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Abstract 

The civil war in Syria has led to the displacement of millions of Syrians mainly hosted by Syria’s 

neighbouring countries. This influx of refugees puts a serious strain on the resources of these 

host-countries, causing tensions between refugees and the host-community. Especially in 

neighbouring countries to conflict, there is potential for spill-over of the conflict. Therefore, it is 

important to implement policies aimed at the integration of refugees. Consistently identified as a 

means towards integration in general, and labour market integration specifically is 

entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship contributes to the financial independence of refugees as well 

as to the growth of the economy, therewith reducing the burden on host-country resources. 

However, not much is known about what is needed for entrepreneurial success among refugees. 

Therefore, this thesis examines the entrepreneurial success of Syrian refugee entrepreneurs 

through the analysis of a questionnaire distributed among 70 Syrian refugee entrepreneurs living 

in Syria’s neighbouring countries. Within the framework of Giddens’ structuration theory it 

assesses the influence of resources inherent to one’s social network – social capital – and one’s 

personal skills, competences and characteristics – human capital – on their entrepreneurial 

success. It finds that human capital and social capital can be enabling as well as constraining 

factors in achieving entrepreneurial success. Identified as the most important constraining factor 

for entrepreneurial success is operating within the ethnic market. The clear different influence of 

the ethnic market compared to the mainstream market suggests that refugee entrepreneurs 

benefit most from having contacts with natives. For refugee entrepreneurship to be successful 

and have its desired impact on integration it is preferred if entrepreneurial activities take place 

outside of the ethnic market. Therefore, in their support of refugee entrepreneurs, it is important 

for supporting organizations to focus on host-community network building.  

Key words: Syrian Refugees, Integration, Labour Market Integration, Refugee Entrepreneurship, 

Human Capital, Social Capital, Ethnic Market 
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1. Introduction 
 

The Syrian civil war has led to the displacement of millions of Syrians (UNHCR, 2019). This 

mass resettlement imposes a serious burden on refugees as well as refugee receiving countries. A 

growing unease about the implications of hosting these refugees within the European Union has 

led to the clear intention of hosting Syrian refugees in Syria’s neighbouring countries. The influx 

of refugees into these countries can have negative implications (Akgünduz, Van den Berg & 

Hassink, 2015). Refugees impose a serious burden and compete with natives over scarce 

resources, most notably employment. The competition over scarce resources leads to tensions 

between refugees and the host-community, therewith increasing the chance of spill-over of the 

conflict into the host-country (Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006).  To successfully manage the inflow 

of refugees it is therefore necessary to develop policies that foster the integration of refugees into 

the host-society. Essential to integration in general, is integration into the labour market, because 

employment contributes to the livelihood of refugees and their participation in society. However, 

refugees face significant barriers in their search for employment and are often denied access to 

the labour market (Abbasian & Bildt, 2009, Chrysostome, 2010). A solution offered for this 

within the literature, and the focus of many supporting organizations, is entrepreneurship (e.g. 

Abbassian & Bildt, 2009; Ensign & Robinson, 2011; Fong et al., 2007; Gold, 1988; Kanas et al., 

2009; Kloosterman et al., 1999; Kloosterman & Rath, 2001; Turkina & Thi Thanh Thai, 2013; 

Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008; Williams & Krasniqi, 2018) Entrepreneurship not only 

facilitates income generation among refugees while circumventing discriminatory practices within 

the general labour market, it also has the potential to make positive contributions to the economy 

of the host-country, therewith decreasing the burden refugees impose upon these countries 

(Jacobsen, 2002). Additionally, entrepreneurship is said to boost the integration of refugees 

(Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008). There is thus a clear beneficial impact of entrepreneurship 

on refugees as well as their host-countries. However, not much is known about what is needed 

for entrepreneurship among refugees to be successful. Therefore, this thesis identifies several 

resources that have been positively associated with entrepreneurship among migrants and tests 

whether these resources are similarly capable of explaining entrepreneurial success among 

refugees.  

