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Abstract

This empirical study examines the underlying dimensions of perceived success and associations with personal and firm level attributes. Business owners’ perceptions of “success” reflect four underlying constructs: personal criteria (maintaining personal relationships and work/life balance); professional criteria (pursuit of intellectual activities and professional autonomy); objective financial criteria (firm performance, profitability and personal goods acquisition); and subjective non-financial criteria (product or service quality, market acceptance, and customer relations).  The associations among each dimension of success with owners’ personal and firm level attributes was complex.  
Submitted to:
Journal of Small Business Management (JSBM)  

Key words:  
perceptions of success, gender, managerial and social capital   

Theme: 

perceptions of success 

DIMENSIONS OF PERCEIVED SUCCESS AMONG CANADIAN BUSINESS OWNERS

Introduction

What constitutes “success” to the owner of a small business?  How do owners’ conceptualizations of success vary across personal attributes of business owners or type of firm?   This paper addresses these questions.

When business owners, academics, policy makers, bankers and other stakeholders use the term “success”, they are often referencing quite disparate outcomes.  For example, to bankers and investors “success” is frequently delineated using financial criteria such as revenue or revenue growth, employment, productivity, profit, and/or return on investment (Freel, 1999; Kalleberg et al., 1991; Abraham et al., 2001).  However, public policy makers often define “success” in terms of job creation arising from self-employment and expansion of small firms (Newton, 1995; 2001).  As different as these two views of “success” might be, both views reflect external market-related performance criteria.  Other research suggests that “success” might best be defined in terms of indicators that are internal to the business or owner.  In this context, Sturges (1999) argues that external indicators of success may differ from the ways in which operators view “success.”  Sekaran and Hall (1989: 161) draw on the work of Gallos (1989) and Marshall (1989), to argue that “more internal, less linear models of success must be given greater weight.”  Likewise, Chell and Baines (1998: 117) allow for a range of “success” dimensions when they state, 

“…confident assertions have been made about what ‘success in business’ means to women and men.  The root question is what assumptions are being made if, for example, the performance of businesses led by women are assessed differently – not by application of ‘hard’ financial and economic measures, but ‘by their owner lights’ (Marlow and Strange, 1994)”.    

The objective of this work is to examine the underlying construction of what constitutes success as perceived by owners of small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and how salient personal and firm-level attributes influence owner(s)’ perceptions.  To do so, the study employs, as a theoretical framework, the model advanced by Morel D’Arleux (2003) and bases its empirical findings on surveys of 326 Canadian business owners.  

Understanding business owners’ perceived dimensions of success is important for several reasons.  First, the profit motive is commonly ascribed to be the driver of organizational decision-making.  However, previous research (Fernald and Solomon, 1988; Fagenson, 1993; Jacobson, 1994; Ray, 1993; Scheinberg and MacMillan, 1988) has also identified non-pecuniary motives in the form of values and outcomes.  To the extent non-financial dimensions are important dimensions of business owners’ views of success, research that assumes the profit motive may be in question.  This work seeks to better inform this debate because research on potential outcomes of business ownership may suffer from the implications of missing variable bias, biases that may be associated with influences of non-pecuniary elements of business ownership. 

Second, researchers (see, for example, Mitchell et al., 2002) have called for further studies of trait-based cognitions, and specifically entrepreneurial perceptions.  Trait- or person-centered research serves to inform the literature about the linkages between perceptions, values and managerial decisions (Fagenson, 1993; Verheul, Uhlaner and Thurik, 2005).  This is because perceptions and values serve to assist individuals in appraising, interpreting and categorizing information and in guiding strategy (Fagenson, 1993, Weiss, 2002).  Perceptions and values also help to distinguish managerial and entrepreneurial tendencies or preferences (Schein, 1975; Krueger, Reilly and Carsrud, 1997; Orser and Hogarth-Scott, 2003; Morel d’Arleux, 2000; Johnson, 1993; Gartner, 1988; Miron and McClelland, 1979; Wiklund and Shephard, 2001). Perceptions and values therefore serve as key points of reference, or as “career anchors” (Schein, 1975) that shape managers’ views about the future and assist business owners in making goal tradeoffs (Sapienza and Almeida, 1998).  Hence, a better understanding of perceptions of success will build a more complete perspective about the cognitive aspects of business ownership and the inter-relationship among personal, economic and social influences (Kyro, 2001).

Finally, Fagenson (1993:409) asserts that this area of research may help individuals to evaluate the appropriateness of entrepreneurial carers by determining if their value systems match those of individuals already in such roles.  This information can also assist venture capitalists, bank loan officers and support service personnel differentiate client needs.  

To report on the research, the paper begins with a definition of perceived success and an overview of empirical and theoretical research about perceptions of success.  The research methodology and empirical findings are then described.  The paper closes with a summary and discussion of the results and of directions for further research.

Previous empirical studies 

Insight into “what counts as success to business owners” (Chell and Baines, 1998) is part of a larger literature that examines the drivers, psychological pre-dispositions, and trade-off processes in management decision-making (Guth and Taguiri, 1965; Johnson, 1993; Gartner, 1988; Sapienza and Almeida, 1998; Miron and McClelland, 1979;   Mitchell et al., 2002).  Kruger (2003) notes many studies fall into “overlapping sub-domains of cognitive research” that include: perceptions (biases, attention, consciousness); decision making (problem solving, creativity, intelligence, heuristics); knowledge representation (memory, language); and learning and cognitive development.  Because of the overlap, distinctions among the concepts of success, satisfaction, and motivation have been described as “thin” (Morel d’Arleux, 2001).  

For the purpose of this research, “perceived success” is defined as the importance an individual ascribes to the realization of his/her individual values.  Values are described as “what a person consciously or subconsciously desires, wants, or seeks to attain” (Locke, 1976: 1304 as reported by Mason, 1994).  These values are expressed as latent dimensions held, to varying extents, by individuals.  

Dimensions of perceived success 

Dimensions of success have been examined in terms of success goals (Gattiker, 1985; Gattiker and Coe, 1986; Parker and Chusmir, 1992), the attributes of corporate versus personal success (Argo et al., 1998; Orser 1997; Duxbury et al., 1999), and definitions of life success (Sturges, 1999; Slipovitz, 1992).    A summary of related research is presented in Appendix A (located at the back of this document).  An overview of these studies reveals that they sought to: 

· define success criteria employed by managers (Tarnowieski, 1973;  Schein, 1975) and business owners (Chaganti, 1986; Sekaran and Hall, 1989;  Scase and Gofee, 1989; Ray and Trupin, 1989; Lee-Gosselin and Aubry,  1990);  

· construct typologies of perceived success (Schein,  1975; Gattiker and Coe,  1986; Parker and Chusmir, 1992); and, 

· typify success factors associated with firm performance.  

Morel d’Arleux (2003) points out that most of these studies suggest that the construction of success is subjective and context-dependent.  Schein (1975) argues that success is inherently personal and includes aspects of autonomy/independence; security/stability; technical-functional competence; general managerial competence; entrepreneurial activity; service or dedication to a cause; pure challenge and lifestyle.  Gattiker and Coe (1986), in their examination of corporate managers’ perceptions, describe four primarily external constructs of success including job, life, financial success and an interpersonal success criterion.  Drawing on corporate respondents, Parker and Chusmir (1992) present a typology of success that includes both internal and external elements of success, including status/wealth, contribution to society, family relationships, personal fulfillment, professional fulfillment, and security.  

How, if at all, do small business owners’ perceptions differ from those advanced in corporate business context?  Lee-Gosselin and Grise (1990) investigated perceptions of success among owners of small firms and identified three underlying dimensions of success: financial aspects of the firm (e.g., increased revenues; profits; and, earning income); owner/managers’ environment (e.g., people have confidence in the company, being visible and known in the community) and personal frameworks (e.g., having control of their own business or market).  The authors (p. 428) note  that these results were “...especially interesting given that half of the respondents talked about staying in business because they find opportunities to create and actualize themselves, all criteria reflecting very personal motives.”  

