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In this paper we present a theoretical model of entrepreneurial potential. First, we highlight the relevance of individual factors on the
entrepreneurship process as they are possible to control and monitor by the entrepreneur. Next, we revise the literature on the main
characteristics of entrepreneurs, which are on the basis of the entrepreneurial potential model. Based on the literature, we then suggest

that entrepreneurial potential includes four main dimensions

entrepreneurial motivations, psychological competencies, social

competencies, and management competencies. These major competences, in turn, are constituted by eleven specific competences: desire
for independence, economic motivation, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, vision, resource mobilization capacity, leadership capacity,
innovation capacity, emotional intelligence, resilience, communication and persuasion capacity, and network development capacity.
Finally, we discuss the importance of assessing entrepreneurial potential at universities and entrepreneurship centres.

Entrepreneurship as a process: the
importance of an individual based
perspective

Entrepreneurship has been described as a process
including six main stages: 1) recognition of an
opportunity; 2) decision to launch a venture; 3)
assembling the resources; 4) actual launch of new
venture; 5) building a successful business; and 6)
harvesting the rewards (Timmons, & Spinelli, 2007,
Baron and Shane, 2008, Burns, 2011). Across
entrepreneurship stages, variables from different
levels have important impacts upon the successful
process development.

Variables from a more distal level include
government policies, economic conditions, and
technology. The distal factors are unpredictable, they
are not controlled, nor can be changed by any
individual, but their perception influence the
interest in starting a business (Begley, Tan, &
Schoch, 2006; Begley, & Tan, 2001). Generally,
economic, technological, financial, industrial and
cultural changes influence entrepreneurship
activity (e.g., Bosma, Wennekers, & Amoroés, 2011),
and they are especially determinant for policy
makers and institutions. (Acs, Desai & Hessels,
2008; Lundstrom & Stevenson, 2005). Distal factors
have a direct impact on individuals, organizations
and new ventures life, but they are not under the
control of an entrepreneur.
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The intermediate level variables refer to factors that
include the social environmental conditions that
involve the entrepreneur and the new venture.
More specifically, it refers to competitors, social ties
(e.g., Klyver, Hindle & Meyer, 2008),
entrepreneurial team, cultural context, effectiveness
in interactions with venture capitalists, customers,
or potential employees. The intermediate factors
have a direct impact on the entrepreneurship
process, but entrepreneurs are not able to control all
the strengths and weaknesses that emerge from
these. Although, entrepreneurs have greater
monitoring ability on the mezzo factors when
compared to the distal factors, they are still
significantly uncontrollable by the individual.

The proximal factors refer to the individual skills and
abilities, motives, capacities, knowledge and
experience. These factors refer to all the individual
dimensions that impact over the entrepreneurship
process. Literature has shown that entrepreneurs
are distinct from managers on critical skills and
abilities such as risk taking (Miner & Raju, 2004),
and self-efficacy (e.g., Chen, Greene, & Crick, 1998),
among others. Thus, to be an entrepreneur,
individuals must possess specific skills, abilities and
knowledge. The motives that drive entrepreneurs,
day after day through the entrepreneurial stages,
are also determinant to the flow of the
entrepreneurship process (Shane, Locke & Collins,
2003). Only a high motivational pattern can make
the entrepreneur move forward on the hardest
moments, and not to bounce back when facing
disappointments and negative events. Similarly, the
entrepreneurs' capacities and knowledge on the
business area are critical to the success of the
entrepreneurial process (Shane, 2000). Every
entrepreneur has to possess deep and prior
knowledge on the business area (Eckhardt & Shane,
2003). In addition, experience on similar business is
also important to successfully achieve the launch of



a new venture (Morris, Kuratko, Schindehutte, &
Spivack, 2012). The decision making process and
strategies are also determining for the
entrepreneurship process and new venture
development. Decision makers are usually required
to make fast decisions with limited information
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Ocasio, 1997). Entrepreneurs are
increasingly required to decide in uncertain
environments, with fuzzy clues and unstable
information (Baum and Wally, 2003). Despite
cognitive limitations common to all human beings,
all decision makers seek to influence outcomes
(Nortonand Moore 2002).