The framework used to explain the relationship between these resources and entrepreneurial 

success is Anthony Giddens’ structuration theory (1984). This theory tries to explain the 

relationship between agency and structure, and claims that actors behave and make decisions 

within the context of structure. This structure influences their decisions, and in turn the decisions 
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of individuals influence the structure surrounding them. Structure is consistent of both rules and 

resources. The resources inherent to a network structure can be called social capital. The way 

these social capital resources are used by refugee entrepreneurs is dependent on their agency, 

which in turn is influenced by an individual’s personal skills, competences and characteristics, or 

human capital. One’s social network – social capital –, and skills – human capital – can either be 

constraining or enabling factors in achieving entrepreneurial success (Giddens, 1984; Lamba, 

2003). It is commonly claimed that refugees lack human capital, because their skillset is not 

necessarily transferrable to their host-country (Lamba, 2003). Therefore, refugees are said to 

compensate for this by making use of their social capital (Coleman, 1990; Portes & 

Sensenbrenner, 1993). However, conversely a refugee’s social network, or lack thereof, can also 

can also be a constraining factor in achieving entrepreneurial success.  

Previous literature identifies several factors related to human and social capital that influence 

migrant entrepreneurship. Firstly, regarding human capital, previous research finds considerable 

positive effects of host-country language skills (Marger, 2006; Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008; 

Williams & Krasniqi, 2018), education (Constant & Zimmerman, 2006; Williams et al., 2017), 

business training (Constant & Zimmerman, 2006; Kanas et al., 2009; Williams & Krasniqi, 2018) 

and previous business experience (Tienda & Raijman, 2004, Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006). 

Following Giddens’ reasoning, these factors are expected to positively influence refugees’ 

decision making, and therefore entrepreneurial success. However, these decisions are 

simultaneously dependent on structure. Therefore, the following factors, identified by previous 

research, and related to social capital will be taken into account: marital status (Constant & 

Zimmerman, 2006), family employees (Bizri, 2017; Fong et al., 2007) operating within the ethnic 

market (Chrysostome, 2010; Gomez et al., 2015; Rusinovic, 2008; Samnani, Boekhorst & 

Harrison, 2013; Waldinger et al., 1990) and operating within the mainstream market (Robertson 

& Grant, 2016). 

To look at the influence of these human and social capital resources on entrepreneurial success, 

this thesis seeks to answer the following question: What is the influence of human and social capital on 

entrepreneurial success among Syrian refugees? To answer this question, this thesis will look at Syrian 

refugee entrepreneurs in Syria’s neighbouring countries. It does so by a quantitative analysis of 

data gathered through a questionnaire distributed among Syrian refugees.  

It is not straightforward to measure entrepreneurial success, which is a rather subjective term. 

Success can be quantified with many different factors, both financial as well as non-financial. It 

can be found in independence, a positive working climate or economic measures as company 

survival, profits and employee growth (Dej, 2010). Measuring entrepreneurial success among 
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refugees is not the same as for mainstream entrepreneurs, because it is not realistic to assume 

similar outcomes for both. Therefore, this thesis defines entrepreneurial success in terms of the 

desired outcome for refugees. The most basic desired outcome is financial independence. 

Additionally, to remain financially independent it is necessary for the company to survive. 

Therefore, entrepreneurial success here means that the business’ costs are covered by its income, 

and it provides financial independence for the entrepreneur (Chrysostome, 2010).  

This thesis contributes to the existing scientific literature in the field of migration and 

entrepreneurship in several ways. Firstly, the majority of literature focuses on migrant 

entrepreneurship, therewith not making a distinction between regular migrants, mostly pursuing 

economic wellbeing, and refugees (e.g. Kloosterman et al., 1999; Kloosterman & Rath, 2001; 

Fong et al., 2007; Abbassian & Bildt, 2009; Ensign & Robinson, 2011; Turkina & Thi Thanh 

Thai, 2013). A refugee is formally defined by the UNHCR (1951, p. 14) as ‘someone who is 

unable to return to their country of origin owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for 

reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political 

opinion.’ Several scholars state that the different conditions of flight cause for a significant 

difference between economic migrants and refugees, which influences entrepreneurship. 

