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A B S T R A C T

We examine the effect of parental entreprenurial role model in nascent entrepreneur's activity by gender
perspective. We distinguish between father and mother entreprenurial role models and investigate how
their influence on students’ decision to become nascent entreprenuer activity is moderated by gender We
employ a logit model on a sample of 15.424 university students from Colombia GUESSS 2018. The findings
show not only that the presence of parental entreprenurial role model impact the decision to become nascent
entrepreneur, but also the effect of this impact is moderated by gender. This effect is significant in the case of
father entrepreneurial role model. We discuss the implications of our findings for research on entrepreneur-
ial families and parental role models.
© 2021 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier España, S.L.U. on behalf of AEDEM. This is an open access article

under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/)
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1. Introduction

Currently, when analyzing the positive effects of entrepreneurial
activity on economic growth and development of the countries, one
of the main reasons for this influence is that entrepreneurship gener-
ates employment (Sedl�a�cek & Sterk, 2017; Mohan, Watson & Strobl,
2018; Bennett, 2019), innovation (Audretsch, Falck & Heblich, 2012;
Maritz & Donovan, 2015; Lafuente & G�omez-Araujo, 2016;
Almod�ovar-Gonz�alez, Fern�andez-Portillo & Díaz-Casero, 2020) and
competitiveness (Acs & Amoros, 2008; Ferreira, Fernandes & Ratten,
2017; Moreno-G�omez & Lafuente, 2019).

That is why countries and economies that want to grow seek to
stimulate entrepreneurial activity. But there is no magic formula for
successfully getting people to be entrepreneurial, the academy plays
a decisive role in the analysis and planning of strategies for this pur-
pose. In general, academic research has indicated that entrepreneur-
ial activity is generated by three main factors: the individual
(physiological and psychological traits, upbringing, education,
�omez), araujoe@uninorte.edu.
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attitudes, and skills, etc.), the environment (social, cultural, economic,
and political factors), and the interaction between them. Precisely,
there are multiple theories that help explain this interaction, theories
such as the so-called push and pull factors (Amit & Muller, 1995;
McClelland, Swail, Bell & Ibbotson, 2005; Segal, Borgia & Schoenfeld,
2005; Schjoedt & Shaver, 2007), formal and informal factors of insti-
tutional economic theory (North, 1990; Bruton, Ahlstrom & Li, 2010;
Urbano & Alvarez, 2014), the theory of planned behavior
(Ajzen, 1991; Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sieger, Fueglistaller,Zell-
weger & Braun, 2019), among many others.

Global entrepreneurship research groups have proposed that
traits such as role models, risk aversion, social fear failure, and self-
confidence, among others, are fundamental variables that allow the
analysis of entrepreneurial activity precisely by integrating both the
individual and the environmental factors (Sieger et al., 2019;
Bosma et al., 2020). In this sense, a variable such as a role model
stands out among other variables because it can be analyzed at both
levels, in the individual and his or her social environment (Gnyawali
& Fogel, 1994; Nowi�nski & Haddoud, 2019). The importance of role
models in the entrepreneurial process has been highlighted in recent
years by important academic, economic, and political world organiza-
tions such as Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Students' Sur-
vey (GUESSS) (Sieger et al., 2019), Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
his is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
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(GEM) (Bosma et al., 2020), the Organization for Economic Co-opera-
tion and Development (OECD, 2014) and the World Economic Forum
(WEF, 2013), among many others.

This variable, the role model, applied to the field of entrepreneur-
ship, is understood as the capacity of an individual to identify with
and learn from the actions and behaviors of entrepreneurs with
whom he/she relates, and this influences his/her entrepreneurial
activity. Something very interesting when analyzing role model is
that research has shown that its impact on the desire to be an entre-
preneur is conditioned by other factors such as age (Geldhof et al.,
2014; G�omez-Araujo & Bayon, 2017), gender (Bruni, Edelman, Mano-
lova & Welter, 2014; Carter, Gartner, Shaver & Gatewood, 2003;
Wyrwich, Stuetzer & Sternberg, 2016; Moreno-G�omez, G�omez-
Araujo & Castillo-De Andreis, 2019), or kinship (Criaco, Sieger, Wenn-
berg, Chirico & Minola, 2017), etc.