These success criteria complement those described by Orser et al., (2003) who based their results on a sample of Canadian exporter SMEs.  The majority of their respondents (62 percent) described success in financial terms: increased sales, profits, and other measures of financial well being.  However, other dimensions of success included the recognition owners received from their clients, their quality of life, and having interested clients.  

Ray and Trupin (1989) typify “entrepreneurial success” as:  financially-orientated entrepreneurs, young ventures with significant growth in a short period; craftsman-inventor, slow-growth firms; entrepreneurs that sought independence; those that frame their work as a “calling” – young ventures with significant growth; and, entrepreneurs that exhibited a sense of wonderment that they became entrepreneurs.   While these studies suggest that owners’ perceptions of success include a range of personal and organizational dimensions, they fail to distinguish between the entrepreneur and the firm.  Moreover, it is not clear, how and to what extent these various dimensions of success are inter-related.  

Taken together, previous research suggests that perceived success is a multi-dimensional construct, one that encompasses personal and professional, and intangible and tangible, elements. Perceptions reflect personal and professional events or outcomes, one’s managerial and entrepreneurial orientation, and respective organizational roles.
  The research also indicates that firm and personal-level criteria may not be mutually exclusive.  For example, what one individual might perceive as firm-level success criteria (e.g., the successful launch of a new product in the market) another business owner might view as a highly personal expression of their creativity.

While previous research has identified several attributes of success perceptions, there is little convergence in the literature with respect to how, if at all, owner and firm attributes influence perceptions (for example, see Fagenson, 1993; Collerette and Aubrey, 1990; Sexton and Bowman-Upton, 1991).  Inconsistent findings and disparities may be attributable to the following. 

· While several studies have attempted to estimate latent dimensions of success, few are grounded in the small firm context.

· Most studies are based on US metrics and samples.  As Scheinberg and MacMillan (1988) highlight in their multi-country study of owner motivation, cultures and countries influence attitudes and values, this may limit the applicability of findings to other populations, and other cultures, of business owners.

· Most studies are not predicated on a theoretical framework and therefore fail to rationalize firm and personal level dimensions of success and the potential inter-related or multi-dimensional aspects of perception.  

· Several studies fail to articulate researchers’ assumptions.  For example, gender differences in perceptions of success have been suggested – but in studies that employ women-only samples and that are therefore unable to actually measure differences across genders (see Fenwick and Hutton, 2000; Slipovitz, 1992; Ruderman et al., 1999; and Lee-Gosselin and Aubry, 1990). 

· The majority of studies cited in Appendix A employ simple statistical techniques such as rank ordering of means or percentages (see Fernald and Solomon, 1989; Olson and Currie, 1992; Duxbury et al., 1999).  Such measures are inherently unable to consider the potential inter-relatedness of personal and firm-level influences on perceived success Also in this context researchers such as Sekaran and Hall (1989) have called for research methods that can examine the multi-dimensionality of perceived success and potential non-linear relationships.  To date, those studies that have examined the multidimensional nature of perceived success have all employed linear statistical methods.  These methods may not accurately capture the complex inter-relationships between perceived success, personal and firm level influences.  

Given these limitations, this work seeks to examine perceptions of success across male and female business owners from various industry sectors. The work employs a variety of statistical approaches to examine the underlying constructs of success and to allow for possible non-linear associations among success dimensions and owners’ personal and firm level attributes.  A theoretical framework of the “conception of success” is also employed to guide the analysis.  This is important for as Morel d’Arleux (2000:4) conceptualizes: 

“The notion of “conception of success” is an individualist one, it represents the various elements that may lead the entrepreneur to qualify him/herself as <successful> (e.g., flourishing family life, meeting initial goals, professional satisfaction…).”  

Further discussion about the theoretical framework follows. 

Theoretical framework of the study 

Puttman (1993: 291) describes the inter-relationship of multiple success criteria as a web of complex, dynamic relationships.  Accordingly, Morel d’Arleux (1997, 2001) presents a useful framework to examine these inter-active, multi-faceted influences on perceived success.  She argues that an individual builds his/her perceptual ideas based on:  
· profile or socio-demographic elements (e.g., gender, experience); 
· satisfaction  (e.g., expectations); and, 

· socio-cultural or environmental factors (e.g., historical evolutions in the meaning of success, national values, cultural preferences).   

For the purpose of this research, these attributes are categorized as owners’ personal level (e.g., socio-demographic) and firm level (environmental) attributes.  Morel d’Arleux’s theoretical framework is predicated on social identity theory that suggests that identity or self-concept determines the respective role investments made by individuals (Lobel, 1991).  An individual’s identification and values are associated with the selection of activities congruent with their salient social identity.  Identity is also linked with group conformity, reinforcement of prototypical characteristics to oneself and reinforcement of the group’s prestige, values and practices.  Individuals make decisions therefore that minimize the potential for conflict between multiple identifies.  Over time, owners’ values, identity or self- perceptions are influenced by external factors such as employment structure and organizational setting and internal factors such as life cycle or life stage, experience, education, occupation, employment level, wealth, and gender (see Gordon and Whelan, 1998; Judge and Cable, 1995; Argo et al., 1998; Whitely, Dougherty and Dreher, 1991; Whitely, Dougherty and Dreher, 1991).   

It follows that how owners perceive success likely depends, in part, on attributes associated with social identity.  For example, it is reasonable to expect that those business owners that perceive success to be associated with commercial outcomes are more likely to seek the financial growth of their respective firms.  Alternatively, business owners who value personal dimensions of success are less likely to seek firm growth.  We therefore now explore the potential associations among socio-demographic, socio-cultural, motivation and satisfaction-related influences and perceived success.  The above observations lead to the first study proposition, one that seeks to examine the multi-faceted construction of perceived success.   
Proposition 1: Success spans multiple dimensions, reflecting the existence of multiple, inter-related criteria by which individuals perceive success.

Personal level influences 

Management experience and education: Human capital theory (Reuber and Fischer, 1995) suggests that individuals bring a breadth (diversity) and depth (years) of experience to the firm.  As such, they make personal and professional trade-offs when they investment in education and the workplace.  It is therefore conceivable that the amount of work experience and education will influence perceived success.  For example, business owners with higher levels of education and more years of industry experience have invested more in the commercial marketplace and hence will likely value commercial aspects of success more highly than business owners with less education and fewer years of experience, who would be more likely to value more personal dimensions of success.    
Age: It is also anticipated that owner age is associated with perceived success.  For example, in a Canadian study of high-tech workers’ perceptions of career success, Duxbury et al. (2000) found three-quarters of respondents over 40 years of age weighed highly aspects of personal satisfaction and respect, compared to about two-third of the younger respondents.  Conversely, approximately one-third of respondents under 40 years weighed financial rewards and influence as most important compared to only a quarter of the older respondents.  Similar results were reported in a replication study of Canadian federal servants (Duxbury et al., 1999).  Hence, it is anticipated that, on average, older business owners prioritize personal dimensions of success while younger business owners prioritize commercial aspects of success.    

Gender:  Liberal and social feminist theory (Johnsen and McMahon, 2005; Harrigan, 1977) suggest that gender plays a role in success perceptions.  Gender differences reflect differences in opportunity, family and household demands, reward mechanisms, experiences and achievement, sex-role orientations and socialization (Adler, 1993).  While the topic of gender differences in owners’ values and perceived success is a relatively active area of research, the findings are inconsistent.  The Canadian Labour Market Productivity Centre (1995, p. 4) finds that success is viewed similarly by male and female business owners and Fagenson (1993) also found gender had little association with entrepreneurs’ value systems.  Conversely, Collerette and Aubrey (1990), Kyro (2001), Fernald and Solomon  (1998), and Fenwick and Hutton (2000) report that generally, women entrepreneurs are less likely to value monetary criteria as a measure for their success, and more likely to value aspects of family, customer satisfaction , good professional performance.  More recently, Verheul et al. (2005: 485) found that “women were less likely to perceive themselves as “entrepreneurs” and that they value the same business accomplishments, but differently, than men do.”  