Therefore, they should be treated separately (Cortes, 2004; Gold, 1988; Wauters & Lambrecht, 

2006, 2008).  

Secondly, the small amount of literature available on refugee entrepreneurship focuses on refugee 

entrepreneurs in developed economies, such as Canada, the United States or countries in the 

European Union (e.g. Gold, 1988; Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008; Fong et al., 2007; Williams 

& Krasniqi, 2018). However, the majority of refugees are hosted by developing countries 

(UNHCR, 2018). Looking at these countries is thus not only societally relevant, it is also expected 

that migration taking place between countries with different levels of development or countries 

with similar levels of development will impact entrepreneurial success differently. Syria and its 

neighbouring countries are all Lower- to Upper Middle Income Countries and fall under the 

category of developing economies (OECD/DAC, 2018). It is therefore expected that there will 

be more similarities among Syrians and natives in these countries, because the gap between their 

educational attainment will be smaller than in developed countries (UNDP, 2018). 

Lastly, because defining entrepreneurial success is not straightforward, previous research in the 

field of entrepreneurship focuses mostly on either entrepreneurial intentions (Wauters & 

Lambrecht, 2006; 2008), or being an entrepreneur versus opting for regular employment (or 

being unemployed) (Turkina & Thi Thanh Thai, 2013; Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). However, the 

latter is not sufficiently capable of capturing entrepreneurial success, because the distinction is 
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twofold. Firstly, being an entrepreneur versus not being an entrepreneur captures entrepreneurial 

ability, which could be a substitute for entrepreneurial success. However, secondly, the distinction 

also captures entrepreneurial intent, because regular employment can still be an attractive option 

to refugees it is possible that a part of them do not have the intention of becoming an 

entrepreneur. However, this does not say anything about their ability, or their success.  

The societal relevance of this research lies in the large amount of refugees hosted by Syria’s 

neighbouring countries, posing a serious strain on their resources and leading to increasingly 

negative sentiments towards refugees (Akgündüz et al., 2015). Because the majority of today’s 

migrants are refugees, it is essential for this group to be studied separately. Not in the least 

because refugees are seen to have worse labour market outcomes than regular migrants. They are 

more likely to be unemployed, and have a lower income, occupational quality and labour market 

participation (Fasani et al., 2018). Entrepreneurship has consistently been suggested as a solution 

in this regard, having a positive impact on refugees as well as the society at large. However, not 

much is known about the factors influencing its success. Therefore, this study can contribute to 

an understanding in this regard, helping supporting organizations to better target support for 

refugee entrepreneurs, so that refugee entrepreneurship can be effectively promoted as a 

developmental strategy.  

This thesis is structured as follows. Firstly, the second chapter will outline the relevant literature 

on forced migration and its consequences for refugees as well as host-societies. It shows how 

literature has identified entrepreneurship as a potential solution to these problems, and then, 

using the framework of the theory of structuration, it dives deeper into the social and human 

capital resources that are expected to influence refugee entrepreneurship. Eight hypotheses are 

derived from this. Chapter 3 will shortly provide case background information about Syrian 

refugees and their labour market experiences in the region. Subsequently, Chapter 4 will present 

the data collection method, a conceptualization of the hypotheses, and an outline of the 

methodology used in this thesis. This will be followed by the results of the data analysis presented 

through three logistic regression models. Finally, this thesis will be concluded by an overview of 

limitations of the current study, a discussion of possible explanations for the results and 

recommendations for further research.  
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2. Literature and theoretical framework 
 

2.1. Refugees as a consequence and a cause of conflict 

The resettlement of refugees can be seen as a consequence as well as a potential cause of conflict. 

The living conditions in refugees’ home country leave them with a difficult choice: to stay and 

risk harm or persecution, or to leave without any assurances about the conditions they will face in 

their future country of residence (Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006). These difficult living conditions in 

both the home and the potential host-country impose a serious burden on refugees. They may 

lose all their assets prior to flight and often suffer from considerable war trauma (Salehyan, 2008).  

