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Abstract. This research aims at analysing the influence of a holistic configuration of factors related
to industry and the characteristics of the entrepreneur and the business, on the survival of social and
commercial entrepreneurial initiatives in both, new and consolidated companies. The sample ranges
from 2,851 to 2,109 firms, according to the period considered, and has been obtained from the
reports of the projects submitted to the Assistance Programme to Young Entrepreneurs, promoted
by the Valencian Institute of Youth. Other sources of information have been the Institute’s own re-
ports and the Chambers of Commerce. A configurational analysis is performed using the Fuzzy-Set
Qualitative Comparative Analysis. The results obtained show that there is no necessary condition by
itself and that there are several sufficient solutions that explain a considerable percentage of survival
cases. They also show how the solutions vary significantly and, consequently, the relevance of the
different causal antecedents, when the company acquires greater maturity.

Keywords: entrepreneurship, firm survival, social firms, commercial firms, causal patterns, fuzzy-
set Qualitative Comparative Analysis.
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Introduction

New ventures play an important role in economic growth, job creation and innovation; but
show great failures rate, especially in their first years of operation. Consequently, the analy-
sis of business survival and the factors that may help to explain it have been, for decades, a
relevant research line of management studies. Many authors consider survival as one of the
key indicators to determine the success of a company (Briider]l & Schiissler, 1990; Haber &
Reichel, 2005).

The literature identifies three sets of variables that contribute to explain the survival of
newly created companies: the characteristics of the entrepreneur; the characteristics of the
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business and organisation; and the characteristics of the environment (Franco & Haase, 2010;
Salder & Bryson, 2019; Schutjens & Wever, 2000). The vast majority of previous studies have
focused on analysing the separate impact of these variables on survival using multivariate
statistical techniques. However, taking into account that entrepreneurship is a complex phe-
nomenon and survival, in particular, can be explained by different combinations of variables,
the use of Qualitative Comparative Analysis can be considered a useful option. This method
admits that different antecedent conditions (equivalent to variables in statistical analysis) can
lead to the same result and that the causal configurations (combination of conditions) that
explain a given result (i.e., survival) may not coincide with those that explain the opposite
result (i.e., closure) (Fiss, 2011; Woodside & Zhang, 2013).

The study of survival in newly created companies is especially important, since although
they tend to have the support of public institutions (Chandra & Wong, 2016), they generally
have higher mortality rates than those consolidated entrepreneurial initiatives (Briider] &
Schussler 1990; Headd, 2003; Sim6n-Moya & Revuelto-Taboada, 2016). The combinations
of causal factors related to survival will vary over time, as the relative importance of the dif-
ferent factors in the different stages of life of the company changes. In this vein, it would be
interesting to go deeper into the study of survival of new firms versus survival of consolidated
firms, and analyse whether the causal combinations that explain this result differ or not.

Bearing in mind the above, the main objective of this research is to analyse the causal
complexity underlying the survival of entrepreneurial initiatives, both in new and consoli-
dated firms, that is, survival in the short and medium term. The study focuses on two groups
of causal antecedents, those linked to the characteristics of the entrepreneur and the char-
acteristics of the business although the sector (manufacturing/service), frequently used as
control variable, is also considered.

To achieve this goal, the work is structured as follows. First, it is shown the theoretical
framework where the main conditioning factors of survival are reviewed; subsequently, a
series of propositions to be validated are defined. The following section contains the meth-
odology that justifies the suitability of the Qualitative Comparative Analysis, specifically the
fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis, and the steps followed for its application. Like-
wise, the aspects related to the sample and information gathering are included. Later, the re-
sults of the necessity and sufficiency analysis are collected. Finally, the conclusions, practical
implications and future lines of research are presented.

1. Theoretical framework

Entrepreneurship is a phenomenon that has a great impact on the generation of employ-
ment and wealth in a country. For this reason, studying in depth the factors that influence
the success and survival of companies has aroused great interest among academics (Carlsson
et al,, 2013). This research focuses particularly on two types of factors: a) those related to the
characteristics of the entrepreneur, where training and related experience, as well as motiva-
tion to undertake have been extensively analysed; b) and those linked to the organisation
and the business, availability of resources (both financial and human), purpose of the firm
(social versus commercial) and industry.
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1.1. The characteristics of the entrepreneur

The training and experience of the entrepreneur have been shown in the literature as substan-
tial elements to explain the survival of business ventures (Eliakis et al., 2020; Headd, 2003;
Millan et al., 2012). The specific or related training, that is, the one that focuses on processes,
technologies or relevant products in the sector, allows the entrepreneur to better detect the
needs of his target population, use more efficiently the resources he owns and reduce costs
(Ribeiro-Soriano & Castrogiovanni, 2012; Van Praag, 2003). Kurczewska and Mackiewicz
(2020, p. 427) state that “pursuing variety in education and accumulating numerous and
diverse experiences is key for both business start-up and its (long-term) continuation”.