Thus, the individual factors have a direct impact on
the entrepreneurship process and they share a
common characteristic: they are all controllable and
possible to monitor by the entrepreneur. The
entrepreneur can train him or herself on the specific
skills and abilities; the motives and drives that move
the entrepreneur are only dependent on his or her
will; the entrepreneur can gain and assimilate the
required knowledge and experience on the business
venture area. Therefore, the proximal factors are
possible to control and monitor, as they only depend
on the entrepreneur him or herself. Figure 1
describes the entrepreneurship process stages and
the three levels of influencing variables: distal,
intermediate and proximal factors.

Following the previous arguments, the
entrepreneurship process can only be totally
monitored by the proximal factors, i.e., by the
individual. Based on this reasoning, it is important
to increase the focus on the individual side of the

entrepreneurship. To promote research on the
individual level of entrepreneurship can help to
develop evidence-based practices for
entrepreneurship (e.g., education, strategies,
platforms and policies) focused on the human
development. Following this relevance on the
individual, there is an increasing research work on
entrepreneurship focusing on individual
perspectives, adapting several theoretical
frameworks, such as psychology (e.g., Baum, Frese,
& Baron, 2007; Rauch & Frese, 2012) and cognitive
science (e.g., Baron, 2004; Baron & Ward, 2004;
Santos, Curral & Caetano, 2010). Despite the
relevance on the individual factors, it is important to
highlight that the entrepreneurship process stages
are interactive and the three-level factors are critical
and have different and systematic impacts over the
process, time and cultures (Audretsch, Thurik,
Verheul & Wennekers, 2002).

This perspective is then focused on the internal
environment of the organism, on the cognitions,
actions, decisions, aspirations and emotions of the
entrepreneur (Venkataraman, Sarasvathy, Dew and
Forster, 2012). We support the choice of this
perspective based on the evidence that
entrepreneurship is a human based practice and
intrinsically dependent on the individuals decisions
and actions. Radically, there is no entrepreneurship
without the individual.

Despite the relevance of both the individual and the
organizational constructs, this paper focuses
exclusively on the individual level. Our focus on the
individual level is strengthened by the importance

Figure 1. Entrepreneurship process stages and the three levels of influencing variables
(based on Baron & Shane, 2008).
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individual characteristics have on the
entrepreneurial process (e.g., Baum, Locke and
Smith, 2001, Baum and Locke, 2004; Baron and
Shane, 2008). We assume that entrepreneurship is
not solely the result of an individual's actions and
characteristics, as external factors also play a
relevant role (e.g., the economic, technological,
political and regulatory context). However, as the
environmental factors are mostly unpredictable, we
argue that an individual's psychosocial
characteristics play a critical role in the
development of the entrepreneurial process.

Thus, this paper aims to make a contribution to the
development of the theoretical entrepreneurship
field by presenting a model for entrepreneurial
potential, i.e. summative result for the most relevant
individual characteristics for entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurial Definition

and properties

potential:

In several decades of research around the question
“Who is an entrepreneur?” (Carland, Hoy, and
Carland, 1988; Gartner, 1989), empirical evidence is
diffuse and disconnected in the literature, which
makes it complex to develop a broad theoretical
framework. In other words, despite the great
amount on research based on the individual
characteristics of entrepreneurs, including traits,
competencies, attitudes, motives and skills (e.g.,
Woo, Cooper & Dunkelberg, 1991), it is still absent
an integrative framework of the most distinctive
psychosocial characteristics of entrepreneurs. In
addition, to describe the individual characteristics
of entrepreneurs is still one of the main highlights
and needs on the research field, as Sarasvathy and
Venkataraman (2011) suggested when describing
the need to develop an entrepreneurial method.