Much of the scholarly literature thus focuses on the impact of conflict on refugees. However, 

there is a growing body of literature looking at the potential impact of refugees on conflict 

(Lischer, 2005; Martin, 2005; Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006; Salehyan, 2008). It is now widely 

accepted that refugees can place a considerable burden on receiving countries, specifically when 

resettlement occurs en masse. In these cases of mass resettlement of thousands of refugees in a 

relatively short period of time, we speak of an ‘influx’ of refugees (Jacobsen, 1996). These 

influxes can have several negative implications for receiving countries. Refugees can compete 

with natives over scarce resources, such as employment, land, and water (Martin, 2005) therewith 

drawing on limited social services (Haider, 2014). They can overwhelm existing infrastructures 

such as housing, schools and health facilities (Jacobsen, 2002). Furthermore, refugees can alter 

the ethnic composition of the receiving state, expand rebel social networks, and bring arms or 

potentially violent ideologies (Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006). Therefore, analysis has shown that 

any or a combination of these negative externalities lead to a higher probability for spill-over of 

conflict from refugees’ countries of origin into the host-country. This effect is most apparent 

when migration takes place to neighbouring states (Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006).  

The competition over scarce resources or conflicting ideologies can lead to tensions or even 

conflict between refugees and the native population. As hypothesized by the Group Conflict 

Theory, a certain in-group will gain negative sentiments towards a smaller out-group because of 

their battle over scarce resources (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958). An increasing out-group, due to 

resettlement, can enhance the feeling of competition, and the level of threat the in-group 

perceives. An example of this is shown in Turkey, where sentiments towards Syrian refugees 

became increasingly negative, leading to the framing of refugees as a threat to the demographic 

composition of Turkey, as well as the distribution of government assistance and public services. 

While the number of Syrian refugees increased in the autumn of 2011, the city of Van, in the east 

of Turkey, experienced two earthquakes with considerable humanitarian consequences. Natives 

complained that the government did not do nearly enough in support of the victims of these 
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disasters, for which they blamed the Syrian refugees who, in their perception, receive all 

government assistance (Memisoglu & Ilgit, 2016). 

However, refugees don’t have to be a burden, and if managed right they can make positive 

contributions to host-countries. An example of this can be seen in Malawi, where civil unrest in 

neighbouring Mozambique caused an influx of almost 2 million refugees, pertaining to circa 10 

percent of Malawi’s total population. Malawi is naturally very poor in resources, but their 

management of this refugee crisis was very successful, preventing spill-over of the neighbouring 

conflict. Extensive integration efforts and access to land and employment led to a high 

engagement (of nearly 90 percent) of refugees in productive economic activities, therewith 

contributing to the local economy (Saleyan & Gleditsch, 2006). 

2.2. Integration 

To successfully manage influxes of refugees it is therefore necessary to develop policies that 

foster the integration of refugees into the host-society. Integration knows no universal definition, 

and is understood and used with widely different meanings, causing controversy around the term. 

Nevertheless, ‘integration remains significant both as a stated policy goal and a targeted outcome 

for projects working with refugees’ (Ager & Strang, 2008, p.167). One of the most commonly 

used and referenced frameworks for integration is that of Ager & Strang (2008). Four main 

integration outcomes are identified, namely: employment, health, housing and education. These 

are the main fields that refugee integration policies aim to improve upon. In order to do this, 

Ager & Strang (2008) argue that social connections are needed to drive integration at the local 

level. The most basic notion of integration at this level can be regarded the absence of conflict 

and presence of tolerance between refugees and members of the native population. A slightly 

more ambitious level of integration is the existence of a community in which people from 

different backgrounds actively interact. Three types of social connections can be identified. 

Firstly, social bonds describe our relationships with people most similar to us, often these are 

family members, or people from the same ethnic or religious background. Secondly, social 

bridges describe relationships with people different from us, in this case encompassing the 

relationship between refugees and people from the host-community. Finally, the third type of 

social connection, social linkages, describes our relationship with formal institutions (Putnam, 

1993).  