Regarding the experience of the entrepreneur in the sector and/or as an entrepreneur, it
should be noted that most of the authors agree that it is a relevant factor in relation to the
success of the entrepreneurship (Millan et al., 2012; Simén-Moya & Revuelto-Taboada, 2016).
Nevertheless, there are studies that indicate that, in the case of self-employment, there may be
a negative effect of previous experience on the survival of the company (Roberts et al., 2013).

The third variable taken into consideration, the motivation that leads to entrepre-
neurship, makes us differentiate necessity entrepreneurs from opportunity entrepreneurs
(Martinez-Rodriguez, et al., 2020; Van Praag, 2003). The former are those that have no
special interest in the business itself and entrepreneurship is a way to avoid inactivity, in
the absence of job opportunities. On the other hand, the latter are vocational entrepreneurs
who start their activity when they detect a business opportunity and seek autonomy and
independence in their work.

The results of different studies agree that opportunity entrepreneurships survive longer
and obtain better results (Ho & Wong, 2007; Rico-Belda & Cabrer-Borras, 2018). The greater
capacity for innovation and commitment of these entrepreneurs become important factors
in explaining these results (Ho & Wong, 2007; El Harbi & Anderson, 2010). By contrast,
necessity entrepreneurs seek income urgently and have limited investment capacity, so they
tend to set up smaller companies, both in terms of staff and investment. Also, these entre-
preneurs tend to have a lower level of training than opportunity entrepreneurs (Kelley et al.,
2010). This would explain, at least partially, the differences in the survival rates between
both types of entrepreneurs. In this sense, Millan et al. (2012) show how the creation of
companies by entrepreneurs that come from a situation of unemployment (necessity entre-
preneur) increases the probability for them of re-entering the group of unemployed people
again. Even when these entrepreneurs have training and experience, their ventures have a
shorter survival period as transition to entrepreneurship is usually a temporary solution to
joblessness (Nystrom, 2020).

1.2. The characteristics of the company

The availability of resources, both financial and human, are among the most studied ex-
planatory variables of survival. The infant industry theory explains the implications of the
liability of newness (Aghion, 2011) on survival, indicating that young companies face up
to entry barriers that may precipitate their failure. One of the main barriers derives from
the difficulty to access resources, either capital (Kerr & Nanda, 2011) or specialised human
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resources, since, in general, this kind of firms has scarce resources to acquire them and/or
time to develop them internally.

On the other hand, new firms need some time to develop new roles and relationships
with their environment (consumers, suppliers, beneficiaries, funders, and other public and
private institutions), as well as to gain legitimacy (Stinchcombe, 1965). Likewise, their lesser
knowledge of the environment can lead them to trial and error processes, which may have
negative effects on their efficiency levels.

Most of the startups also drag a second burden, namely, the liability of smallness. This as-
pect becomes a disadvantage for young firms compared to established companies, especially
when the latter enjoy both economies of scale and economies derived from the experience
effect. Also and related to the size of the firm, two of the factors that show a more consistent
and positive relationship with business success and survival are the number of employees and
initial capital (Agarwal & Audretsch, 2001; Headd, 2003; Mas-Verdu et al,, 2015).

The purpose of the company (social vs. commercial) can also affect its survival as the
specialist literature suggests, although the results are conflicting somehow. Some studies re-
veal that there are no significant differences in the levels of survival in the first years of life
between social and commercial firms (Simén-Moya et al., 2012). Contrarily, other research
shows that social firms obtain higher levels of survival (Denny, 2014; Gimmon & Spiro,
2013). In many cases, professional activity in social firms constitutes a secondary activity in
the collaborator’s professional life (Nicolds & Rubio, 2012). Furthermore, social entrepreneurs
do not act necessarily motivated by material or monetary remuneration (Guzman & Trujillo,
2008); instead, they are inspired by a prosocial motivation (Grant, 2008; Penner et al., 2005),
more altruistic. This motivation may make them preserve the firms, helped by grants and
voluntary work, in situations in which a commercial entrepreneur would give up without
hesitation.

However, social enterprises generally face the problem of scarcity of resources (Fournier,
2011; Guzman & Trujillo, 2008). Nevertheless, entities more inclined to finance social firms
have appeared, and some governments have launched some specific programs for financing
social entrepreneurship, although their impact is limited (Nicolas & Rubio, 2012). Regarding
human capital, in general, social enterprises cannot offer competitive salaries, while employees’
personal satisfaction of fulfilling a social mission is one of the main keys to retaining talent.