The above inconsistencies may reflect gender stereotyping of entrepreneurs within the broader literature (Bird and Brush, 2002).  In this context, Chaganti (1986) contrasts “successful” entrepreneurs (owners’ characterized as being decisive and goal orientated, having aggressive business goals, interested in continuing to grow) with “feminine entrepreneurs” (described as having shared values for business, modest goals, a primary interest in personal satisfaction and a preference to remain small).  Similarly, generalized statements about all women entrepreneurs (Kyro, 2001) does not realistically reflect the complex nature of perceived success nor the  complex, inter-relationships among human capital and perceived success.  Alternatively, the results may reflect the limitation of previous research cited earlier in this paper.

Given the strength of the theoretical argument and weight of evidence, we anticipate that women business owners are more likely to emphasize internal, personal and/or social aspects of success.  Conversely, male business owners are more likely to emphasize external, commercial and/or financial success criteria.     

The above discussion leads to the second study proposition:

Proposition 2: The weightings accorded the various dimensions of success differ systematically by owner characteristics such as education, age, years of experience, and gender.

Firm level influences  

The literature finds that organizational roles and “situational factors” such as organizational structure or environmental are associated with individuals’ values (Fagenson, 1993; Morel D’Arleux 1997) refer to these influences as socio-cultural and environmental elements.   It is not at all clear, how factors such as firm size, age, stage of firm and the “social construction of success” interact.  For example, owners of relatively older, smaller and less profitable firms may prioritize non-commercial success criteria.  Conversely, these same respondents may value the commercial aspect of success such as innovative product development or stronger relationship with suppliers and clients, all of which are commercial in nature.  As such, this study has no predetermined assumptions about the association between owners’ perceptions of success and the socio-cultural and attributes of firm age, size, stage of firm, sector and revenue.   Hence, the next study proposition seeks to examine the association between firm-level influences and perceived success.

Proposition 3:
The weightings accorded the various dimensions of success differ systematically by firm characteristics such as sector, stage of business, size or number of employees, and revenue.

In summary, the first study proposition proposes a complexity to the latent structure of perceived success. The second and third propositions postulate that personal and firm level characteristics influence business owners’ perception of success.   The next section outlines the methodologies employed to evaluate the above study propositions.    

Research Methodology

Sample Selection

In order to investigate empirically the propositions articulated above, the work was aided by having access to a sampling frame of business owners who had responded, in 2001, to an initial questionnaire.  This 2001 survey was conducted as part of an unrelated research study that sought to examine the efficacy of a particular form of remediation on SME owners.  This previous research project required, at the time, the creation of a control group of Western Canadian business owners.  To do so, a random sample of business owners were drawn from a commercial database (InfoCanada) from whom 1,002 responses were received.  These data from the original survey were made available to the research team by the project authority as an in-kind contribution to this study. The 2001 survey established considerable information in the form of baseline business and personal demographics of the respondents and their firms.  The 1,002 respondents to the 2001 survey were used in this research as a sampling frame who were then re-sampled by telephone survey for the work described here.  The use of the 2001 control group respondents as a sampling frame for the current work was selected for several reasons.  First, the responses to the earlier questionnaire provided considerable baseline data such as: respondent age, education, gender, years of business and management experience, barriers to firm growth; anticipated level of annual sales in next 2 years, firm age, size (employees, revenues), and stage of firm.  Second, re-sampling the previous respondents allowed the use of a shorter questionnaire than would otherwise have been required, arguably improving the response rate.  Third, the use of this set of respondents as a re-sampling frame allows for quasi-longitudinal comparisons.  Finally, use of these data as a sampling frame allowed for the research to be conducted in a more cost-effective way.  

The disadvantage is that the sample was not directly representative of the wider population of Canadian SMEs.  The sample used differs from the population of Canadian SMEs in the following respects. First, the firms in the sample have survived sufficiently long to be listed in commercial databases and are therefore somewhat more mature than average and relatively fewer young firms and start-ups are represented.  Second, thirty-five percent of the firms in the sample used here reported more than five employees.  However, Industry Canada (2003) reports that 42 percent of the 1.0 million Canadian business establishments (or employer firms) employ more than 5 people. While this is to be expected, it also introduces an important sampling bias that must be recognized in interpreting the results of the work:  early-stage businesses would form an important segment of the target audience for policy measures that might be based on these findings. Finally, the sectoral distribution was weighted towards firms in the retail and wholesale sectors.  With these caveats, the 1,002 respondents to the 2001 survey were employed as a sampling frame for this study and were re-surveyed using an instrument, the design of which is described presently.

Constructions of Scales and Measures 

To construct the success measures, two research methods were employed.  First, the research team examined success criteria cited in the literature (for example, Gattiker and Coe, 1986; Ray and Trupin, 1989; Lee-Gosselin and Aubry, 1990; Ruderman et al., 1999).  Second, the research team drew on verbatim statements obtained from three sources.  The first source included 11 focus group interviews with 70 business owners in which participants were asked, “How would you define success in your life or business? and “If you have to define success, what would it meant to you?”  The second source comprised interview data from 54 female business owners engaged in exporting who were asked “By what measure would you consider your business a success?”    These results were then compared with Dyke and Murphy’s (1998) analysis of verbatim statements about the nature of success drawn from 40 individuals considered to be successful.  They had asked respondents “How do you define success for yourself?”  In all three cases interview data were analysed using NUD*IST software in order to code the statements into salient categories.

From these sources, the research team generated a preliminary list of success criteria statements.  Duplicate or similar criteria were removed and a draft telephone questionnaire developed.  The questionnaire asked business owners to rate, on 5 point scale, the importance of each of 12 success criteria.  Respondents were informed that the purpose the study was to learn about the criteria used to evaluate business and personal activities.  The survey was field-tested in Spring 2003 and the field data collected by re-surveying, in June 2003, the 1,002 business owners who had responded to the 2001 survey.  

The administration of the survey was preceded by an introductory letter mailed to each of the 1,002 potential respondents.  This was followed up by a telephone survey conducted by an independent marketing research firm during. Of the 1,002 respondents from the 2001 sampling frame, interviewers were unable to contact 234 respondents; and 60 potential respondents were no longer in business.  Of the remaining 707 eligible respondents, 223 refused to participate, 142 failed to return any of (a minimum of) three calls and another 16 were eliminated for miscellaneous reasons. .  A total of 326 valid telephone surveys were completed in this fieldwork.  This reflects a 46.2% response rate among eligible respondents or 32.6 percent response rate within the sampling frame.

A comparison between the 2001 and 2003 samples was undertaken to investigate survivorship and non-response biases and it was found that the 2003 sample did not differ from the 2001-based sampling frame to a statistically significant extent (p-value < 0.05) in any of the salient dimensions.  

Most of the respondent business owners were well educated.  Approximately half of those surveyed were less than 50 years of age with the majority falling into the 30 to 49 year age group.  Only 2 percent of respondents were less than 30 years of age.  In part, this may reflect a survivorship bias in the sampling frame because it was comprised of established businesses that were sufficiently well known to be part of a commercial database.  In addition to owners’ age, education, and management experience several other salient demographic attributes were collected.  Male business owners accounted for two-thirds of the sample (67.3 percent). Three-quarters of those surveyed created, or participated in the creation of, the business.  Persons with disabilities accounted for 2.8 percent of respondents.  
The sample distributions with regards to the personal and firm attributes and success variables are presented in Table 1.  A number of variables were regrouped in Table 1 to reflect a compromise between equal intervals and sufficiently populated bands.  It should be noted, however, that original continuous variables are used in the assessment of strength of relationships involving the variables. 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Research Findings

This section of the paper reports the results of the empirical analyses of the dimensions of perceived success and of associations between dimensions of success and personal characteristics and firm attributes.  