Precisely concerning kinship, in recent years some authors have
highlighted the importance of the parental model in the decision of
children to become entrepreneurs, especially this impact tends to be
stronger in men than in women (Criaco et al., 2017; Moreno-
G�omez et al., 2019; Nowi�nski & Haddoud, 2019). However, most of
these studies have been carried out in developed countries and in
regions such as Latin America, there is a lack of studies to corroborate
these results (Urbano & Alvarez, 2014). Even countries in this region
such as Colombia is an interesting case to carry out this type of
research because historically it has a high rate of entrepreneurial
activity and the gap between men and women entrepreneurs is
increasingly decreasing (Varela Villegas et al., 2020). For the above,
this study aims to examine the effect of parental entrepreneurial role
models in nascent entrepreneurs' activity from a gender perspective.

Our study makes multiple contributions to the literature on entre-
preneurship. First, this study contributes to the debate on under what
conditions parental entrepreneurial role models impact an individu-
al's propensity to become an entrepreneur and we generate evidence
of this from a developing country. Second, we corroborate in the case
of Colombia that the impact of parental entrepreneurial role models
on the decision of children to become entrepreneurs differs by gen-
der. Third, we differentiate between the entrepreneurial role models
of the father and the mother and evaluate which of them has a
greater influence on their children's decision to become entrepre-
neurs. And fourth, the results of this study could contribute to educa-
tors and policymakers to generate better strategies to promote
entrepreneurship.

This article is organized as follows. The second section contains
the literature review and hypotheses. The third section describes the
data and methods used for the variables proposed for subsequent
analysis. The fourth section continues with a presentation of the
results of the empirical analysis. Finally, the fifth section presents the
discussion and conclusions.
2. Literature review and hypotheses development

2.1. Gender and nascent entrepreneur

The academy considers gender as a social construct (Scott, 1986).
In this social construction, women and men have historically played
different roles. These roles applied to the economy led to men having
a more predominant role than women; although these roles are grad-
ually becoming more balanced in some nations, especially in devel-
oped countries, in developing countries the change is more delayed
(Elam et al., 2019). Women historically have been ignored from job
activity. They have been relegated not only because of the type of
work they could do but moreover from the job that they could be in
charge and the salaries they could obtain; all of which are generally
lower than men's (Crofts & Coffey, 2017; Moreno-G�omez, Lafuente, &
Vaillant, 2018; Moreno-G�omez & Calleja-Blanco, 2018).
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Concerning entrepreneurship, scholars worldwide have shown
that women present less entrepreneurial intention and activity than
men (Elam & Terjesen, 2010; Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2011;
Klyver, Nielsen, & Evald, 2013; Bruni et al., 2014; Goltz, Buche, &
Pathak, 2015; Henry, Foss, & Ahl, 2016; Moreno-G�omez et al., 2019)
and the number of women entrepreneurs is significantly lower than
that of men (Minniti, 2010). Some researchers have tried to explain
this phenomenon considering the individual, the environment, and
the interaction between them. With respect to the individual's per-
spective, some studies mention that perceptual variables such as
opportunity recognition (Terjesen & Amor�os, 2010), self-confidence,
fear of failure (Koellinger, Minniti & Schade, 2013), role model (Mor-
eno-G�omez et al., 2019), self-efficacy, internal locus of control are
important drivers on the entrepreneurial propensity; nevertheless,
these variables do not impact equally on the two sexes
(Hughes, Jennings, Brush, Carter & Welter, 2012;
Murzacheva, Sahasranamam & Levie, 2020). And this is due in part to
the role of women as a social construction has confined women to
domestic and family tasks, creating a strong social and cultural bar-
rier that prevents society from conceiving women as capable of creat-
ing and managing their businesses, which has negatively impacted
women’s self-confidence, beliefs and intention to dedicate them-
selves to the entrepreneurial activity (Langowitz & Minniti, 2007;
Klyver et al., 2013; Molino, Dolce, Cortese & Ghislieri, 2018;
Panda, 2018; Cho, 2019).