Also, industry becomes an important factor affecting firm’s survival in its first years of
life. The necessary investments as well as entry and exit barriers are usually higher in the
case of manufacturing companies, which could affect their survival. On the other hand,
service firms (particularly professional service firms) are very dependent on the experience
and knowledge of the promoters, and less on the initial capital investment (Stewart, 2018).
Anyway, given its influence on the analysis of survival, this variable has been frequently used
as a control variable.

Considering all the arguments exposed above, it could be observed, on the one hand,
that there are a number of factors that can help explain the success and/or survival of entre-
preneurial initiatives. On the other hand, the literature review reveals that research study-
ing these factors obtain contradictory conclusions, as these factors may generate positive,
negative and/or neutral effects on survival. In this sense, the literature on entrepreneurial
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bricolage (Senyard et al., 2014) highlights the ability of certain entrepreneurs to launch, de-
spite budget constraints, innovative projects or recombine apparently obsolete or of little use
resources, reaching unexpected advantages as a result (Garud & Karnoe, 2003). In short, the
knowledge and skills of the entrepreneur (Di Domenico et al., 2010) along with his creativity
(Raine & Pandya, 2019) and, of course, resilience (Chadwick & Raver, 2020) can lead him to
success where others failed with greater initial endowment of resources.

It should also be noted that as far as firms have more resources, they are more likely to
survive in the initial period and consolidate. Resources can allow them to remain active the
time necessary to identify the appropriate organisational routines, learn to collaborate with
different internal and external stakeholders, gain legitimacy and develop the knowledge and
skills necessary to adopt a suitable strategy and implement it successfully, as well as to adapt
it, if necessary, depending on the evolution of the relevant environmental variables.

Under these circumstances and in relation to survival, both in the short and long term,
the analysis of the influence of a holistic configuration of factors (instead of a relationship
between factor and result) can help us to better understand the combination of factors that,
in each case and moment of time, explains firms’ survival. Thus, treating individual cases
as holistic configurations allows us to show the complexity of how different elements are
combined to produce a certain result (Dimov, 2017, p. 215).

Taking the above-mentioned arguments as a starting point, the following propositions
can be derived:

P1. None of the determining factors or causal patterns considered, relative to the charac-
teristics of the entrepreneur and the company or the kind of industry is, by itself, a necessary
condition for the survival of companies, whether these are new or consolidated firms.

P2. Different combinations of the causal factors considered can constitute a sufficient
condition for the survival of companies, whether these are new or consolidated firms.

P3. The combinations of the causal factors that constitute a sufficient condition for sur-
vival may vary between new and consolidated firms.

2. Methodology
2.1. Information gathering and sample

Authors created a database in collaboration with the Service of Programmes Management
and Planning of the Valencian Institute of Youth, within the framework of the Aid Pro-
gramme for Firms Created by Young Entrepreneurs. Initially the database had a total of 3,477
firms, but those records in which there were lost values for the analysed variables were elimi-
nated. Firms were created between 2000 and 2005 by entrepreneurs under the age of 30, alone
or in collaboration with others over that age, provided their participation was a minority.
The information was obtained from the reports of the projects submitted to the programme.
Survival information was gathered from the monitoring of the companies created, based on
the databases of the Chambers of Commerce of Alicante, Castelléon and Valencia.

The measurement of survival has been based on the distinction made by the Global En-
trepreneurship Monitor between new firms (companies that exceed 3 months and achieve
42 months of activity) and consolidated firms (companies that exceed 42 months of activity).
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With all this, the sample consists of 2,851 companies in the case of new firms and 2,109
in the case of consolidated firms, once the companies that disappeared during the first years
were eliminated from the initial sample. All firms were created during the first decade of this
century in the Autonomous Community of Valencia of Spain and belong to several manu-
facturing and service industries.

2.2. Configurational analysis

Qualitative Comparative Analysis methods, such as the fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative
Analysis try to explain a particular result from the combination of antecedent conditions.
These methods are opposed to those of a quantitative nature, such as the multivariate analysis
that treat each variable as independent and analytically different and separate from the rest,
which makes it difficult to analyse and interpret the results when there are interactions be-
tween different variables. In fact, it is the complex interactions between different conditions
which tend to have a greater impact on the result (Schneider et al., 2010).

Qualitative Comparative Analysis methods have become a useful tool used in the field of
social sciences and, particularly, in entrepreneurship and innovation research (Kraus et al.,
2018). This family of methods is case-driven rather than variable-driven, which facilitates
formal and systematic analysis of causality.