Research on the individual characteristics of
entrepreneurs has been mainly focused on trying to
differentiate entrepreneurs from other
organizational agents, such as managers, (e.g.,
Chen, Greene and Crick, 1998) or describing the
characteristics associated with entrepreneurial
intention (e.g., Carey, Flanagan, & Palmer, 2010;
Hayton & Cholakova, 2012).

Despite the different approaches and methods, the
most distinctive characteristics of entrepreneurs are
also indicative of having an adequate psychosocial
profile to develop entrepreneurial activity. As a
result, our argument on the development of the
entrepreneurial potential construct is: if we can
aggregate the most distinctive characteristics of
entrepreneurs, based on previous research
evidences, we can develop an overall measure of the
potential to be an entrepreneur - the entrepreneurial
potential. This argument was already used in

previous studies, which “investigate means for the
early analysis of the potential for the success of new
ventures” (p. 278) in a sample of students (Wong,
Cheung, & Venuvinod, 2005).

Grounded on the assumption that the similar most
important dimensions that are most shared among
the entrepreneurs are also critical in assessing an
individuals' preparedness to engage in typical
entrepreneurship activities (i.e., an individuals'
entrepreneurial potential) we propose that
entrepreneurial potential can be explained by the
four main dimensions evidenced in the literature on
entrepreneur characteristics.

The entrepreneurial potential is then the latent
construct underlying the most distinctive
psychosocial characteristics of entrepreneurs,
which are related to the successful new venture
development (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994). The
entrepreneurial potential model we propose is
based on competencies. We have adopted the
definition of competency stressed by Spencer and
Spencer: "A competency is an underlying characteristic
of an individual that is causally related to criterion-
referenced effective and/or superior performance in a job
orsituation" (1993, p. 9).

We consider that entrepreneurial potential refers to
an individual's preparedness to engage in typical
entrepreneurial activities. By focusing on
“entrepreneurial potential” we intend to highlight the
typical entrepreneurial skills that are more
associated to venturelaunch.

We propose that entrepreneurial potential is the
summative result of several individual
entrepreneurial characteristics. Thus, by bringing
together the most relevant characteristics in the
entrepreneur characteristics literature, we can
propose that these multi dimensions also express an
individual's preparedness to engage in activities
that are typical of entrepreneurship.

We next present a summary organized according to
the main dimensions of the most distinctive
characteristics of entrepreneurs that we suggest that
are included on the entrepreneurial potential
construct domain: (1) entrepreneurial motivations;
(b)) management competencies; (c) psychological
competencies and (d) social competencies. These are
main dimensions, but included in these are several
sub dimensions that are considered more
distinguishing of entrepreneurial behaviour, or
entrepreneurial identity (Anderson & Warren,
2011). It is not our purpose here to develop a
systematic literature review of the characteristics of
entrepreneurs because good state of the art
overviews of psychological entrepreneurship
research have already been provided, for example,



by Chell, Haworth and Brearly (1991), Cooper and
Gimeno-Gascon (1992) and meta-analysis (Schwenk
and Shrader, 1993).

The main dimensions that can explain
entrepreneurial potential are: (1) entrepreneurial
motivations; (b) psychological competencies; (c)
social competencies; and (d) management
competencies. These dimensions allow us to

identify and differentiate the preparedness of an
individual to engage in typical entrepreneurial
activities: i.e., the entrepreneurial potential.
Moreover, and connecting the dots to bring together
the most relevant aspects of previous empirical
research and theoretical suggestions, a review of the
literature highlighted eleven subdimensions
included on these main dimensions (see Table 1 fora
summary).