On the other hand, about the environmental perspective, there
are two strong barriers for women to be involved in entrepreneurial
activity in an economy; the first barrier is the social discriminations
when faced with work or business activity (Estrin &Mickiewicz, 2011;
Liguori et al., 2018; Moreno-G�omez & Calleja-Blanco, 2018), and
Brush et al., (2019) even reveals that, within certain entrepreneurial
ecosystems, women are at a disadvantage relative to men in the sup-
port they receive for start-ups.; and the second barrier is the lack of
regulations and low political participation that benefit the female
gender in the labor market or the business creation (Klyver et al.,
2013; Goltz et al., 2015 Women, U. N.,2019; Foss et al., 2019). Also, in
some cases policymakers pursuit to stimulate entrepreneurship
sometimes focus their attention on women. However, these initia-
tives for women entrepreneurs necessarily do not contribute to social
changes and gender equality (Pettersson, Ahl, Berglund & Tillmar,
2017).

Prior research indicates a men entrepreneurs have the advantage
compared with women, emphasizing gender differences in entrepre-
neurial activity worldwide (Hughes et al., 2012; Murzacheva et al.,
2020). The women preferences decreasing nascent entrepreneur
rates (Alsos & Ljunggren, 1998; Marlow et al., 2012; Carter et al.,
2015), because they prefer part-time self-employment, flexible work-
ing hours, and take care of the family (children education and home
task). Also, Jayawarna et al. (2015) considered that these preferences
limit the accrual on entrepreneurial competence compare with men,
like managerial skills (Koellinger et al., 2013; Zolin et al., 2013;
Foss et al., 2019), finance (Roper & Scott, 2009; Freel, Carter, Tagg &
Mason, 2012; Cho, 2019). Furthemore, Zisser, Johnson, Freeman and
Staudenmaier (2019) found that men nascent entrepreneurs have
less levels of cooperation and openness than women nascent entre-
preneurs.

Finally, from a human capital perspective, the nascent entrepre-
neurial activity could be affecting by opportunity recognition and
entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Marvel, Davis & Sproul, 2016). Women
are at disadvantage to their men peer in terms of both society and
family reasons (Saridakis et al., 2014; Hughes & Jennings, 2020). Also,
gender disparities in human capital may generate downside in the
development entrepreneurial skills. Therefore, we expected taking
into account contextual factors that there are differences in nascent
entrepreneur activity between men and women in specific human
capital or in general (Swail & Marlow, 2018). Given the above-related
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literature and the arguments explained, we propose our first hypoth-
eses:

H1. Entrepreneurial activity is greater among men than women

2.2. Parental entrepreneurial role model and nascent entrepreneur

Role models is one of the determinant drivers of an entrepreneur-
ial career (Gnyawali & Fogel, 1994; Krueger & Brazeal, 1994;
Bosma, Hessels, Schutjens, Van Praag, & Verheul, 2012;
Wyrwich et al., 2016; G�omez-Araujo & Bayon, 2017). According to
Shapiro et al. (1978). Role models refer to individuals whose actions,
behavior, personality, and attributes are follow by others.

A nascent entrepreneur can be motivated when individuals cogni-
tively process their learning, beliefs, and experiences to achieve a
positive assessment of self-competence and desire for a self-employ-
ment career (Shapero, 1972). Shapero and Sokol, (1982) found that
parents and family are one of the principal influencer to be a nascente
entrepreneur.