Qualitative Comparative Analysis studies the cases as configurations (combinations of
conditions), causally relevant and an outcome. In this research, the antecedent conditions
considered are: initial staff, initial capital, social interest, experience and training of the en-
trepreneur, motivation to undertake and industry. On the other hand, the outcome is firm
survival. Table 1 shows the way in which they have been measured.

Each causal configuration constitutes a specific combination of causally relevant ingredi-
ents linked to an outcome (Ragin, 2008b, p. 9). This approach is based on the idea that causal
relationships can often be better understood in terms of relationships between theoretical sets
rather than correlations, as is the case with regression-based analysis (Fiss, 2007; Ragin, 2008a;
Ragin & Fiss, 2008). This methodology has advantages, because, firstly, it allows analysing all
the possible combinations of antecedent conditions to test if all, or only a portion of the causal
conditions, are related to the outcome. Secondly, it allows to know how those relevant condi-
tions should be combined. Bearing in mind that the propositions enunciated in this research
involve the existence of complex interactions between the different causal antecedents and raise
the possibility that different configurations (causal patterns) may lead to the same outcome, the
fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis has been selected to test them.

Researchers have employed the software fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis 2.5
for the analysis of the results (Ragin & Davey, 2014). The works of Fiss (2011), Woodside
(2012) and Feurer et al. (2016) illustrate the effectiveness of fuzzy-set Qualitative Compara-
tive Analysis with large samples, which enables us to use it in this research.

This methodology captures the idea of equifinality (Fiss, 2011), since it admits that dif-
ferent conditions can lead to the same result and that the causal configurations that explain
a given result may not coincide with those that explain the opposite result (Fiss, 2007, 2011;
Ragin, 2008a; Ragin & Fiss, 2008; Schneider et al., 2010; Woodside & Zhang, 2013). In ad-
dition, it adopts the perspective that a simple condition may be necessary but will rarely be
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Table 1. Description of antecedent conditions

Antecedent condition

Description

Initial staff (plant)

Total number of stable employees, including entrepreneurs or promoters
(full-time average initial staff)

Initial capital (kin)

Proxy of the initial capital, eligible capital according to the criteria of the
Valencian Institute of Youth

Social interest (social)

Dichotomous variable: 1 = The firm has a social interest (purpose)
according to the criteria of the Valencian Institute of Youth; 0 = The firm
doesn’t have a social interest (purpose) according to the criteria of the
Valencian Institute of Youth

Related experience
(relexp)

Categorical variable that indicates whether the entrepreneur has specific
related work experience. Its values are: 1 = related; 2 = semi-related; 3 = not
related

Related training
(reltrain)

Categorical variable that indicates if the entrepreneur has some type of
specific related training. Its values are: 1 = related; 2 = semi-related; 3 = not
related

Motivation to
undertake (motiv)

Dichotomous variable: 1 = opportunity entrepreneurship; 0 = necessity
entrepreneurship

Industry (service)

Dichotomous variable: 1 = services; 0 = industry

New firms’ survival

Dichotomous variable: 1 = After 3 years since the constitution, the

(surv t + 3) company survives; 0 = After 3 years since the constitution, the company

has disappeared

Consolidated firms
survival (surv t + 6)

Dichotomous variable: 1 = After 6 years since the constitution, the
company survives; 0 = After 6 years since the constitution, the company
has disappeared

sufficient to cause a particular result. Thus, a certain combination of conditions is sufficient
if it invariably, or almost invariably, leads to a certain result. In turn, a condition is necessary
if it is present in all the causal configurations that explain a given result. Both conditions and
configurations should be valued in terms of consistency and coverage (Kuckertz et al., 2015).

In order to execute the fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis, first of all, the cali-
bration of the original data (both the conditions and the result) must be carried out, that
is, transformed into fuzzy-set membership scores (Fernandes-Crespo, 2017; Ragin, 2008a).
Secondly, a necessity analysis must be carried out to check if the causal conditions are nec-
essary for a certain outcome to be given. In this case, the value of consistency will be taken
into account. Following Schneider et al. (2010), a minimum consistency threshold of 0.9
has been defined to consider a condition as necessary. Likewise, a consistency threshold of
0.8 has been established to consider a condition as sufficient, above that recommended by
Ragin (2008a) of 0.75. Only those configurations that present more than 4 cases are consid-
ered. These consistency scores are analogous to the correlations estimated in the traditional
quantitative statistical analysis.

