sharp decrease in 

the fair of failure (from 31% to 27%). Slovakia increases the opposite trend, the fair of failure increases 

from 32% to 38%, while the entrepreneurial intentions fall down to 12%, compared to 18% in 2011.  

The fair of failure in Hungary and Czech Republic in 2011 reads 35%, while the perceived 

opportunities are also very similar read (40% and 39% respectively). The perceived opportunities in 

Czech Republic is more similar to the situation in Slovakia in 2011(reads respectively 24%), the rate of 

perceived opportunities in Hungary is the lowest among the analyzed countries in 2011 and 2012 

(decreases from 14% to 11%). As it could be expected this leads to the decreasing number of 

entrepreneurial intentions from 20% to 13%. To conclude, it is obvious that the situation in the 

analyzed region differs from country to country. Baltic States are more similar to each other, Slovenia 

and Slovakia already belong to the innovation-driven countries, thus, experience similar dynamics of 

the fair of failure and entrepreneurship intentions, Czech Republic is more similar to Hungary, but 

unfortunately the data for 2012 is not available, Hungary is quite specific in its low numbers of 

perceived opportunities. In all these cases the changes of the fair of failure are accompanied by the 

dynamics of entrepreneurship intentions, although countries are quite different within the region.  
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Figure 3. Phases of entrepreneurial activity (% of population aged 18-64) 

Source: GEM data 2011-2012 

To continue it is interesting or examine the role of fair of failure on the dynamics of entrepreneurship 

per phase of entrepreneurial activity. The decreasing rates of fair of failure in Lithuania and Latvia do 

not correspond to higher numbers of Early Stage Entrepreneurs, as in Latvia this figure increases from 

12% to 13%, while in Lithuania it drops from 11% to 7%. Both countries experience the increase in the 

figure of established business ownership (both reaches 8% in 2012), while the decrease of discontinued 

businesses is witnessed only in Lithuania (from 3% to 2%). The decreasing figure of perceived 

opportunities and a static figure of the fair of failure in Poland lead to constant rates of early stage 

entrepreneurship and discontinued business as well as a slight improvement in terms of the 

percentage of established businesses. Estonia doubles Lithuania regarding early stage 

entrepreneurship activity and exceeds the figure of Latvia by 1%; however it has a weaker situation 

regarding the percentage of established businesses (1% less than in Latvia and Lithuania, in 2012) and 

a higher number of discontinued businesses (reads 4% in 2012).  

The rapidly decreasing fair of failure in Slovenia, innovation-driven country, is helping to catch up 

another innovation-driven country Slovakia in all the stages of entrepreneurial activity (the situation 

remains idem only in terms of discontinued businesses. The situation in Czech Republic in 2011 in 

terms entrepreneurship development per stage of phases of activities incorporates patterns of various 

countries of the analysed cluster. There could be similarities with Poland, Baltic countries and 

Hungary found. While witnessing the decrease in the perceived opportunities (from 14% to 11%) 

Hungary improves its position both in early stage entrepreneurship activity and established business 

ownership (by 3% and 6% respectively).  
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Figure 4. Entrepreneurial employee activity (% of population aged 18-64) 

Source: GEM data 2011-2012 

 

Figure 5. Innovative orientation (% of early-stage entrepreneurs) 

Source: GEM data 2011-2012 

Taking into consideration that the data for the innovation orientation of early stage entrepreneurs as 

well as the entrepreneurial employee activity were collected only for the year 2011 it is still helpful to 

illustrate the proximity of the analyzed countries. In 2011, Latvia, Poland, Czech Republic and 

Slovenia had from 31% to 35% early stage entrepreneurs with the innovation orientation, while 

Lithuania, Hungary and Slovakia possessed from 20% to 25% of entrepreneurs with the innovation 

orientation.  
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Figure 6. Job expectations (% of early-stage entrepreneurs) 

Source: GEM data 2011-2012 

The regional convergence is also witnessed in terms of entrepreneurial employee activities. In 2011 

Slovakia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Latvia have relatively similar percentages of 

employees involved in entrepreneurial employee activity during the past three years (from 5% to 