Criaco et al. (2017) found that family represents an important part
of the development and behavior in the entrepreneurial career choice
and parents are the family members that are most probably influen-
ces in their decision to be self-employment. In the same line,
Chlosta et al. (2012) showed that growing up in an entrepreneurial
family provides the possibility to understand and learn from the self-
employed parent serving as a role model and acquiring a practical
preview experience of self-employment. Therefore, our second
hypothesis is as follows:

H2. Having a parental role model increases nascent entrepreneur
activity.

On the other hand, prior research shows that gender is an impor-
tant factor that impacts role models differentially between men and
women. Nascent entrepreneurs are considered generally as men's
career options (Yang & del Carmen Triana, 2019). The lack of incen-
tive or motivators decreases the probability that women iniciate a
nascent entrepeneur career (Barnir et al., 2011). Parents' entrepre-
neurial role model impacts less on women to be a nascent entrepre-
neur than men (Gupta, Turban, Wasti, & Sikdar, 2009;
Barnir, Watson, & Hutchins, 2011; Westhead & Solesvik, 2016).
Therefore, the third first hypothesis is as follows:

H3. The positive relationship between the parental role model and
nascent entrepreneur activity is moderated by gender

3. Method

3.1. Data and Sample

We used data from Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit
Students Survey (GUESSS) Colombia 2018 (Martins et al., 2019).
GUESSS1 is a global survey that investigates entrepreneurial
intentions and activities of University students. The survey exam-
ines students’ the entrepreneurial motivation, attitudes, career
intentions, family background, and student businesses as well as
their future entrepreneurial visions. The data was collected
through an online questionnaire applied to university students. In
total 15.575 students from 33 Higher Education Institutions of
the main Colombian cities took part in the GUESSS 2018. 85.5% of
the participants were enrolled in a bachelor program and 14.5%
were studying at the postgraduate level (master or Ph.D. pro-
gram). The final sample was 15.424 students, after excluding
1 GUESSS lead by the Swiss Research Institute of Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship of St. Gallen University (KMU-HSG) since 2003 and since 2016 together with the
University of Bern. For more information see www.guesssurvey.org. Recently GUESSS
data has been used in research articles (e.g., Zellweger et al., 2011; Laspita et al., 2012;
Criaco et al., 2017).
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observations with missing values for the dependent and indepen-
dent variables for quantitative data analysis.
3.2. Variables

Dependent Variable: To identify nascent entrepreneurs (NE), stu-
dents were asked the following question asked if they have already
created their firm? to identify whether the students are nascent
entrepreneurs (Mohan et al., 2018; Laspita, Breugst, Heblich, & Pat-
zelt, 2012). To measure this variable, we coded as one (1) if students
indicated that they have already created their firm, and zero (0) oth-
erwise.

Independent variables: Our independent variables included in our
analysis are gender and parental role model. Gender is a binary variable
that it is coded one (1) for women and zero (0) for men. We measure
parental entrepreneurial role models through the answer of the follow-
ing of their family background (Are your parents self-employed?).
This binary variable is subdivided. First, parental role model takes the
value of one (1) for those students that the father or mother, or both
are entrepreneurial and zero (0) otherwise. Second, we differentiate
between father and mother entrepreneurial role model and, those
students confronted with father role model was coded with one (1)
and zero (0) otherwise (Chlosta et al., 2012; Criaco et al., 2017; Mor-
eno-G�omez et al., 2019).