Dimensions of Perceived Success
Exploratory qualitative analysis found that business owners identify customer relations, maintaining personal relationships, and product or service quality as important success attributes.  Financial criteria such as profitability and income generation were not, according to the exploratory interviews and focus groups, the most-highly rated individual scales.  These findings suggest that commercial (versus personal) performance criteria predominate:  that commercial aspects of business operation are keys to business owners’ sense of accomplishment, a finding that is consistent with the work of Lee-Gosselin and Grise (1990) and Ray and Trupin (1989).   

Table 2 lists, in descending order by gender, the mean responses of the importance accorded each of the twelve success scales, compared across gender based on a univariate student t test.   It is interesting to note the propensity of women to assign consistently higher levels of importance to all attributes of success.  

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

To test proposition 1 (that success spans multiple dimensions, reflecting the existence of multiple, inter-related criteria) and to explore further the construction and dimensionality of the success criteria, factor analysis using principal axis factoring with promax rotation was applied to the twelve success criteria scales.
 
A forced two-factor solution is presented in Panel A of Table 3.  It reveals insight into the basic break-down of the perceptions of success among respondents.  Although the loadings of some variables on two factors are sensitive to the rotational procedures employed in the analysis, the solutions tentatively supported the hypothesis that success spans at least two dimensions, which correspond here to a personal factor and a commercial factor. This two-factor solution implies that the commercial criterion basically comprises financial measures (profitability, generating income, and operating performance).  The non-commercial criterion includes:  pursuing intellectual activities, work/life balance, maintaining professional autonomy, community relations, and maintaining personal relationships.  Four scales (product or service quality, customer relations, market acceptance) loaded on both factors as did the scale assessing success in terms of personal goods acquisition.  For some business owners, product quality, customer relations and/or market acceptance may be personal (non-commercial) in nature.  For other business owners, these aspects of success may be purely commercial in nature.  Again, personal goods acquisition may be a function of either commercial or non-commercial success. These findings also provide initial support for the initial study proposition that success criteria are multi-dimensional and inter-related. 

In order to investigate further the study proposition that the conceptualization of success spans multiple dimensions, the principal axis factoring with promax rotation was repeated.  The objective of the repetitions was to determine the optimal factor model based on several criteria for extracting factors.  Following commonly-used empirical guidelines, the percentage of variance, the scree plot test, and interpretability were considered in deciding on the most informative number of success dimensions.

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

The results of this factor analysis, outlined in Panels B and C of Table 3, which suggest that business owners perceived success to include more than two criteria.  As noted, the number of Eigenvalues greater than 1 indicates that the conceptualization of success is better articulated through a three-factor solution (Panel B).  However, the four-factor solution, (Panel C), with one eigenvalue slightly below one, (0.97) provides the most holistic interpretation of the latent structure.  Moreover, the four-factor solution accounts for a significantly higher percentage of total variance explained than either the two- or three-factor solutions (62% vs. 44% and 54% respectively), when orthogonality is assumed.
  It appears that two of the factors identified in the four-factor solution relate to the private or individual aspects of success, namely a personal and a professional dimension.  The other two, an objective financial dimension and a subjective non-financial dimension, describe the commercial aspect of success.  More specifically, the four factors identified in this analysis are: 

· F1: professional dimension includes pursuing intellectual activities, work/life balance, maintaining professional autonomy, and community relations.

· F2: subjective (non-financial) dimension comprises product or service quality, operating performance (relating to inventory turnover), market acceptance, and customer relations.

· F3: objective (financial) dimension relates to profitability, generating income, personal goods acquisition, and operating performance, specifically financial ratios.

· F4: personal dimension contains items such as maintaining personal relationships and work/life balance.

It therefore appears that success is explained as a multidimensional construct that is best described with four dimensions.
  These four factors seem to be intuitively sound and support the arguments advanced by Sekaran and Hall (1989) regarding “multiple-role relationships” in determining criteria of success.   
Dimensions of perceived success, personal and firm attributes 

The discussion in this section revolves around two different techniques of testing and exploring relationships between and among variables.  First, standard statistical analysis (one-way analysis of variance or the Pearson correlation test) was used to examine the second and third propositions advanced in this study. While similar in structure, each proposition investigates a different set of characteristics (either personal or firm level attributes) in relation to four dimensions of success (personal, professional, subjective non-financial, and objective financial). Second, a tree-based modelling technique was employed to reveal the complexity of relationships among each of the four dimensions of perceived success and the combination of personal and firm-level attributes.
Hypothesis testing 

Most relationships embedded in the second proposition related to how success dimensions vary across business owners’ socio-demographic characteristics (level of education, age, length of experience, and gender) found limited support.  Yet, a significant negative relationship was found between years of total business experience and the professional criteria. The weights accorded to the objective criteria seem to vary only by the level of education. The gender differences in the perception of the professional and objective financial criteria (at the .1 level) detected with the two-sample t-test diminished when controlled for stage of business and industry sector. With the exception of gender, there is no statistical support for an association between the socio-demographic attributes and the personal and subjective non-financial dimensions of success.
Most one-on-one relationships between various dimensions of success and salient firm attributes – sector, stage, size (number of employees), and revenue growth – postulated in the third proposition, were also rejected.  Thus, the importance assigned to professional criteria seems to be stable across all firm attributes. Stage of firm development was the only variable that influenced the owners’ perception of the personal success criteria. The appreciation of the objective financial criteria was found to increase with the number of employees and revenue growth. The importance of the subjective non-financial criteria changed with the stage of firm and the number of employees. The results of one-way analysis of variance and the Pearson correlation test are outlined in Table 4.  Detailed description of findings is presented in Table 5.
INSERT TABLES 4 AND 5 ABOUT HERE

CHAID and CR&T Analysis

In contrast to the traditional parametric approach described above, this step of data analysis relied heavily on non-parametric tests to reveal the complexity of relationships among the categories of attribute variables and each single dimension of success variable.  Tree-based models utilized in this section provide an informative means of identifying key relationships based on CHAID (Chi-Square Automatic Interaction Detection) and Classification and Regression Trees (C&RT) analysis. The latter method (C&RT), equipped with neural network capabilities, is particularly useful when relationships between independent and dependent variables are complex and non-linear (as suggested by Sekaran and Hall, 1989). The relationships among the variables is outlined in four schematic diagrams presented in Appendix B.
  A brief description of findings follows.   
(F1) Professional dimension:  A gender difference (at p-value < .059) in the perception of professional success was detected among business owners.  On average, females tend to assign a higher importance to professional development than their male counterparts. However, the difference disappears when the comparison of attitudes toward the professional dimension is made between males and females with university education. The lower level of education separates females with no university experience from both males in general and women with university education. However, significant variations in attitudes can be detected among women with no university education.  Within this group, women with a maximum of 15 years of experience seem to assign similar importance to professional criteria as the average male does. In contrast, women with more than 15 years of experience were found to have an elevated perception of professional criteria.  In addition, an interaction effect (at the p-value < 0.5 level) was observed between gender and a sector variable (one of the dummy sector variables).  While female owners tended to give higher ratings to the professional criteria than male owners in the service and goods sector, the average ratings of male and female owners are almost identical in the retail sector. Interestingly, these ratings correspond to the mean value given to professional criteria across sectors. With close investigation, the average ratings given by males in the retail sector vary according to the stage of the firm’s development. While owners of firms in the growth stage (female and male) tend to value professional criteria more than owners of non-growth-stage firms, males’ ratings compared to females’ ratings are significantly higher.