The next step is the construction of the truth table for each result (Fernandes-Crespo,
2017). It contains all the logically possible configurations of antecedent conditions, identify-
ing the cases that each combination presents. With this, the researcher is able to identify
those logically possible patterns that lead and do not lead to the result under study.
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2.3. Original data calibration

For the calibration of the data, authors followed the procedure established by Ragin (2008a).
Fuzzy-set scores range from 0.00 (full non-membership) to 1.00 (full membership). Those
scores are not probabilities, but a truth value. Between these two points (0 and 1) it is neces-
sary to establish, considering the theoretical grounds and the previous evidence, three cut-oft
points or observation points for each condition or result: the threshold for full membership,
the threshold for full non-membership and the crossover point. The crossover point is the
value of the interval-scale variable where there is maximum ambiguity as to whether a case
is more in or more out of the target set (Ragin, 2008b, p. 90). In the study presented here,
these values are 0.95, 0.5 and 0.05, respectively. When the variables are dichotomous it is not
necessary to establish these cut-oft points.

Calibration assesses the extent to which cases meet or belong to a recipe or causal pattern.
A case’s membership score, in the case of a configuration formed by several causal conditions,
constitutes the degree of membership in the intersection of the fuzzy-set causal conditions
that comprise the recipe. This intersection value equals the minimum score among the condi-
tions in the causal recipe using the calibrated values (Woodside & Zhang, 2013: 269). Table 2
shows the cut-off points previously indicated, for all the conditions and the results analysed.

Table 2. Calibration of antecedent conditions and outcomes

Antecedent condition 0.05 0-5 0.95
(Full non-membership) (Crossover point) (Full membership)

Plant 1 2.1 4

Kin 4,103 19,158 79,413
Social 0 1

Relexp 3= 2=06 1=1

Reltrain = 2=0.6 1=1
Motiv 0 1
Service 0 1
Survt+3 0 1
Survt+6 0 1

The following section presents the results of the necessity and sufficiency analysis, ob-
tained by applying the algorithm used by the fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis 2.5
to the calibrated data.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive analysis

The descriptive analysis of the sample shows the following results. 73.7% are service firms
and 26.3% are manufacturing companies. Only 9.9% of the firms can be considered with a
social interest (purpose) according to the Valencian Institute of Youth criteria. 57.9% can
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be considered opportunity entrepreneurship while 42.1% are necessity entrepreneurships.
61.9% of the firms have at least one entrepreneur with related training, 4.6% semi-related
and the remaining 33.5% do not have any related training. In terms of experience, 71% of
the enterprises have at least one entrepreneur with related experience of more than one year,
4.0% have more than one year of semi-related experience and the remaining 25% do not
have significant related experience. The staff ranges from 1 to 34 employees, with an average
of 1.93 employees, so they are very small companies. The eligible investment, proxy of initial
capital, varies from 1,000 Euros to a maximum of 1,200,000 Euros, with an average eligible
investment of 35,022.07 Euros.

The necessity analysis is shown in Table 3. According to Ragin (2008a) and Schneider
et al. (2010), if the consistency value of the causal condition is greater than 0.90 the condi-
tion is necessary and if the value is above 0.80 the condition is quasi-necessary. As shown
in Table 3, some of the causal antecedents analysed, the fact of being a commercial firm
(non-social entrepreneurship), and the fact of being a manufacturing entrepreneurship (not
a service firm), are especially relevant in both periods (t + 3 and t + 6). This allows us to
define them as quasi-necessary conditions. It can be affirmed that, strictly speaking, none of
the causal antecedents, by itself, constitutes a necessary condition for firm survival. Conse-
quently, proposition #1 is fulfilled. Nevertheless, it seems that survival is more likely in the
case of commercial and manufacturing firms.

Table 3. Analysis of necessity for survival in t + 3 (new firms) and t + 6 (consolidated firms)

Outcome 2> surv_t + 3 surv_t + 6
Conditions Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage
fs_plant 0.359630 0.824108 0.384802 0.706185
~fs_plant 0.640370 0.699522 0.615198 0.538194
fs_kin 0.493167 0.780842 0.510876 0.647795
~fs_kin 0.506833 0.703698 0.489124 0.543868
social 0.100047 0.727586 0.105388 0.613793
~social 0.899953 0.741117 0.894612 0.590004
fs_relexp 0.755714 0.762292 0.777975 0.628468
~fs_relexp 0.244286 0.677716 0.222025 0.493291
fs_reltrain 0.675296 0.772762 0.704204 0.645361
~fs_reltrain 0.324704 0.679365 0.295796 0.495635
motiv(oport) 0.457089 0.803333 0.493783 0.695000
~ motiv(oport) 0.542911 0.693519 0.506217 0.517868
service 0.182551 0.795455 0.190645 0.665289
~service 0.817449 0.728348 0.809355 0.577524

Note: fs_ indicates presence of the condition and ~fs_ indicates absence of the condition.