Control variables: we controlled for students’ age (G�omez Araujo
et al., 2017; Minola, Criaco & Obschonka, 2016, Moreno-G�omez et al.,
2019) and field of study (Criaco et al., 2017; Moreno-G�omez et al.,
2019). Age is a continuous variable that represents the age of the stu-
dents and field of study with 12 dummy variables for the following
fields: Arts / Humanities, Business / Management, Computer sciences
/ IT, Economics, Engineering (incl. architecture), Human medicine/
health sciences, Law, Mathematics, Natural sciences, Science of art,
Social sciences.
4. Results

4.1. Descriptive results

The summary statistics of the independent and dependent var-
iables are presented in Table 1, for the analysis of the 15.424
active university students from 2019. Results in Table 1 for the
full sample indicate that most of the students are enrolled in
Business / Management (35.3%) and Engineering (31.7%), pro-
grams and they are on average 24.1 years old. Moreover, findings
show 15% of the sample manifest they have already created their
firm (nascent entrepreneur). Observe that the rate of nascent
entrepreneurs between men (15.6%) is significantly higher than
that reported for women (14.4%). This results are in line with pre-
vios studies (Contín�Pilart & Larraza�Kintana, 2015;
Mohan et al., 2018).

Also, Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics regarding the
variables linked to parental entrepreneurial role models. The
results indicate that 57.1% of the student have a parental entre-
preneur role model (both of them or father/mother indepen-
dently). The rate of father and mother entrepreneurial role model
is 21.5% and 12.3% respectively. Moreover, the results in Table 1
reveal that the rate of paternal entrepreneurial role models
among men (22.3%) is significantly higher (at 1% level) than that
found among women (20.7%). In the case of the mother entrepre-
neurial role models variable, the results are in opposite hold com-
pare with father entrepreneurial role model. The evidence
indicates that 13% of men have a mother entrepreneurial role
model and this rate is higher than the value reported by women
(11.5%), however, this relation is non- significantly. These results
are in line with those found by Chlosta et al. (2012) in eight

http://www.guesssurvey.org


Table 1
Descriptive statistics for the study variables.

Full sample Sub-sample of women Sub-sample of men

N 15.424 8.075 7.349
Dependent variable Mean Sd Mean Sd Mean Sd t

Nascent entrepreneur 0.150 0.357 0.144 0.352 0.156 0.363 1.9883**
Independet variables
Gender 0.524 0.499
Parental entrepreneurial role model 0.571 0.495 0.560 0.496 0.582 0.493 2.7072***
Father entrepreneurial role model 0.215 0.411 0.207 0.405 0.223 0.416 2.4540***
Mother entrepreneurial role model 0.123 0.328 0.130 0.336 0.115 0.319 -2.8778
Control variables
Age 24.10 5.644 23.88 5.431 24.34 5.859 5.0639***
Type of study
Arts / Humanities 0.031 0.174 0.039 0.194 0.022 0.148 -5.9592
Business / Management 0.353 0.478 0.395 0.478 0.307 0.461 -11.4643
Computer sciences / IT 0.032 0.176 0.012 0.107 0.055 0.228 15.3461***
Economics 0.038 0.191 0.041 0.197 0.035 0.184 -1.8342
Engineering and architecture) 0.317 0.465 0.220 0.415 0.420 0.494 27.3129***
Health sciences 0.068 0.253 0.095 0.293 0.039 0.194 -13.7535
Law 0.020 0.143 0.022 0.147 0.019 0.138 -1.1752
Mathematics 0.005 0.074 0.054 0.074 0.054 0.074 -0.0051
Natural sciences 0.024 0.154 0.027 0.162 0.022 0.146 -2.0493
Science of art 0.007 0.086 0.008 0.087 0.007 0.085 -0.2479
Social sciences 0.055 0.229 0.080 0.272 0.028 0.165 -14.3525

*** Significant at the 0.01 level.
** Significant at the 0.05 level.
* Significant at the 0.10 level.
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German universities and contrary to those found by Moreno-
G�omez et al. (2019) in the Colombia study.