Empirical Evidences / Theoretical Propositions

Dimensions  Sub- Definition
Dimensions
Autonomy and
Desire for strategic decision
independence making intention
autonomy
Entrepreneurial Economic Desire to achieve
Motivations motivation economic profit
Individual belief in
the capacity to
Entrepreneurial successfully
self-efficacy perform the
entrepreneurial
goals
Capacity to
engage
in inventive
development
Innovation processes,
capacity resulting in the
introduction of
new products,
processes or
market services
Ability to perceive,
interpret and
Psychological Emotional manage
competencies intelligence emotions from self

and from the
others

Hisrich (1985) found that one of the prime motivations for starting a business
was a desire for independence. Hornaday and Aboud (1971) surveyed 60
business founders using several personality inventories and showed that those
founders scored significantly higher than the general population on measures
of independence. Correspondingly, the drive for independence influenced the
development of family businesses, and entrepreneurs generally show a
preference for independent tasks (e.g., Alstete, 2008; Moyer and Chalofsky,
2008; Utsch, Rauch, Rothfuss and Frese, 1999).

The desire to pursue entrepreneurial opportunities to generate economic profit,
i.e., the economic motivation, has been cited as one of the characteristics most
shared by successful entrepreneurs: the need to make money. In general,
entrepreneurs perceived their work as more profitable than working for others
(e.g., Alstete, 2008; Brice and Nelson, 2008). Thus, behaviourally oriented
researchers of entrepreneurship argued that it is important to consider and
measure the economic value of business opportunities because that is what
drives entrepreneurs' motivation (Shane, Locke and Collins, 2003).

An individual's belief in his/her capacity to pursue a particular goal has been
identified as crucial to several activities (Bandura, 1982and entrepreneurial
activity is no exception (e.g., Chen, Greene and Crick, 1998; Poon, Ainuddin,
and Junit, 2006). Self-efficacy is important for entrepreneurs because they
must be confident in their abilities to perform different and often unanticipated
tasks in uncertain situations (Baum and Locke, 2004). Self-efficacy has been
related to business venture launch and success (Boyd, & Vozikis, 1994; Chen,
Greene and Crick, 1998; Poon, Ainuddin, and Junit, 2006), and dynamics
around business performance (Hmieleski and Baron, 2008).

There are significant differences between entrepreneurs and employers. The
capacity for innovation is one of the main characteristics of the entrepreneurial
human capital (e.g., Engle, Mah and Sadri, 1997; Marvel and Lumpkin, 2007;
Utsch, Rauch, Rothfuss and Frese, 1999). It is possible to distinguish
entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs based on achievement, self-esteem,
personal control, and innovation (Robinson, Stimpson, Huefner and Hunt,
1991). While innovativeness can be defined as a characteristic of an individual,
innovation implementation effectiveness depends on a group of persons, and
as such is a characteristic of an entrepreneurial venture (Klein and Sorra,
1996). In other words, it refers to the capacity to engage in inventive
development processes, resulting in the introduction of new products,
processes or market services.

Mayer, Salovey and Caruso (2000) defined emotional intelligence as an ability
to express emotions, to use emotions to facilitate thinking, to understand and
argue by means of emotions, and to manage them internally while
communicating with others effectively.

Previous research has shown that entrepreneurs get relatively high scores for
emotional intelligence (Baron and Markman, 2000; Cross and Travaglione,
2003; Higgs and Dulewicz, 2003). Empirical studies analysing the relationship
of emotional intelligence with entrepreneurship attitudes and entrepreneurial
intentions have begun to be carried out. Zampetakis, Kafetsios, Bouranta,
Dewett and Moustakis, (2009) made a significant contribution by creating a
theoretical model connecting emotional intelligence and entrepreneurship
attitudes, as well as entrepreneurial intentions. The authors integrated
emotional intelligence and entrepreneurial intentions, using the features of
proactivity and creativity that form the entrepreneurship attitudes of an
individual. The Zampetakis, Kafetsios, Bouranta, Dewett and Moustakis (2009)
model showed that emotional components were expressed by feelings and
emotions, determining attitude towards entrepreneurial intentions.
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Social o
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capacity
Network
development
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Ability to react
to unexpected
results in a
risky and uncertain
situation. This is a
multidimensional
characteristic,
which has been
conceptualized
as a strategy
for coping with
stress and
uncertainty