With regard to the sufficiency analysis, that was presented below, it should be noted that
the most parsimonious solutions have been collected. In this solution any combination that
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does not present empirical evidence is incorporated into the reduction process, but incorpo-
rates all the logical remainders, thus providing a more easily analysable solution (Ragin, 2008a).
Section 3.2 presents the results for the new firms and section 3.3 for the consolidated ones.

3.2. Results for survival at t + 3

Table 4 shows the different causal configurations that lead firms to survival in the period
t + 3. The model presents a global consistency of 0.84, which implies a good level of con-
sistency according to Ragin (2008a) and explain approximately 35% of the cases (global
coverage). Solution 1 has a consistency score lower than 0.75, so it will not be taken into
consideration in the detailed analysis of the survival patterns.

With respect to the interpretation of the causal configurations, it could be highlighted
that two out of the seven conditions (i.e., initial capital and motivation to undertake by op-
portunity) are present in 4 of the configurations. This result reveals the importance of having
a high initial capital to overcome possible financial problems in the first years of the business.
Likewise, the motivation to set up a business based on an opportunity is a result consistent
with the specialist literature (Headd, 2003; Ho & Wong, 2007; Rico-Belda & Cabrer-Borras,
2018; Van Praag, 2003), based this fact on the resilience of those who have an entrepreneurial
vocation and their tendency to be more innovative (Simén-Moya et al., 2014).

Table 4. Most parsimonious solution for survival at t + 3

i Antecedent conditions
)
fls 1T
= = b=t wl T ~| =8 .
o 2 — 93|lw RS ES Gross Net or specific .
& EREEEIRCEERIERE RIS Consistency
= E|£E5| § |2E|52E|28|2¢8 coverage coverage
S| E|ES| S |&F|2E|Sc|28
1 [ J O 0.019725 0.013310 0.640000
2 [ J [ ] 0.090944 0.061678 0.872611
3 o o o 0.028639 0.009331 0.846768
4 o e o 0.167549 0.051679 0.869061
5 e o O o 0.022665 0.009891 0.746875
6 o [ ) [ ] 0.142081 0.046097 0.885309
7 o o o [ ] 0.130962 0.015676 0.877746
Coverage of the solution: 0.348653
Consistency of the solution: 0.845924

Note: Black circles “@” indicate the presence of an antecedent condition. White circles “O” indicate the
absence or negation of an antecedent condition. Blank cells represent ambiguous conditions. Frequency
threshold = 5; Consistency threshold = 0.80.

The configurations with the greatest coverage are 4 (0.168), 6 (0.142) and 7 (0.131). Con-
figuration 7 indicates that new firms with larger staft, which are undertaken by opportunity,
with experienced entrepreneurs and that have a high initial capital, have a higher probability
of survival at t + 3. In turn, configuration 6 explains the same result based on the combina-
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tion of three antecedents: a large staff, related experience of entrepreneur and motivation
based on opportunity. Finally, configuration 4 indicates that if the initial capital is relatively
high, the entrepreneur has related training and the motivation to undertake is based on
opportunity, the probability of survival at t + 3 increases. As shown in Table 4, the social
nature of entrepreneurship and related training are factors that appear least in the analysed
configurations. Contrarily, a higher initial capital, a large workforce or the fact that the firm is
undertaken by opportunity, are the most common. Consequently, the likelihood for compa-
nies of surviving without these factors decreases, as they are especially difficult to be replaced.

Finally, it is striking that related training and experience, considered in the specialised
literature as key factors for entrepreneurship success (Headd, 2003; Millan et al., 2012), do
not play a more important role for new firm’s survival. Nevertheless, in early stages of the
venture, where novelty and smallness may become significant inhibitors, the available capital
could be key to survival in the short term (Revuelto-Taboada & Simén-Moya, 2015) and
more important than the related experience and training of the entrepreneur. This capital
will allow the entrepreneur to acquire necessary resources, make basic investments and wipe
away the first losses.

3.3. Results for survival at t + 6

Table 5 includes the causal configurations that explain survival in the period t+6. These
results explain 51.5% of the cases. The overall consistency of 0.86 as well as the consistency
of each of the causal patterns or conditions is above 0.8. As it can be seen, opportunity
motivation, related training and initial capital are in 3 of the 6 configurations obtained. The
configurations that offer the highest gross coverage are 2 (0.253), 4 (0.230) and 5 (0.208),
although considering the net coverage the configuration 3 would be at the same level as con-
figuration 2. In configuration 2, a high initial staff in an opportunity entrepreneurship seems
to increase the chances of survival of consolidated firms. In configuration 4, a high initial
capital, related experience and opportunity motivation explain survival. Last, high initial
capital, related experience and training, as well as a small staff, are the factors that explain
survival in consolidated firms according to configuration 5.