Previous research has shown that refugees highly value close relationships with family members, 

or social bonds, because it allows them to share their cultural practices. The engagement of 

refugees in social bonds has also been seen as positively influencing integration. These types of 

relationships prevent isolation, and form a basis for exchanging best practices in dealing with 
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refugee specific issues (Ager & Strang, 2008). However, a different strand of literature stresses the 

potentially negative effects of social bonds. The formation of so-called ‘ethnic enclaves’ can 

negatively affect social cohesion, because the frequency and need for interaction with the host-

community is reduced (Fong & Ooka, 2002). This has the potential to reinforce the salience of 

cultural identity, and hamper integration. In the worst case this can lead to a polarization of 

society into distinct groups, which is seen to increase the potential for conflict (Aldrich & 

Waldinger, 1990; Rusinovic, 2008; Samnani, Boekhorst & Harrison, 2013). 

Therefore, Muller (1998) stresses that social bonds are only beneficial to integration when they 

are complemented by relationships that can be characterized as social bridges. Studies have 

shown that both refugees and host-communities see the existence of social bridges as a sign of 

successful integration. When contact with host-communities reflects friendliness, this positively 

influences refugees’ sense of safety and security. When contact goes beyond friendliness, and 

involves active participation from refugees as well as natives in, for instance, sport associations, 

education, or religious groups, this can bring longer-term social and economic benefits to the 

community (Ager & Strang, 2008).   Moreover, the existence of social bridges in society is seen to 

reduce the potential for conflict (Samnani, Boekhorst & Harrison, 2013).  

2.3. Labour market integration 

Essential to integration, and consequently the most researched area of integration is employment 

or labour market integration (Ager & Strang, 2008). Refugees face significant barriers in their 

search for employment. They potentially lack valid credentials or education, have underdeveloped 

language skills, face discrimination in the labour market,  or are denied the right to work by the 

host-country government (Abassian & Bildt, 2009; Chrysostome, 2010).  

There are several negative consequences of the inability of refugees to find a job, not only for the 

refugees themselves, but also for the host-country.  

Firstly, poor socioeconomic conditions such as unemployment, exclusion from access to services 

and infrastructure as well as over-crowded living conditions, may contribute to the likeliness of 

refugees to become radicalized (Haider, 2014; Hanafi & Long, 2010; Hutson, Long & Page, 

2009). For instance, Leenders (2010) finds that extreme deprivation, including limited to no 

employment opportunities among Iraqi refugees fuelled grievances, especially among youths. 

Additionally, unemployment makes refugees a vulnerable group, which increases their chances of 

being recruited to join a militant group (Ferris, 2008). Especially when refugee resettlement takes 

place in neighbouring countries, this increases the potential for the spread of conflict through the 

extension of rebel networks (Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006). However, these findings do not go 

uncontested, and some scholars find that there is little evidence for the correlation between poor 
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socioeconomic conditions and refugee violence. Instead, political factors such as conditions of 

flight and host-country responses are of greater importance (Lischer, 2005). 

Secondly, when refugees don’t have a source of income they will place a larger burden on the 

state’s public resources. In turn, the surrounding population may feel disadvantaged when the 

government is seen to provide refugees with services instead of them. This can lead to negative 

sentiments towards refugees, ‘scapegoating’ refugees, and in the worst case an escalation of 

violence (Haider, 2014). Even when these negative sentiments are not present, integration of 

refugees into the labour market still offers benefits through a reduction of the costs of 

immigration(for instance by the contribution of refugees to the host-country through tax 

payment) (Moriano et al., 2010). 

The labour market thus constitutes of a space where competition between the host-country and 

refugees is perceived strongly, and the potential for rising tension is apparent.  