(F2) Subjective (non-financial) dimension of success:  Of the predictor variables used in the analysis, gender was found to be the most strongly related to the perception of the subjective criteria: the scores of females are significantly higher than those of males. Though the gender gap seems to be present across different levels of personal and firm variables, its significance varies depending on the scenario in which the comparison between males and females is made.  For example, the gap widens considerably for individuals in the service sector and disappears almost completely for individuals in the retail sector who manage their companies through the mature stage of business. This effect is mostly due to the differences in responses given by female owners regarding the importance of subjective criteria. Women in the retail sector report a significantly lower appeal for the subjective criteria than women in the service sector.  This is particularly evident for women at the mature stage of business.

(F3) Objective financial dimension of success:  In contrast to three other dimensions of success, gender is not the main indicator of differences in the perception of the objective financial dimension. Although gender seems to be a powerful predictor of the importance assigned to objective criteria, gender does not explain the difference in perception of objective financial criteria to the same degree as does the number of employees. The perception of the objective dimension varies the most by firms employing equal to or less than one employee and those with at least 2 employees (p-value < 0.001). In the first category (equal to or less than one employee), both men and women tended to give lower scores to the importance of objective criteria than men and women in the second category (at least two respondents). However, there are significant differences between and within genders in both groups. Among firm owners most often employing one person, male owners who “run” a firm at the mature stage tend to be much less concerned about objective criteria than male owners who manage their firm through other stages. Women owners of non-employee or one-employee firms communicated a different outlook on financial criteria depending on their level of education. Women who had completed some university or attained a university degree assigned much less weight to the objective criteria than their less educated counterparts. The average score given by educated women to the importance of objective criteria is lower than the score given by male owners of firms in the mature phase of the development. Among firm owners employing at least two people, male owners operating in the retail sector rated the objective criteria significantly higher than male owners in other industry sectors did. Although the average scores obtained from males and females with respect to the objective criteria seem notably different, in the retail sector the average score given by males closely matches that given by women.

(F4) Personal dimension of success: Gender was found to be the most powerful predictor of attitudes towards the personal dimension (p-value < 0.011). On average, female owners give a significantly higher importance to personal criteria than male owners do.  Males’ perception of personal criteria, however, is related to the stage of their business. While female owners accorded the same weight to the personal criteria regardless of business stage, male owners at the growth stage assigned greater importance to personal criteria than male owners at the mature stage. Consequently, at the growth stage, male and female owners seem to be equally concerned about personal criteria.

Discussion of Findings

This work intends to narrow the gap in the scholarly literature concerned with conceptual development of the dimensionality of perceived “success” and association between success criteria and personal and firm attributes.  First, it offers an empirical examination of “success,” a construct that has been approached only theoretically by the vast majority of related studies (see Appendix A).  Consequently, the current study subjects to empirical investigation, two complementary theories, human capital theory and role investment theory.  Second, while a number of studies have examined potential associations between perceived success and owner characteristics, none have done so within an a priori theoretical framework.  The current study sought to examine empirically the model of perceived success advanced by Morel d’Arleux, (2001). Finally, the findings of the research help to explain the inconsistencies presented in previous research. This study argues that the discrepancies in research conclusions drawn by many scholars may reflect a false assumption of a one-on-one relationship between a dimension of success and a personal or firm attribute. Moreover, this study demonstrates how the statistical methods employed in the analysis of data can significantly alter the conclusion of research findings.

This study confirmed that “success” reflects multiple, inter-related criteria.  More specifically, it was found that a four-factor model provided the best depiction of business owners’ dimensions of success where “best” is defined in both statistical and theoretical terms.  The four factors reflected individuals’ values with respect to a professional life (pursuing intellectual activities, work/life balance, maintaining professional autonomy, and community relations), the non-financial performance of the firm (product or service quality, operating performance, market acceptance, and customer relations), a financial performance dimension (profitability, generating income, personal goods acquisition, and operating performance), and a dimension related to owners’  personal lives (maintaining personal relationships and work/life balance).   The results challenge simplistic assumptions that business owners are primarily profit-motivated. The work also complements earlier studies that find it is not sufficient to focus exclusively on any one performance metric, such as firm financial performance, when describing business owners’ perceptions of success.  Neither the financial dimension (commonly used to define successful businesses), nor the level of employment (a dimension of great importance to public policy) fully reflect business owners’ views of success.  

With respect the anticipated association among firm and owner level attributes, the two-sample t-tests confirmed that weightings accorded the individual dimensions of success differ systematically across several personal- (socio-demographic) and firm-level characteristics. The perception of the professional criteria varies by gender and years of experience; the importance of the personal success criteria changes across gender and the stage of business; the attitudes towards the objective financial success criteria differ depending on gender and business size; and weights accorded subjective (non-financial) success criteria vary by gender, the stage of business, and the number of employees.  
Among all personal- and firm- level attributes, gender was found to be the most powerful predictor of attitudes towards the subjective (non-financial), personal, and professional dimensions of success. In contrast, the number of employees accounts for the largest amount of variance in the perception of the objective financial dimension. However, CHAID and C&RT analysis illustrate the complex nature of the inter-relationships of personal and firm attributes and the cumulative impact of these variables on the dimensions of perceived success.  In light of these techniques, perceptions of various success criteria seem not to be universal among either women or men, or business owners employing a certain number of workers.  Thus, this work challenges previous findings that argue that differences in perception of success can be sufficiently explained by a single personal attribute, such as gender (Parker and Chusmir, 1992; Lee-Gosselin and Aubry, 1990; Kyro, 2001).  Since, the linkage between gender and the importance of various success criteria can be highly moderated by other attributes, either at the personal or firm level, gross generalizations about owner characteristics may be counterproductive.  

The study also reveals the limitations of traditional statistical tools in their ability to explore complex associations among variables. Technique-sensitive results documented in this paper suggest that inconsistent findings reported in the literature may reflect differences in the sophistication of statistical analysis employed. For example, the implementation of the GLM Univariate procedure in this study changed the conclusion regarding the relationship between gender and the professional and objective criteria of success suggested by the one-way ANOVA procedure, most frequently used in a hypothesis-testing framework.  Tree-based methods further disclosed that interaction effects investigated by means of the GLM model might not reveal the true intricacy of relationships among personal/firm attributes. 

With respect to the theoretical underpinnings of this study, the findings support the validity of role investment theory with respect to the association between accumulated experience and perceived success.  The theory predicts that individuals with more professional experience are likely to weigh professional dimension of success relatively more heavily than other success dimensions. However, the empirical findings also suggest that the underlying influences of perceived success are more complex than the theory might imply. As such, the research highlights the need to consider perceived success as a transitory cognitive phenomena associated with acting on opportunities (Krueger, 2003).     

Finally, these findings hint that the success criteria employed by business owners mirrors that of corporate managers.  For example, Gattiker and Coe (1986) report corporate managers’ perceptions of success to be associated with employment or job success, life success, financial success and interpersonal success.  The construction of these success attributes appear similar to those identified in the current analysis.  This, however, remains an area of future inquiry.

Study Limitations

Several study limitations bear noting.  As mentioned, the survey employed a sampling frame that over-represented established businesses and particular sectors (services and retail trade sectors). 

A high response rate and the sample size of 300 respondents are generally consistent with other studies in related research. However, the complexity of inter-relationships seems to necessitate a larger sample size to sufficiently populate all possible combinations of variables.  For example, although this work suggests that women are not a homogeneous group, there were not enough observations to either detect specific attribute difference or generalize the findings. Since women constitute only one-third of the sample size, complex inter-relationships among personal and firm attributes specifically pertinent to this sub-group could not be fully explored.
Furthermore, several scales or measures may benefit from further refinement.  In particular, the scales used to define the success dimensions were derived from qualitative data obtained from a relatively homogeneous grouping of English-speaking Canadian business owners.  These scales may need to be adjusted if this approach is to be employed in a cross-cultural setting.  Future work must therefore employ a substantially larger sample of business owners so that interaction effects can be determined more precisely.  