As can be observed, initial capital keeps on playing an important role in consolidated
firms’ survival, especially in combination with factors associated with the entrepreneur’s
background (related experience and training) and opportunity motivation. However, it could
be also noted that, unlike the patterns at t + 3, there are firms at t + 6 that manage to survive
in the absence of a high initial capital but with a high related training and an opportunity
entrepreneurship (configuration 3). In turn, configuration 1 includes social entrepreneurship
and a large staff to explain the survival of consolidated firms, although the coverage value
is very low.

These results show differences between the causal patterns that explain new firms’ and
consolidated firm’s survival. This fact becomes an evidence in favour of proposition #2. Al-
though there is no combination that is exactly the same in the two periods, there are combi-
nations between which there are many similarities (i.e., configuration 2 at t 3 and configura-
tion 6 at t + 6; configuration 7 at t + 3 and configuration 4 at t + 6).
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Table 5. Most parsimonious solution for survival at t + 6

& Antecedent conditions
S
£
S E § £ =g
&0 @ —_ s o|lw R ES Gross Net or specific .
B=1 ERCEIRCEER IR IR RS Consistency
= S |25 § |58|=E|€¢8| 5| coverage coverage
S| E|E5| 3 |E5|2E|28|Ee
1 o (] O 0.050216 0.015865 0.862332
2 o o 0.253202 0.049213 0.888096
3 @) ® | o 0.166172 0.049249 0.836667
4 o o o 0.230433 0.033972 0.881897
5 O o o (] 0.207609 0.088312 0.844748
6 o o o 0.054952 0.008636 0.910213
Coverage of the solution: 0.348653
Consistency of the solution: 0.845924

Note: Black circles “@” indicate the presence of an antecedent condition. White circles “O” indicate the
absence or negation of an antecedent condition. Blank cells represent ambiguous conditions. Frequency
threshold = 5; Consistency threshold = 0.80.

Initial capital and opportunity motivation remain the most remarkable factors, although
within the framework of significantly different combinations. Over time, related training
become a more relevant factor in those patterns that could be called winning combinations.
However, if the arguments of Revuelto-Taboada and Simén-Moya (2015) are born in mind
a more relevant change in relative importance would be expected, especially in the service
sector, between the impact of having a high initial capital and a large staff, and having related
experience and training. Therefore, there is limited evidence in favour of proposition #3.

4, Discussion

The main objective of this research has been to analyse the causal complexity underlying
the survival of entrepreneurial initiatives, both in new and consolidated companies. The
vast majority of previous studies devoted to analysing survival of companies have employed
multivariate statistical techniques. Consequently, their contribution is very poor in relation
to the possible interactions between explanatory or conditioning variables. On the contrary,
the use of Qualitative Comparative Analysis allows us to observe the joint effect of different
combinations of causal antecedents, which is a contribution of this work.

As expected, there is no single pattern for firm survival in t + 3 or t + 6, that is, for new
and consolidated firms. Nevertheless, the results obtained reveal interesting patterns in both
cases. First of all, they reveal the importance of having an initial capital that allow the new
firms to overcome the shortcomings or disadvantages suffered when entering the industry
(Cafferata et al., 2009). Likewise, it has been shown that opportunity entrepreneurships have
a greater chance of survival, since these vocational entrepreneurs are more committed, have
lower aversion to risk, tend to be more trained and are more innovative. This result is consis-
tent with the specialist literature (Headd, 2003; Ho & Wong, 2007; Simén-Moya et al., 2014).
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Related training and experience are also shown as relevant variables, which is consistent
with previous research (Korunka et al., 2010; Ribeiro-Soriano & Castrogiovanni, 2012). Con-
versely, the fact of being a social firm with a social interest does not seem to facilitate survival,
but there is no clear evidence that this factor blocks survival. Thus, results for and against
a greater survival of social entrepreneurships obtained in prior studies (e.g., Denny, 2014;
Simén-Moya et al., 2012) could be caused by other factors that do not have to do, strictly,
with their condition (or not) of being social enterprises.

Although there are differences in terms of winning combinations in the case of new and
consolidated firms these divergences are lower than expected, particularly with respect to
the role of the initial staff and the related experience. More than likely, the limitations of the
sample in terms of the low dispersion of size and the age of the entrepreneurs, as well as the
impossibility of considering a longer period, are behind these results.