Ability to change
own and others'
attitudes and
behaviours to
create the
circumstances
most likely to
contribute to
entrepreneurial
success

Ability to
develop a network
between
entrepreneurs
and other
individuals
who can provide
resources for
business
implementation
and development

Ability to preview

and visualize the

goals, objectives
and future
realizations

In entrepreneurship the uncertainty level is generally higher than in other
organizational settings, and entrepreneurs have to know how to design and
implement adaptable behaviours. Resilience refers to the description and
explanation of an unexpected positive outcome despite a scenario of high risk
and uncertainty (e.g., Friborg, Hjemdal, Rosenvinge, Martinussen, Aslaksen
and Flaten, 2006). Resilience evidenced multidimensional characteristics and
can be conceptualized as a measure of successful stress-coping ability
(Connorand Davidson, 2003).

Empirical research evidenced that entrepreneurs showed greater levels of
persistency than non-entrepreneurs (e.g., Friborg, Hjemdal, Rosenvinge,
Martinussen, Aslaksen and Flaten, 2006). Given that entrepreneurship is
strictly associated with risk, it was relevant to analyse an entrepreneur's ability
to cope with difficulties, threats and unsuccessful projects. We argue that
resilience must be an important factor across the entrepreneurship process, as
the level of uncertainty faced by entrepreneurs is greater than that of other
organizational players (e.g., Covin and Slevin, 1989). Entrepreneurs have to
know how to design and implement positive adaptive behaviours that fit each
situation (Mallak, 1998), i.e., they have to be resilient. In addition, it was shown
that resilient companies promote entrepreneurial behaviour (Reinmoeller and
van Baardwijk, 2005), and that entrepreneurs could develop emotional,
cognitive, social and financial resilience that can be harnessed and mobilized
for a subsequent venture launch (Hayward, Forster, Sarasvathy and
Fredrickson, 2010).

The ability to interact effectively with others has a positive effect on
entrepreneurial success (Baron and Markman, 2000). Entrepreneurs consider
that they have a greater capacity for persuasion (Hoehn-Weiss, Brush and
Baron, 2004). Recent studies evidenced that the social competencies relate
significantly to new venture performance measures, and this relationship is
mediated through success in information seeking and resources (Baron and
Tang, 2009). Eggers, Leahy and Churchill (1996) studied 112 entrepreneurial
companies by employing 20 behavioural scales that measure CEO leadership
and management skills. The results evidenced, for instance, that
communication, delegating, and performance facilitation were positively
related to success. Entrepreneurs usually exhibit greater scores in the main
individual psychosocial variables (Begley and Boyed, 1987; Green, David, Dent
and Tyshkovsky, 1996; Utsch, Rauch, Rothfuss and Frese, 1999).

The ability to develop a network between entrepreneurs and other individuals
who can provide resources for business implementation and development was
identified as one of the entrepreneurial performance predictors (Baughn, Cao,
Le, Lim e Neupert, 2006; Chay, 1993). The ability to develop a social network,
together with other constructs, has a direct effect on venture creation
development (e.g., Johannisson, 1988; Lee and Tsang, 2001). The network
approach assumes that an entrepreneur's ability to organize and coordinate
networks between individuals and organizations was ctitical for both starting up
a company and business success (Birley, 1985; Rauch, and Frese, 2000).
Bruederl and Preisendoerfer (1998) showed that network support is related to
the survival and growth of newly founded enterprises, and that support from
friends and relatives in particular was more important than support from
business partners, former employers, and co-workers.

Despite the diversity of definitions for vision, Greenberger and Sexton (1988: 5)
argued that “entrepreneurs are likely to have some abstract image in mind
about what they intend to accomplish”, and this vision serves as a guide for their
own actions. Entrepreneurial vision is conceived as a result of the
entrepreneur's intuitive and holistic thinking, and bridges the current situation
and the future state (Ensley, Carland and Carland, 2000).