In some instances this feeling of competition may be justified, as refugees often work for low 

wages. Especially when resettlement takes place in neighbouring countries, the refugee work 

force is likely to have a similar educational background to the native population (Ceritoglu et al., 

2015), therefore constituting a ‘substitutable’ group to the native population, rather than a 

‘complementary’ one (Borjas, 1989). This is supported by Ceritoglu et al. (2015) who find that 

Syrian refugees in Turkey have considerably impacted the employment opportunities of natives, 

especially in the informal sector. However, studies conducted in Western countries, refute these 

findings, and see only marginal influence of refugees on natives’ labour market outcomes (Borjas, 

1989).  

Additionally, researchers have begun to look at the opportunities that refugee labour forces can 

offer. This works twofold. Firstly, the presence of refugees can increase the overall welfare of the 

community by attracting funds of international humanitarian agencies, which can also benefit 

host-communities. For instance, these organizations provide resources such as employment for 

locals, or service contracts with local businesses (Jacobsen, 2002). Secondly, economic activities 

of refugees can greatly benefit the host-community, for instance through the establishment of 

small retail shops answering to a demand for consumer goods (Sude, Stebbins & Weilant, 2015). 

In this way, refugees can contribute to local economies instead of extracting resources from 

them. This can facilitate not only their integration into society and the labour market, but also 

reduce existing tensions over scarce resources (Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008). Because most 

of the literature on entrepreneurship focuses on migrants in general, and not on refugees 

specifically, the next section will provide an outline of the existing research on migrant 

entrepreneurship, later turning to literature with a specific focus on refugees.  
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2.4. Migrant entrepreneurship 

The potential for entrepreneurship among migrants has been widely acknowledged. It has even 

been argued that migrants become entrepreneurs more frequently than natives (Ensign & 

Robinson, 2011). Migrant entrepreneurs can be defined as migrants who own and operate a 

business. The literature on migrant entrepreneurship originates mainly from the United States, 

where Chinese, Italians, Jews and many other migrant communities were seen to have a 

proportionally high involvement in entrepreneurial activities compared to natives (Light, 1972; 

Gold, 1988; Waldinger et al., 1990).  

Five main theories were developed in an attempt to explain these disproportionally high numbers 

of entrepreneurs among migrants. Firstly, the cultural model, also known as the model of 

entrepreneurship-migration, states that resettlement takes place with the specific intention of 

starting a business in the host-country. Secondly, the economic chances model claims that migrant 

entrepreneurs respond to the demands of the newly established migrant communities by offering 

specialized products, because of their thorough understanding of the needs, tastes and 

preferences of this community (Ensign & Robinson, 2011; Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006). Thirdly, 

the reaction model, disadvantage theory or blocked mobility hypothesis explains migrants’ shift towards 

entrepreneurship by their exclusion from the regular labour market, through discriminatory 

practices, a lack of language skills or cultural knowledge, or restrictions imposed by regulations. 

Therefore implying that these migrants become entrepreneurs out of necessity rather than 

opportunity (Borjas, 1986; Chrysostome, 2010; Gold, 1988; Jones et al. 2014; Raijman & Tienda, 

2003). Fourthly, the theory of entrepreneurship instinct states that some migrants, similarly to some 

natives, see the advantages of self-employment over regular employment, and therefore want to 

start their own business. And finally, the integration model, proposed by Wauters & Lambrecht 

(2006), sees the desire of the migrant community to integrate into society as a driver behind 

entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship is thus seen as a vehicle to realize this goal. As Ensign & 

Robinson (2011, p.40) claim: ‘entrepreneurship is probably the best way for an outsider group to 

gain the acceptance of the established community.’  

The many benefits offered by entrepreneurship can offer an explanation for this. 

Entrepreneurship is a significant factor in economic development, contributes to job creation, 

and leads to innovation (Moriano et al., 2010, Turkina & Thi Thanh Thai, 2013). Furthermore, 

research shows that migrant entrepreneurial behaviour has a positive influence on the sectors of 

the host-community in which it takes place, thereby acting as a driver of the economic growth of 

the host-country (Fairlie, 2012). Additionally, examples show that entrepreneurship is a respected 

career path, and that host-communities come to embrace the products and services offered by 

migrant entrepreneurs. One needs only to look at the many Turkish kebab shops and Chinese 
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restaurants to see how migrants’ entrepreneurial innovations become part of the mainstream. 