Two potential directions for future work would be to compare dimensions of success across professional categories (business owners and corporate managers) nationalities, cultures, and ethnic groups and to examine the association between perceived success and owner decision-making (e.g. growth intentions).  Preliminary work with respect to these associations is underway.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics  

	Owner Attributes
	Male 

(n=219)
	Female (n=207)
	Total (n=326)

	Owner Age
	
	
	

	30 to 39
	2.3
	1.9
	2.1

	40 to 49
	11.4
	13.1
	12

	50 to 59
	33.3
	32.7
	33.1

	More than 59
	40.2
	43.9
	41.4

	Education 
	
	
	

	No Tertiary
	12.8
	8.4
	11.3

	College Graduate
	54.4
	43.3
	50.6

	University or University Grad
	17.2
	17.3
	17.2

	Other
	28.4
	39.4
	32.1

	Total years of work experience 
	
	
	

	0 to 9.9
	2.7
	10.3
	5.2

	10 to 14.5
	8.2
	19.6
	12

	15 to 19.9
	15.1
	21.5
	17.2

	20 to 24.9
	15.1
	15
	15

	More than 25
	16.4
	15.9
	16.3

	Firm attributes

	# of Employees (FTE)   2002:
	
	
	

	None
	16.7
	29.0
	20.5

	1 to 4.9
	44.1
	45.0
	44.4

	5 to 19.9
	30.2
	22.0
	27.6

	More than 19.9
	9.0
	4.0
	7.5

	Annual Revenue - 2002:
	
	
	

	Less than $100,000
	21.7
	34.0
	24.6

	$100,000 to $499,999
	31.4
	41.5
	33.8

	$500,000 to $1,000,000
	19.4
	9.4
	17.1

	More than $1,000,000
	27.4
	15.1
	24.6

	Stage of Business:
	
	
	

	Start-up
	1.2
	0.0
	0.8

	Growth
	31.1
	39.0
	33.6

	Maturity
	67.7
	61.0
	65.6

	Sector:
	
	
	

	Service Industry
	33.8
	38.8
	35.5

	Retail Industry
	52.2
	54.1
	52.8

	Goods Industry
	13.9
	7.1
	11.7

	  
	N
	Mean
	Std. Dev.

	Total years of management experience  
	323
	19.43
	10.47

	EMPS - Number of FTE Employees
	326
	5.22
	9.90

	REV - 2002  Revenue
	260
	1,048,123
	2,253,302


Table 2: Small Business Owners’ Perceptions of Success   

	Success Criteria Scales
	N
	Mean
	S.D.
	Male
	Female
	p-value

	Customer relations 

(e.g., corporate image or good will)
	325
	4.77
	0.53
	4.71
	4.88
	0.01

	Maintaining relationships with friends, 

family, partner
	322
	4.65
	0.62
	4.58
	4.79
	0.00

	Product or service quality 

(e.g., on-time delivery)
	322
	4.61
	0.68
	4.54
	4.76
	0.01

	Maintaining professional autonomy
	322
	4.44
	0.76
	4.38
	4.56
	0.05

	Market acceptance 

(e.g., recognition or product quality)
	317
	4.40
	0.80
	4.33
	4.54
	0.02

	Generating income

(e.g., salary and financial security)
	322
	4.38
	0.80
	4.31
	4.5
	0.05

	Managing work/life demands
	324
	4.36
	0.80
	4.28
	4.53
	0.01

	Organizational profitability

(e.g., return on capital, net profit) 
	320
	4.33
	0.96
	4.27
	4.44
	0.13

	Pursuing intellectual activities 

(e.g., acquiring new knowledge)
	321
	4.06
	0.90
	4.01
	4.15
	0.2

	Operating performance

(e.g., inventory turnover or financial ratios)
	308
	4.06
	0.95
	3.94
	4.3
	0.00

	Community relations/community recognition
	316
	4.04
	0.98
	4.02
	4.07
	0.71

	Ability to acquire personal goods

(e.g., house, car, ability to travel)
	324
	3.83
	0.99
	3.8
	3.89
	0.47


Table3: Factor Analysis of Owners’ Perceptions of Success   

	Success Criteria Scale


	Panel A

2 Factor Solution
	Panel B

3 Factor Solution
	Panel C

4 Factor Solution

	
	F1
	F2
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F4

	Profitability
	
	0.66
	
	
	0.75
	
	
	0.70
	

	Product or service quality
	0.42
	0.46
	
	0.69
	
	
	0.70
	
	

	Operating performance
	
	0.59
	
	0.55
	
	
	0.55
	0.51
	

	Customer relations
	0.44
	0.43
	
	0.51
	
	
	0.52
	
	

	Community relations
	0.55
	
	0.51
	
	
	0.50
	
	
	

	Market acceptance
	0.44
	0.41
	
	0.56
	
	
	0.55
	
	

	Generating income
	
	0.62
	0.53
	
	0.57
	0.46
	
	0.63
	

	Maintaining personal relationships
	0.51
	
	0.54
	
	
	
	
	
	0.88

	Work life balance
	0.59
	
	0.67
	
	
	0.57
	
	
	0.58

	Pursuing intellectual activities
	0.65
	
	0.61
	
	
	0.76
	
	
	

	Maintaining professional autonomy
	0.56
	
	0.53
	
	
	0.55
	
	
	

	Personal goods acquisition
	0.45
	0.42
	0.56
	
	0.43
	0.51
	
	0.52
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. Loadings less than 0.4 are suppressed to ease interpretation.


Table 4: Dimensions of Success and Personal and Business Attributes 

	Attribute


	Success Dimension (p-values)


	
	Professional (F1)
	Subjective Non-Financial (F2)
	Objective Financial (F3)
	Personal (F4)

	Personal Attributes (Proposition 2)

	Education
	x
	x
	0.030
	x

	Age
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Experience
	0.086
	x
	x
	x

	Gender
	0.059*
	0.003
	0.053*
	0.011

	Business Attributes (Proposition 3)

	Sector
	x
	x
	x
	x

	Stage
	x
	0.009
	x
	0.029

	Number of Employees
	x
	0.100
	0.001
	x

	Revenues 2002
	x
	x
	0.001
	x

	* Non-significant results were obtained when controlling for other variables.


Table 5: ANOVA Analysis of Study Propositions 1 and 2  

	(SP1)
 Education: Based on a one-way analysis of variance, significant differences in perception of objective (financial) criteria can be assumed across levels of education (p-value < .03). A pair-wise multiple comparison test reveals, however, that significant differences exist only between college graduates and individuals with university experience. College graduates expressed a higher appreciation of financial criteria compared to those respondents with higher levels of education. No statistically significant differences were noted between level of education and personal, professional, and subjective criteria respectively. 

	(SP1) Age:  Interestingly, there was no variation in the perception of personal, professional, subjective or objective financial performance criteria across age categories.
 Thus, it appears that various dimensions of success may be ingrained elements of success for business owners, regardless of age. 

	(SP1) Years of management experience: A statistically significant linear relationship between total years of management experience and professional criteria was detected by the Pearson correlation test (p-value < .086).  Older business owners seem to assign more weight to the professional dimension of success than younger ones. There was no significant linear correlation between years of experience and other dimensions of success.