It should be kept in mind that the gender distribution of the
sample might be conditional on families' support to attend uni-
versity. Although we lack specific information to identify this
potential bias, notice that in the study sample the gender distri-
bution is relatively even (women: 52.4% and men: 47.6%) which
suggests that the potential bias linked to different families' sup-
port attitudes does not raise any methodological concern in our
analysis.
4.2. Multivariate Results

To test the proposed hypotheses that focus on the importance of
gender and parental self-employed role-models in explaining
nascent entrepreneurs of university students, we employ a binary
choice model (logit) considering the characteristics of the dependent
variable used in this research. The full model used in this study has
the following form:

NEi ¼ b0 þ b1genderi þ b2parentalentrepreneurialrolemodeli

þ b3controlvariablesi þ eit ð1Þ

In Eq. (1), nascent entrepreneur (NE) is the dependent variable, bj

is the vector of coefficients estimated for the independent variables
(j), and eit is the logistically distributed error term computed for each
observation in the sample (i). Control variables refer to student's age
and field of studies. The findings for the empirical application are pre-
sented in Table 2.

In Table 2, model 1 present the results for the baseline model that
considers the influence of gender and parental entrepreneurial role
model on a nascent entrepreneur. Model 2 reports the result for the
baseline model and introduces an interaction term among gender
and parental entrepreneurial role model. Finally, model 3 presents
the results for the full model that considers the joint impact of gender
and the father and mother parental entrepreneurial role model.

The average VIF values for the logit model are reported in Table 2.
We computed the average variance inflation factor (VIF) for all
4

variables to address the threat of collinearity. In all model specifica-
tions, VIF values do not exceed 10, a generally accepted rule of thumb
for assessing collinearity (Greene, 2003). The results of this diagnostic
test do not raise collinearity concerns.

To test the hypothesis 1 and 2, Model 1 and 2 are used. Results
reveal that the gender variable (model 1and 2: b1=-0.0196, p <0.01;
b1=-0.0128, p >0.10) have a negative and statistically significant
influence on nascent entrepreneur, but only for model 1. Parental
entrepreneurial role model variable (model 1: b2=-0.0329, p <0.01;
model 2: b2=-0.026, p <0.01) have a negative and statistically mean-
ingful impact on nascent entrepreneur. To interpret the results cor-
rectly, we look at the marginal effects. The results show that among
the sampled students, women are 1.96 and 1.28 percentage points
less likely to be an entrepreneurial activity, compared to the proba-
bility of men (Model 1 and 2 in Table 2). Moreover, observe in model
2 we find have no impact on the nascent entrepreneur taking into
account the interaction term between gender and parental entrepre-
neurial role model is not meaningful. For the control variables, the
age and field of studies increase and decrease respectively, the proba-
bility of being a nascent entrepreneur.

The evidence suggests that the probability of the women to be
nascent entrepreneur decreases by less of 1.96 percentage point, the
odds of being an entrepreneur. Therefore, hypothesis 1, proposes
that nascent entrepreneur activity is greater among men than
women is supported. Likewise, our findings suggest that the proba-
bility of nascent entrepreneur decreases by 3.29 percentage points if
the individual has a parental entrepreneurial role model, compared
to the probability of individuals without a parental role model. Thus,
hypothesis 2 stated that having a parental role model increases
nascent entrepreneur among university students is not support.
Overall, these results are against prior studies analyzing
(Chlosta et al., 2012; Criaco et al., 2017; Moreno-G�omez et al., 2019).

The findings in model 3 show that gender (b1=-0.101, p >0.10) has
a negative and non-significant influence on nascent entrepreneur.
Father entrepreneurial role model (b2=0.0213, p <0.01) and mother
entrepreneurial role model (b3=0.088, p >0.10) have a negative effect
on a nascent entrepreneur. However, only the father's entrepreneur-
ial role model is statistically significant. Moreover, the interaction has
effect nascent entrepreneurs. For the control variables in model 3,



Table 2
Logit regression results: Gender, parental role models and nascent entrepreneur.