Empirically, vision capacity has been shown to be a predictor of entrepreneurial
venture development (Baum, Locke and Kirkpatrick, 1998; Baum, Smith and
Locke, 2001), and direct and indirect causal effects on small venture
performance (Baum, Locke and Kirkpatrick, 1998). In entrepreneurial
companies, vision might be more important than in bigger organizations
because of the relatively close contact between entrepreneur and employees,
customers, and suppliers. Thus, vision has an effect on the performance of
small companies.
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The ability to gather the financial and material resources to manage a venture
has been identified as an important predictor of entrepreneurial success, given
that resources are an essential feature of new venture development and make it
easier for new ventures to adjust to complex environments (e.g.,
Ramachandran and Ray, 2006; Romanelli, 1987; Tan and Peng, 2003).
Financial resources have also been identified as an important predictor of
entrepreneurial success in that they are an essential ingredient in the
development of new ventures (Dollinger, 1995). Moreover, financial resources
serve to acquire other resources in such a way that provides a venture with
strategic flexibility (Romanelli, 1987) and facilitates its adjustment to complex
environments (Tan and Peng, 2003).

Leadership research has shown that while leadership emergence is greatly
affected by personality traits (Lord, DeVader and Alliger, 1986), leadership
success is less clearly related to personality factors (Landy, 1989).
Entrepreneurial leadership has been identified as important to this process and
has been described as the ability to influence others, to manage resources
strategically in order to emphasize both opportunity-seeking and advantage-
seeking behaviours (Eyal, & Kark, 2004; Ireland, Hitt and Simon, 2003).

Entrepreneurs share some characteristics with leaders. McCarthy, Puffer and
Darda (2010) found that the vast majority of these entrepreneurs displayed an
open leadership style, with a balanced leadership style being the second most

frequent, and a controlling style the least.

Entrepreneurial Motivations

By entrepreneurial motivations we mean the
motives that drive individuals towards typical
entrepreneurial activities. Human motivation is one
of the strongest predictors of entrepreneurial
success. It is the main driver in pursuing
entrepreneurial activities (Shane, Locke and Collins,
2003).

The entrepreneurial motivations highlighted in the
literature include general and task-specific levels,
with different impacts on the entrepreneurial
process (Shane, Locke and Collins, 2003), and on
venture growth (Baum, Locke and Smith, 2001;
Urban, 2010). The rich complexities of motivations
were engaged as a critical role in entrepreneurial
behaviours (Carsrud & Brdnnback, 2011). The
entrepreneurial motivations were also identified in
the literature as one of the greatest predictors of a
new venture's success (Baum, Locke and Smith,
2001; Stewart and Roth, 2007). According to the
literature, three main drivers can express
entrepreneurial motivation: desire for
independence, economic motivation and
entrepreneurial self-efficacy (see table 1).

Psychological Competencies

There is a broad set of characteristics that can be
included among the psychological competencies,
and they refer to the wide group of skills and
attributes that characterize entrepreneurial
individuals (e.g., Chell, 2008). In the group of
psychological competencies we include the

individual traits that are distinctive among
entrepreneurs: innovation capacity, emotional
intelligence and resilience (see table 1).

Social Competencies

Since an entrepreneur acts within a social context
and therefore has to interact with different players,
another dimension of an entrepreneur's
characteristics that would denote an individual's
ability to interact effectively with others involves
social competence (e.g., Baron, 2000). An
entrepreneur's effectiveness in interacting with
others, that is, his / her social competence, may also
affect their entrepreneurial success (Baron &
Markman, 2000). This assumption were based on
predicting that the higher an entrepreneur's social
competence, the greater the success of his or her
business. The social competencies include the
characteristics that determine the entrepreneurs'
action in a social context, when interacting with
others. Among the most relevant are the persuasion
and communication capacity and network
development capacity (see table 1).

Management Competencies

The management competencies are defined by the
basic and specific competencies in business
management (e.g., Baum, Locke and Smith, 2001),
and mostly they refer to the individual's ability to
manage the four elements of the business: the
entrepreneur him/herself, business strategy,
business resources and human resources. Included
in management competences are three sub-



Figure 2. Entrepreneurial Potential Conceptual Model.
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dimensions: vision, resources mobilization capacity
and leadership capacity (see table 1).