	(SP1) Gender: According to the one-way Anova, the weightings accorded the various dimensions of success differed significantly by gender. The most significant differences were found for subjective non-financial criteria (p-value < .003), followed by personal criteria (p-value < .011), objective financial criteria (p-value < .053), and professional criteria (p-value < .059). This conclusion of gender difference with regards to objective and professional criteria, however, can be challenged on the basis of the GLM Univariate procedure, which provides mechanism to control for the effect of other study variables.  No gender difference in the perception of objective criteria is observed when controlling for stage of business. Gender seems not to influence the perception of professional criteria when controlling for industry sector. The impact of personal and firm attributes on subjective financial and personal dimensions seems to be negligent. As such, gender differences were noted in these two latter success dimensions.

	(SP2) Sector: No statistically significant differences in perception of success were found for the industry sector. Neither a one-way analysis of variance nor post hoc tests detected differences among the means of retail, service, and goods sectors. 

	(SP2) Stage of firm: The results of ANOVA show statistically significant differences in the perception of two dimensions of success, subjective non-financial (.009) and personal criteria (.029), and stage of business.  Subjective non-financial criteria and personal criteria seem to be more important for owners of firms at the growth stage than at the mature stage. The perception of professional and objective criteria does not vary significantly by the stage of business.

	(SP2) Size - Employees: Significant positive correlation at the .001 level between the number of employees and the objective criteria was detected. To enable the log transformation by eliminating zero values, the variables include the owner in the head count of employees.  Positive correlation at the .1 level was also found between the log of the number of employees (plus one) and the subjective financial criteria. Other dimensions of success seem not to be affected by the size of the firm as measured by the number of employees.

	(SP2) Size - Revenue:  Respondents in 2001 and 2002 were asked to report their current level of revenue along with their revenue earned two years before. According to the Pearson correlation, a positive relationship can be assumed between log transformation of revenues in four consecutive years and the objective criteria. Interestingly, the strongest correlation at the .001 level was found for revenue in 1999.  The strength of the association seems to diminish for each following year.   Consequently, the correlation for revenue in 2002 is significant at the .1 level. 


Appendix A: Summary of selected studies about perceptions of success

	Author(s)
	Sample
	Findings about success criteria and study methodology

	Tarnowieski  (1973)  
	US male (only) managers  
	Spiritual and humanistic values are central to perceived success. Success reflects harmonious relationships, spiritual and material fulfillment, the environment, personal satisfaction, inner calm, being recognized by peers and fellowmen, life of Christ, gaining one’s own soul, moral and material leadership to family, doing what you enjoy, being paid equitably for efforts, enthusiasm for life. No method of analysis specified

	Schein 

(1975)
	Longitudinal panel of 44 male (only)  Sloan graduates
	Personal values, career events and organizational experiences interact. Anchors are formed early in life and effectively influence one’s entire career. Careers “anchors” include managerial competencies, technical/.functional competencies, organizational security, creativity, autonomy and independence.  No method of analysis specified.

	Gattiker and Coe (1986)
	Survey of 306 Western Canadian corporate mangers.
	Job success (e.g., positive feedback about performance, fully backed by management, ability to set goals, dedicated to work), life success (e.g., respected by peers, happy with private life, enjoy happy family life), financial success (e.g., fair compensation, earning my worth, salary supports current lifestyle), and interpersonal success (e.g., setting own career goals, asked advice, doing something with peers outside work). Methodologies included  factor analysis and inter-item correlation

	Carter and Cannon (1988)
	Semi-structured interviews and survey of   70 female (only) Scottish business owners.
	A sense of independence was cited most frequently as respondents’ greatest “success” (p. 37). Personal satisfaction and quality of working life were regarded bys some, but not all are an aspect of success associated with business ownership. Other important success criteria include: finance/income, growth/expansion, service to customers, employment of staff and self.  Methods include rank ordering of success criteria.

	Ray and Trupin

 (1989)
	Cross cultural study of 48 US, 52 Japanese, 63 French and 53 Canadian tech sector business owners.
	National and cultural environments influence perceived success.  Hence, there is a need to consider cultural and economic influences on success.  Success reflects becoming rich, financial independence, control of destiny, commercialize products, develop a project that was truly my own, create an organization that reflects my values, enjoy a certain degree of power, avoid bankruptcy.   

	Fernald and Solomon 

(1989)
	Survey of 72 male and 74 female US business owners 


	Gender influences the values ascribed by entrepreneurs. Males ranked comfortable and exciting life, sense of accomplishment whereas female entrepreneurs ranked health, self-respect, family security, freedom and followed by sense of accomplishment. Method  included rank ordering of Rokeach Value Survey  criteria

	Lee-Gosselin and Aubry 

(1990)
	Survey of 400 and in-depth interviews with  75 French Canadian  women (only) business owners
	Respondents prioritized professional success over personal success.  Business success was defined as increased revenues, increased profits, company provides adequate income to live well, harmony in employees, customers and suppliers, people have confidence in firm, company stays open and does not go bankrupt, keep control, visible and known in community, reach one’s objectives, integrate family life and increase market share.

	Olson and Currie (1992)
	Survey of 47 male and 40 female US construction sector firm owners


	Gender differences were cited. For men, being an entrepreneur is a business strategy. For women, it’s a life strategy.  Family security is the most important value for all respondents.   There is a need to examine links between values and strategy.  Method included  rank ordering of Rokeach Value Survey criteria.

	Ruderman Ohlott, Panzer and King (1999)
	Survey of 61 “senior level  or executive women”  who had participated in training seminar
	Success is manifested in multiple roles including mother, co-worker, partner and family member. Success extends to a sense of inner harmony, being emotionally and physically healthy and having a balanced approach to life. Many perceived that their organizations define success narrowly, focusing on financial and production goals.

	Parker and Chusmir (1992)
	439 female and 317 male U.S. managerial and non-managerial


	Hierarchical level and gender influence success goals.   Personal fulfillment and security were more important to women managers than men counterparts. Among non-managers, men valued status/wealth higher than women. personal fulfillment was stronger for women than men.  Method included ANOVA analysis of “Life Success Measure”.

	Slipovitz

(1992)
	Open-ended interview with 10 US women with doctoral degrees 

 
	First research to examine professional women’s perceptions of success. Success is transitory, a process (e.g., need adaptability, eternal re-orientation, managing change) rather than construction of predetermined values. Success reflects balance (diversity and integration, support, role models, not adopting others’ standards) and making a contribution (development of family members, nurturance in professional domain). Qualitative data analysis was employed.


	Mason 

(1994)
	Survey of 5,200 consulting firm managers in North America
	Opportunity for advancement, learn new skills, wages/benefits, treated with respect, challenging work, supervisor one respects, ideas adopted, authority to make decisions, job security, sense of accomplishment, people that like, good working conditions, enjoyment from work, convenient hours/location.

	Fagenson 

(1993)
	Survey of 68 female and 57male US entrepreneurs; 68 female and 72 male US managers
	Occupational roles influences values ascribed by managers and entrepreneurs. Gender effect was evidenced on the terminal value scales however, overall effect of gender was attributable to a small number of values. Managers and entrepreneurs had vastly different value systems. Use sophisticated statistical techniques and control for confounding factors.18 “terminal life values (defined as end-states individual seek to achieve) and 18 instrumental values (means used by individuals to achieve those end-states).  

	Orser 

(1997)
	National focus groups with 53 male and female business owners
	Success is life or business reflected family, financial, mobility, personal factors, the environmental and emotion outcomes. Success may link to owners’ growth intentions. Hence, the need to consider growth intention in the context of perceived success. Methodologiess included   regression analysis and rank ordering of criteria.

	Sturges 

(1999)
	Interviews with 18 female and 18 male managers of UK telecommunications firms  

 
	Success criteria is inter-related and complex.  Intangible success criteria  such as “influence” is more important that tangible success criteria (e.g., pay, promotion). Success criteria was “far removed” from conventional notions of career outcomes (e.g., hierarchical rank, salary). External commercial criteria included doing a good job, being a good asset to the firm, launch a successful product that changes the organization, being an expert, feeling of accomplishment. External criteria such as pay and promotion are secondary to intangible, personal criteria such as a sense of influence.  