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Gender -0.0196***
(0.001)

-0.0128
(0.129)

-0.0101
(0.147)

Parental entrepreneurial
role model

-0.0329***
(0.000)

-0.026***
(0.001)

Father entrepreneurial
role model

-0.0213**
(0.038)

Mother entrepreneurial role
model

-0.0188
(0.161)

Interactions
Parental entrepreneurial role
model* Gender

-0.0126
(0.265)

Father entrepreneurial
role model* Gender

-0.0299**
(0.044)

Mother entrepreneurial role
model*Gender

-0.0238
(0.129)

Control variables
Age 0.0221**

(0.015)
0.0221**
(0.015)

0.0243***
(0.007)

Arts / Humanities -0.0669***
(0.001)

-0.0671***
(0.001)

-0.0658***
(0.002)

Business / Management -0.0439***
(0.000)

-0.0440***
(0.000)

0.0439***
(0.000)

Computer sciences / IT -0.0731****
(0.000)

-0.0731***
(0.000)

-0.0715***
(0.001)

Economics -0.0494***
(0.009)

-0.0493***
(0.009)

-0.0484***
(0.010)

Engineering and architecture) -0.639***
(0.000)

0.0639***
(0.000)

-0.0631***
(0.000)

Health sciences -0.0204
(0.187)

-0.0204
(0.189)

-0.0197
(0.204)

Law 0.0129
(0.530)

0.1330
(0.518)

0.0134
(0.515)

Mathematics 0.0042
(0.907)

0.0042
(0.909)

0.0011
(0.976)

Natural sciences -0.0160
(0.437)

-0.0162
(0.432)

-0.0142
(0.482)

Science of art -0.0956**
(0.017)

-0.0954**
(0.017)

-0.0962**
(0.016)

Social sciences -0.0280*
(0.090)

-0.0279*
(0.091)

-0.0274*
(0.097)

Intercept -1.710***
(0.000)

-1.7414***
(0.000)

-1.8649***
(0.000)

VIF 1.03 1.50 1.55
Wald Test (Chi2) 103.09*** 103.93*** 106.55***

Log Likelihood -6479.1958 -6478.527 -6476.8186
Observations 15.424 15.424 15.424

*** Significant at the 0.01 level,
** Significant at the 0.05 level,
* Significant at the 0.10 level.

Notes: Logit regression is the econometric technique used when the dependent var-
iable is the entrepreneurial intentions. Robust standard errors are presented in
brackets.
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the age increases the probability of nascent entrepreneur, whereas
field study decreases it, except for the student of Business / Manage-
ment.

Finally, hypothesis 3 states that the positive relationship between
the parental role model and nascent entrepreneur is moderated by
gender is supported. Our results reveal that the probability of
entrepreneurial activity decreases by 2.13 and 1.88 percentage points
if the individual has a father and mother entrepreneurial role model
respectively, compared to the probability of individuals without a
parental entrepreneurial role model. We find a meaningful interac-
tion between the presence of paternal role models and gender, but
only with the father entrepreneurial role model.

In order to better understand these interactions, Fig. 1 displays the
parental role model nascent entrepreneur relationship moderated by
gender (model 2). This Figure shows that the relationship between
parental role models-nascent entrepreneur is negative for all values
5

of the moderating variable. The results suggest that the effect of
paternal role model tends to be higher in men than women. Fig. 2
presents the parental role model- nascent entrepreneur distinguish
between father and mother entrepreneurial role model relationship
moderated by gender (model 3). The figure reveals that the relation-
ship between father and mother entrepreneurial role model- nascent
entrepreneur is negative for all values of the moderating variable.
However, the results are shown in Figs. 1 and 2 allow us to confirm
that the effect of interaction between the parental entrepreneurial
role model- nascent entrepreneur and father entrepreneurial role
model − nascent entrepreneur is statistically significant in the sam-
ple analyzed, but in the case of mother entrepreneurial role model-
nascent entrepreneur is not statistically meaningful. For the above,
we can affirm that the parental entrepreneurial role model affects
the individual of the sample differently, dependently the gender of
the entrepreneurial role model, be this father or mother. In our study,
the father entrepreneurial role model hurts nascent entrepreneurs.