Globally, and as described on table 1, we propose
that the entrepreneurial potential theoretical model
comprises eleven first-order dimensions: desire for
independence, economic motivation,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, vision, resource
mobilization capacity, leadership capacity,
innovation capacity, emotional intelligence,
resilience, communication and persuasion capacity,
and network development capacity. These eleven
first order variables express four second-order
dimensions: entrepreneurial motivation,
psychological competencies, social competencies,
and management competencies.

In accordance with the literature review in which
entrepreneurial potential model was developed,
figure 2 presents a conceptual model that integrates
the four central dimensions that contribute to the
emergence of entrepreneurial potential
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entrepreneurship on graduation courses
contributes to the intention to create new ventures
(e.g., Sanz-Velasco, 2007; Shinnar, Pruett, and
Toney, 2009). Up to the previous decade, the trend to
teach entrepreneurship on the graduate courses was
mainly focused on the management and business
fields (e.g., Volkman, 2004). Nowadays, there is
dissemination to the main fields, such as the arts,
geography, environmental science and nursing
(e.g., Maguire & Guyer, 2004; Dickerson & Nash,
1999). Today it is largely assumed that academic
entrepreneurship is one of the fundamental motors
of economic growth and wealth creation (Shane,
2004). As a result, and in accordance with the
emergence of academic entrepreneurship,
universities have pursued policies that promote the
creation of academic entrepreneurship centers and
encouraged students, researchers and academics to
patent their discoveries, spin-offs, and technological
licenses, thus effectively expanding the universities'
activities (e.g., Wood, 2009).

Another strategy designed to foster academic
entrepreneurship focuses on creating
entrepreneurial opportunities and training students



in the main skills, competencies and entrepreneurial
activity (van Praag, 2009). One example of this is the
initial financial funds for business opportunities to
motivate academics and university students to
become entrepreneurs and to launch new ventures
(Shane, 2004a; Wright, Clarysse, Mustar, and
Lockett, 2007). Thus, it is clearly evident that the
importance of promoting entrepreneurship is a
widespread issue, and one that has the attention of
academic, governmental and organizational agents.

Despite the need to stimulate entrepreneurship at
universities, it is also important to develop models
and tools that allow identifying the individuals who
have a greater predisposition and profile to become
entrepreneurs. Certainly, there are individuals who
are far away from having the same psychosocial
profile as entrepreneurs, and consequently, they are
not potential entrepreneurs. In this group of
individuals, is highly risky to invest resources, as
they difficultly will be launching ventures. On the
other side, individuals who have a similar
psychosocial profile as entrepreneurs, have a
greater chance to launching ventures, especially if
they are exposed to an innovative and
entrepreneurial environment.

The entrepreneurial potential model is the
theoretical basis to develop methodologies and
tools to assess the individuals' preparedness to
engage in typical entrepreneurial activities. There
have been different efforts to develop a measure
with sound psychometric characteristics to assess
the entrepreneurial potential construct (e.g., Santos,
Caetano & Curral, 2010; Santos, Caetano, Curral &
Spagnoli, 2010).

It is essential to encourage young university
students and young employees to develop an
eagerness for entrepreneurship and innovation.
Despite extensive entrepreneurial programs and the
emphasis on academic entrepreneurship (e.g., van
Praag, 2009), knowledge about the individuals'
preparedness to engage in typical entrepreneurship
activities, i.e., their entrepreneurial potential, is still
scant. It is important that an individual aspiring to
be an entrepreneur is able to assess him or herself
against an entrepreneurial profile before
undertaking the personal and professional risks of a
start-up venture (Osborne, 1995). The
entrepreneurial potential model gives
entrepreneurs and investors a solid instrument to
assess the fundamental competencies all successful
entrepreneurs possess.
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