	Duxbury, Dyke and Lam   (1999) 
	Interviews with 254 Canadian federal employees
	Respondents defined “life success” in terms of family, lifestyle, and leisure.  Success reflects enjoyment and satisfaction in the work itself, self-esteem, reward and accomplishment; career progress; recognition and extrinsic rewards; learning; and the ability to contribute and influence.   Method included ranking of percentage of responses.

	Kyro (2001)
	Written narratives

17 Swedish women (only) business owners
	Need to consider inter-relationship among personal, economic and social success criteria. Women don’t value monetary criteria as a measure for their success, but rather a good customer satisfaction and god professional performance. Instead of economic criteria, women value a good life as a holistic phenomenon.  Methodology included a   narrative analysis using ATLAS-ti Scientific Software.

	Duxbury, Dyke and Lam (2000)
	Univariate comparisons

High tech sector
	Examined  15 “achievements” including doing work that I enjoy, obtaining a personal sense of accomplishment, being able to learn and develop my skills, earning a salary to provide a comfortable lifestyle, maintaining a balance between work and non-work, being surrounded by stimulating people, being recognized by colleagues for expertise, obtaining increasing financial rewards, developing relationships with others on the job, obtaining peer recognition, moving through positions of increasing responsibility, obtaining personal autonomy, being able to influence organizational direction, making a contribution to society, being in a position of authority. Methodology included ranking of percentages. Study reports significant differences with respect to age, gender, organizational promotion, and job type

	Morel d’Arleux (2001)
	In-depth   interviews with 14 male and 3 female French small business owners.  
	Conception of success varied between “owner managers” and “entrepreneurs”, as delineated by respondents’ growth orientation. Firm perpetuation, personal development, transmitting values to children, applying personal values inside the firm, employee development.  Entrepreneurs cited happiness, satisfaction, best in one’s field and employee welfare.

	Fenwick and Hutton

(2000)
	Longitudinal interviews with 95 Canadian women (only) who left corporate for self-employment.
	Success criteria changes over time and  reflects becoming confident in one’s choices and abilities, taking responsibility for one’s mistakes and decisions, distancing oneself from business while maintaining passionate, and learning how to learn. Success reflects children, daily satisfaction and fulfillment, quality of relationships comprising work networks, ability to choose daily activities, contributions to communities, reputations, quality of life. 


Appendix B: Classification and Regression Tree Analysis  

Schematic 1:  Professional Success Criteria 

[image: image1.png]Subjective Criteria

Mean 00729
StiDev 08428

n o274 (100.00%)
Predicted  0.0729

T
Gender (2002)

P-value=0.0030; F=8.9440; 0f=1,272
Male Female
L L
Mean  -0.0304 Mean 02911
StiDev 08559 StiDev 07746
N 186 (67.88%) N 88 (3212%)
Predicted 00304 Predicted 02011

T
Retail Sector

P-value=0.0073; F=7 5547, 0f=1 86

—
No Yes
! 1
Mean 05384 Mean 00858
swDev 04172 StwDev 09284
N 39(1423%) N 49(1738%)
Predicted  0.5364 Predicted  0.0958





Schematic 2: Personal Success Criteria

[image: image2.png]Professional Criteria

Mean
St Dev
n

-0.0000000
1.0000000
279 (100.00%)

Predicted -0.0000000

T

Gender (200)

P-value=0.0567; F=3.6021; 0f=1,277
!

Male
L

StiDev  0.9481
N 191 (68

Mean  -0.0767680

Predicted -0.0767680

889
46%)

T
Retail Sector

P-valug=0.0337; F=4 5757, 0f=1,189
!

No
I

Mean  -0.2244874

StiDev  1.0175763

N 94(3369%)

Predicted -0.2244674

Senice Sector

741, 01,92

Yes
L

Mean  0.0BE3E34

StiDev  (0.8568721

N 97 (E4TT%)

Predicted  0.0863634

T
Growth Stage of Development

1
Female
P N

Mean  0.1BBE214
StiDev  1.0912897

N 88 (3154%)
Predicted  0.1686214

—
University or University Grad
P-value=0.0507; F=3.9287, 0f=1 86

—
No Yes
! 1
Mean 03422084 Mean 01261703
StDev 10058180 StDev 11786233
N s51971%) N 33(1183%)
Predited 03422064 Predicted 01261703

T
Years of business management experience, total (Banded)

P-value=0.0323; F=4.7184; 0F=1,95 P-value=0.0040; F=0.0705; 01,53
No Yes No Yes 5 16+;<missing=

I L I L L L
Mean  -0.5027440 Mean  -0.0358368 Mean  -0.0251542 Mean  0.4420872 Mean  0.0312233 Mean  0.8083080
StiDev  1.178263 StiDev  (0.8526787 StiDev  0.8472311 StiDev  0.8124116 StiDev  1.1364347 StiDev  0.5032069
N 38(1362%) N 55 (2007%) N 78(2796%) n 19 (6.81%) N 33(1183%) n 22 (7.89%)
Predicted -0.5027440 Predicted -0.0356368 Predicted -0.0251542 Predicted  0.4420872 Predicted  0.0312233 Predicted  0.8089060





Schematic 3: Objective Financial Success Criteria
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Schematic 4: Subjective Financial Success Criteria
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� For example, on a personal level, success has been defined in relational (quality of relationships, work networks), communal (e.g., contributions to communities, reputations); authoritative (e.g., degree of power) and holistic (e.g., quality of life, spiritual and humanistic) terms.  Organizational or firm level success criteria include both pecuniary and non-pecuniary aspect of business ownership such as: anticipated reactions from the environment in which the firm operates (e.g., product, recognition, relationships with employees, suppliers and customers, “people have confidence in the firm); aspects of organization culture (e.g. firm reflects owner values, harmony among employees); and firm characteristics (e.g., criteria associated with market share, profits, number of employees). And, contrary to traditional economic criteria of business success, for some business owners, remaining small and stable is an inherent element of perceived success (Lee-Gosselin and Aubry, 1990).


� The high value of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistic (.796) measuring the sampling adequacy for the factor model indicates that proposition 1 is highly plausible.


� Since the assumption of orthogonality could not be warranted, the factors are derived and interpreted using the promax rotation.


� While theoretically sensible, the latent dimensions of success are affected by a problem inherent in exploratory factor analysis (EFA); i.e., all variables incorporated in the analysis are free to load on all factors (Gorsuch, 1983).  Consequently, the factor scores obtained through EFA contained lower factor pattern coefficients.  To mitigate the problem, the factor scores for each of the dimensions of success used in the subsequent analysis were recalculated.  The new score were computed as linear combinations of the standardized values of those scale items that correlated highly with the factor and the corresponding loadings.  All low pattern coefficients were fixed to zero. Scores with standard deviation greater than 3 in the absolute value, flagged in the box lot as either outliners or extreme cases, were removed from the study.


� See Chi-Square Automatic Interaction Detection (CHAID) and Classification and Regression Trees (C&RT) at http://www.aiaccess.net/e_dec_trees.htm.


� In contrast to the traditional use of CHAID analysis performed on categorical variables, Answer Trees (Tree-based models) expand the application of the CHAID approach to accommodate ordinal and continuous variables.  While continuous predictors are collapsed to ordinal variables, continuous target variables are kept intact.  To take advantage of the richness of information provided by continuous target variables, the significant values are obtained on the basis of the Anova F test.  All findings obtained with tree-based models have been validated with traditional statistical methods.


� (SP) = Study Proposition 1,2 or 3.


� It should be noted that the “less than 30” age category was excluded from the analysis for lack of adequate data, where n = 6.
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