5. Discussion and conclusions

This paper aims to analyze the impact of parental entrepreneurial
role models in gender nascent entrepreneurs in university Colom-
bian. We use a logit model on a sample of 13.200 university students
from Colombia GUESSS 2018-2019. Overall, our findings are consis-
tent with previous studies that underline the differences between
men and women in entrepreneurial activity (Henry, Foss, & Ahl,
2016; Moreno-G�omez et al., 2019). Furthermore, parental entrepre-
neurial role model influences their children the decision to become a
nascent entrepreneur (Criaco et al., 2017; Holienka et al., 2017; Mor-
eno et al., 2019).

The empirical evidence is conclusive about the differences in the
entrepreneurial activity between men and women (Minniti, 2010).
According to the literature, one of the reasons is associated with the
disparities of opportunity women in the society compared with men.
Women have been discriminated against and hampered their partici-
pation in the economy. Thus, gender social construction has gener-
ated to the women a negative and less favorable perception for
entrepreneurship (Langowitz & Minniti, 2007; Elam & Terje-
sen, 2010).

In Colombia, the women's role does not differ from the conception
that has been by society worldwide. The perception of Colombia
women related with business opportunities is fewer than men
(Henríquez Daza et al., 2010; Terjesen & Amor�os, 2010; Soria et al.,
2016) Moreover, the participation in labor and business activities is
limited, because of the historical social discrimination that women
have received (Posada & Rubio, 2015). On the other hand, our find-
ings indicate that the parental entrepreneurial role model affects
nascent entrepreneurs. This result is against prior research, which
reports that the parental entrepreneurial role models promote and
influence the perception of the individuals positively enhancing their
attitudes, to contribute to children decision to initiate an entrepre-
neurial career (Chlosta et al., 2012; Criaco et al., 2017).

Moreover, the evidence shows that having a father or mother
entrepreneur is a negative influence on the intention to be a nascent
entrepreneur. However, only the father's entrepreneurial role model
impacts the decision to be an entrepreneur. One reason for these
results is that the parental entrepreneurial role model effect may
vary across cultures and societies (Hofstede, 1980). Also,
Criaco et al. (2017) found that the effect of paternal entrepreneurial
role model is conditioned to individuals openness, while the influ-
ence of mother entrepreneurial role model does not. Finally
Russel et al. (2003), found that father and son influences appear
stronger compare with relation for mother and daughters supported
in the social learning theory and entrepreneurial activity.

The results of this study have strong practical implications.
First, we contribute to the literature on the field of



Fig. 2. Interactions (model 3) between father and mother entreprenurial role model- gender.Source: Authors’ elaboration based on the study data.

Fig. 1. Interactions (model 2) between parental entreprenurial role model- gender.Source: Authors’ elaboration based on the study data.
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entrepreneurship making emphasis on gender perspective and
also complement existing literature on parental entrepreneurial
role models and their influences on nascent entrepreneurs. Sec-
ond, this study provides scientific knowledge and evidence from
Latin American to contribute a better comprehension of the effect
by gender of parental entrepreneurial role model in the nascent
entrepreneur among university students. Third, we provide rele-
vant information to universities president and policymakers that
permit design strategies to promote entrepreneurial activity.
These strategies must be the focus in the university context and
parents' role to empower women and enhance their skills, their
confidence, their motivation, their entrepreneurial competencies,
and the environment-related with an entrepreneurial career.
There are some limitations related to the study. First, data limita-
tion for a single period. It is recommended for future research
should lead to longitudinal research. Also, data limitations do not
permit analysis in which way parental entrepreneurial role mod-
els contribute to increasing entrepreneurial activity. Second, we
do not consider the impact of the certain features of the father or
mother entrepreneurial role model, for instance, age, education,
6

culture, experience to evaluate the link with the nascent entre-
preneur. Third, our study must be replicated in another context
different from Colombia to establish whether our results are simi-
lar to other developing countries.
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