7,8%), while Lithuania and Slovenia were in lead (8,1% and 9,3%, respectively). These countries were 

also leading in terms of percentages of currently employed in entrepreneurial employee activity out of 

all employees (5.6% and 7,4% respectively). Other analyzed countries shown results from 3,6% to 

5,2%. These numbers prove that the 8 analyzed CEEC countries are quite close in their innovation and 

intrapreneurial orientation. Although GEM indicators used for 2011 and 2012 for job expectations are 

slightly different they still show the differences among countries. In 2011 Slovakia (6,1%) takes lead in 

medium or high job expectations, followed by Lithuania (5.6%) and Latvia (5,4%). In 2012 Estonia 

joins the leading group of countries, while Latvia becomes a leader in terms of percentages of 

entrepreneurs who expect to employ 20 or more employees (3.1%).  

Having the GEM data on the analyzed CEEC countries compared and the conceptual model tested 

there should be 3 important conclusions stated: 

 Although these countries are very similar in their entrepreneurial dynamics, there are some peers’ 

subgroups seen in this cluster. Baltics States are more converged, although Estonia emerges as a 

group leader, Slovenia and Slovakia behave like innovation-driven countries and are quite 

different from other countries, the largest country Poland experiences quite specific development 

of entrepreneurship, while Hungary and Czech Republic are exceptional, according to many 

criteria, as it’s illustrated in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Change of entrepreneurial indicators during 2011-2012 

Source: GEM data 2011-2012 

 It is obvious that countries are similar in terms of intrapreneurship and innovation orientation; 

however, the fair of failure is more complex and culture-related factor in order to be converging 

only because of a common economic, social, political and business context of CEEC.  

 Apart from such a contradicting argumentation, the role of fair of failure is clearly witnessed in 

the majority of analyzed countries, which matches the purpose of our article. 
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APPENDIX A: DEVELOPMENT OF DEFINITION OF ‘ENTREPRENEUR’ 

 

Source: developed by authors, based on HISRICH, R. D., PETERS, M.P., Entrepreneurship: Starting 

Developing and Managing a New Enterprise. Irwin, 1994, ISBN: 978-0256141474, p. 54-56. 

Development 
of Definition 
of 
'Entrepreneur' 

Middle ages - actor or a person responsible for a big scale production projects 

XVII - person, trying to profit from fixed cost contract with goverment 

1797 , Beaudeau: Entrepreneur is person who controls risk of planning, support and management 

1876 , Francis Walker classified entrepreneurs into two groups. Entrepreneurs of the first group 
profit from their own capital, while others profit from using others' capital  

1934,  Joseph Schumpeter:  entrepreneur is an inovator 

1964, Peter Drucker : enterpreneur  is a person who maximazes opportunities 

1975, Albert Shapero: entrepreneur is a person who shows an inniative and organizes various socio-
economical mechanisms while taking risk  

1980, Karl Vesper: definition of an entrepreneur varies among the fields of research (political, 
business, psychological views are separated) 

1983, Gifford Pinchot: intrapreneur is an entrepreneurial employee working inside of a company 

1985, Robert Hisrich : (angl. enterpreneurship) is a process resulting in something useful while 
giving all the necessary efforts and taking all the risk.   
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APPENDIX B: CHARACTERISTICS OF GEM SURVEYS  

  

Czech 

Republic 
Hungary Latvia Lithuania Poland Slovakia Slovenia Estonia 

2011 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2011 2012 2012 

APS Details: 

Vendor 
Factum 

Invenio 

Szocio-Gráf 

Piacés 

Közvélemény-

kutató 

Intézet 

SKDS RAIT Ltd 

Millward Brown 

SMG/ 

KRC 

Ipsos 

Tambor 

SR 

GfK 

Slovakia, 

s.r.o. 