In any case, the existence of several sufficient solutions that, in addition, vary slightly
according to the period considered (i.e., t + 3 or t + 6), leads us to conclude that there is no
a best way to survive and that the relative importance of the different antecedent conditions
may vary as the company becomes more mature. These different configurations also seem
to indicate that the absence of a certain characteristic or the lack of a particular resource
can, in a certain way, be compensated by the presence of others. Thus, for example, results
reveal that if a high initial capital is combined with an important related experience and an
opportunity-based motivation to set up the business, the chances of survival increase. But
also, without so many financial resources but with a larger staff and the same kind of motiva-
tion, survival probabilities also increase. Or, with scarce initial capital but adequate related
training, survival chances increase in the service sector.

Conclusions

The results of this research may offer practical guides to those responsible for public policies
aimed at the promotion of entrepreneurship. In this sense, the results obtained reveal that
opportunity motivation arises as a relevant condition to explain the survival of entrepreneur-
ships as far as it is present in many of the identified causal configurations. If it is added that
opportunity entrepreneurship positively impacts the economic development of nations as it
facilitates higher rates of growth and innovation, prioritizing and promoting it may turn out
to be strategic for governments.

Likewise, it has been shown how certain objective variables (i.e., initial capital, related
training and experience and size in terms of staff), through different combinations, have an
impact on entrepreneurship survival. Taking this into account, the evaluation of public aid
requests, especially financial ones, should consider to a greater extent objective and easy-
to-assess variables as those mentioned above, and not mainly the viability of the project
reported. In many cases, this report is more a declaration of intent that has been written
purposely to get the funds and not a true road map for the company. Even if the project is
viable, failure is practically guaranteed if the necessary initial human and financial capital is
not available. On the other hand, according to the results obtained it could be stated that the
social or hybrid nature of entrepreneurship does not affect negatively its chances of survival.
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Consequently, it would be a priority to promote this type of initiatives since they can generate
social benefits, as well as employment and wealth.

In addition, results obtained show the importance of related training and experience for
survival, which leads us to insist on the need to boost training activities, especially when
they own a theoretical-practical nature and are related to the activity that is intended to
be undertaken. Bearing this in mind, authors believe that some public initiatives aimed at
promoting entrepreneurship and self-employment should be given greater prominence. For
example, other types of programmes more focused on prior advice and follow-up after the
constitution of the firm could make an important contribution to entrepreneurship and soci-
ety. These programmes, which may or may not be linked to the achievement of financial aid,
could be very effective in increasing the probabilities of success of new firms, as they could
help to complete the initial training of entrepreneurs and supplement, at least in a first stage,
the lack of experience and some of their shortcomings in managerial skills. The promotion of
partnership and inter-firm cooperation, with the support of public and private institutions,
can also constitute another way to overcome the aforementioned shortcomings. On the other
hand, when it comes to evaluate applications for financial public aids, it seems advisable to
take great account, in addition to the employment generated and firm social character, which
can generate social benefits, objective and easy-to-evaluate variables such as initial capital
and training and related experience and fewer business plans that, in most cases, have few
glimpses of becoming a reality.

This research presents some limitations. First of all, this study uses data from entrepre-
neurs under 30 years, alone or accompanied by older entrepreneurs, who start businesses in
the Community of Valencia and who have a small workforce. This fact limits the possibility
of generalisation. So, it would be convenient in future research to replicate the research in
different regions and countries, with a sample that encompasses entrepreneurs of different
ages and firms with a greater diversity of sizes. With this, related experience and initial staft
could play a more determining role in explaining survival. Furthermore, studies conducted
in various countries presenting significantly different socio-economic and institutional
contexts could allow to analyse the effect of these variables on business survival patterns.

Secondly, the impossibility of establishing the specific date of firm’s closure may also have
limited the analysis of those variables affecting survival. Likewise, the impossibility of dis-
tinguishing in this work between closure and failure, which are not always synonyms, could
have introduced some bias in the results obtained. Also, possible changes in the composition
of the entrepreneurial team and in the rest of causal factors which were measured at the
start of the activity of the company have not been considered. Its consideration should be
especially important in studies that comprise a long period of analysis.

Finally, another limitation that has surely reduced the explanatory capacity of the model
has to do with the fact of not having considered other potentially relevant variables, such
as the phase of the economic cycle in which the companies studied begin their activity,
the particularities of their activity sector, their competitive strategy or the gender and the
psychological characteristics of the entrepreneur. These variables should be taken into ac-
count in future research. For example, longitudinal studies would allow us to analyse how
changes in economic cycle, substantial changes in the human, financial and physical capital
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endowment of companies or in their network of cooperation relations, could affect busi-
ness survival patterns.
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