RM PLUS Saar Poll 

Sampling 

Method 

Mobile 

Phone 

(Random 

Digit Dial) 

Mobile Phone 

(Random  Dial 

from List) 

Fixed-line Phone 

(Random  Dial 

from List), Mobile 

Phone (Random 

Digit Dial) 

Fixed-line Phone 

(Random  Dial 

from List), 

Mobile Phone 

(Random Digit 

Dial) 

Fixed-line Phone, 

Mobile Phone 

(Random  Dial 

from List) 

Fixed-line Phone, 

Mobile Phone 

(Random Digit Dial) 

Fixed-line 

Phone 

(Random  

Dial from 

List) 

Fixed-

line 

Phone, 

Mobile 

Phone  

Fixed-

line 

Phone, 

Mobile 

Phone  

Sample 

Design 
National National 

Regional, 

urban/rural 
Regional Regional Regional Regional Regional 

Age 

Range 
18-64 18-64 18-64 18-64 18-64 18-64 18-64 18-64 

Sample 

Size 
2005 2002 2000 2000 2003 2000 2003 2000 2009 2010 2004 

NES details: 

Sample 

Size 
48 36 36 36 37 36 36 36 
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APPENDIX C: STATISTICAL ERROR CALCULATIONS  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Example: Suppose that 2,000 respondents answered the question about business owner. Let's say that 

79% of them said that do not have any business. This means that with 95% probability it can be said 

that the real value is in the range of 79% ± 2.5%.  

Sample 

size 

The distribution of responses 

50 45/55 40/60 35/65 
30/ 

70 
25/75 20/80 15/85 10/90 5/95 

10 31 30.8 30.4 29.6 28.4 26.8 24.8 22.1 18.6 13.5 

30 17.9 17.8 17.5 17.1 16.4 15.5 14.3 12.8 10.7 7.8 

50 13.9 13.8 13.6 13.2 12.7 12 11.1 9.9 8.3 6 

75 11.3 11.3 11.1 10.8 10.4 9.8 9.1 8.1 6.8 4.9 

100 9.8 9.8 9.6 9.3 9 8.5 7.8 7 5.9 4.3 

150 8 8 7.8 7.6 7.3 6.9 6.4 5.7 4.8 3.5 

200 6.9 6.9 6.8 6.6 6.4 6 5.5 4.9 4.2 3 

300 5.7 5.6 5.5 5.4 5.2 4.9 4.5 4 3.4 2.5 

400 4.9 4.9 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.2 3.9 3.5 2.9 2.1 

500 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.2 4 3.8 3.5 3.1 2.6 1.9 

600 4 4 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.5 3.2 2.9 2.4 1.7 

700 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.2 3 2.6 2.2 1.6 

800 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.2 3 2.8 2.5 2.1 1.5 

900 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.1 3 2.8 2.6 2.3 2 1.4 

1000 3.1 3.1 3 3 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.2 1.9 1.4 

2000 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 2 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.3 1 
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ABSTRACT  

A destination image is perceived differently depending on whether you have previously 

visited the destination or not. Previous experience influences the image perceived. Non-visitors 

base their perception on information sources consulted. Recently, information from social 

media whose content is user-generated (UGC) has become a new information source. The aim 

of this study is to analyze the weight that different web platforms have as information sources 

and their influence on motivations for visiting a tourist destination and the perceived image; 

and contrast it between visitors and non-visitors. The results are useful to define which 

communication channels are better to invest in and what motivations are better to highlight in 

the communication strategies, depending on whether the Destination Marketing Organizations 

(DMOs) prefer to promote the loyalty of visitors or getting new ones. To carry out this research 

we got 541 surveys from Mallorca, both visitors and non-visitors. We have analyzed the 

information sources, motivations; cognitive, affective and unique image, general image, the 

intention to visit and to recommend. 

Keywords: destination image, image perception, user generated content, web platforms, social media 

INTRODUCTION  

Destination image is composed of cognitive and affective attributes (Beerli and Martin, 2004) and unique 

attributes (Qu, Kim and Im, 2011). Cognitive image is composed of the characteristics of the place. Affective 

image is generated by feelings. Unique image is formed by features that make the place different. Information 

sources and personal factors influence on the formation of cognitive and affective image (Beerli and Martin, 

2004). Cognitive, affective and unique images exert an influence on the perception of the general image, at the 

same time it has an effect on the intention to visit and recommend (Qu et al., 2011). We can differentiate between 

secondary and primary images. The secondary image is formed only by information sources consulted before 