Thereby ‘the clash between newcomers and the establishment results in an exchange of equals 

whereby meritorious innovations from outsiders are adopted in the mainstream’ (Ensign & 

Robinson, p. 35), leading to ‘bilateral assimilation’ (p.35). 

The distinct social embeddedness of migrant entrepreneurship can also be seen as a reason for its 

beneficial impact on integration. As previously identified in Ager & Strang’s (2008) framework 

for integration, network structures, comprised of social bonds and social bridges, are crucial for 

the integration process of refugees as well as migrants. Similarly, extensive research on migrant 

entrepreneurship identifies the network structure of migrants as a crucial element of their 

business establishment (Bizri, 2017; Kloosterman et al., 1999; Salaff et al., 2006; Tienda & 

Raijman, 2004; Turkina & Thi Thanh Thai, 2013; Williams & Krasniqi, 2018), because these 

networks are seen to foster the exchange and generation of entrepreneurial ideas, provide 

financial resources and flexible employees who are willing to work long hours for low wages, and 

access to information and other networks (Bizri, 2017, Chrysostome, 2010, Coleman, 1988).  

However, early research in the field of migrant entrepreneurship explains migrant 

entrepreneurship solely through its embeddedness in networks consistent of co-ethnics (Light, 

1972). This phenomenon has been referred to as the ‘ethnic economy’, in which the initial market 

for migrant entrepreneurs arises within the co-ethnic community, because of the competitive 

advantage migrant entrepreneurs have over native entrepreneurs in serving the needs of this 

group (Waldinger et al., 1990).  

Running an ethnic business is negatively associated with integration, because operating within 

these markets consisting of ethnic entrepreneurs selling an ethnic product to a co-ethnic clientele 

reduces the need for and frequency of interaction with the host-community (Fong & Ooka, 

2002). This contradicts the idea that migrant entrepreneurship is beneficial to integration and can 

be used as a strategy to achieve it.  

However, more recent literature on migrant entrepreneurship stresses that is overly simplistic to 

see migrant entrepreneurship only in the context of this ethnic market. Migrants’ business 

experiences are not only influenced by the direct network structure of co-ethnics, but also by the 

wider business context involving the mainstream market, and the extent to which this offers 

opportunities for the entrepreneur to move away from the ethnic market (Kloosterman et al., 

1999). Therefore, it is important to look at the entrepreneurial success of migrants through a 

combination of both co-ethnic as well as host-country network structures. 
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2.5. Refugee entrepreneurship 

While research on migrant entrepreneurship is widely available, there is a serious gap in the 

literature where refugees are concerned. Only few studies focus on refugees specifically (e.g. 

Bizri, 2017; Fong, 2007; Gold, 1988;; Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008; Williams & Krasniqi, 

2018).  

As previously identified, the narrative surrounding an influx of refugees is commonly phrased in 

a negative way, focussing on the burden refugees impose on host-countries, through the negative 

impact they have on scarce resources, such as land, water, housing, and employment. However, 

examples show that refugees can also benefit local economies. Jacobsen (2002) shows that 

refugees bring specific ‘refugee resources’ (p.578) to their host-countries. For instance, they 

attract humanitarian aid, and cause a considerable amount of media attention, capable of 

attracting attention to areas that are usually not in the public eye. Therefore, there is a serious 

opportunity for generating political leverage. But first and foremost, refugees bring with them 

‘human capital in the form of labour, skills and entrepreneurship’ (p.577). For instance, in 

Buduburam, a Liberian refugee camp in Ghana, refugees started small businesses that built roads, 

replaced tents with houses, and established a telephone line to contact relatives; all innovations 

that local communities benefitted from.  

The benefits of migrant entrepreneurship identified in previous literature, could thus very well be 

applicable to refugees as well. However, scholars state that it is not possible to simply treat 

refugees as part of the general group of migrants because there are several crucial differences 

between refugees and economic migrants, related to their reasons of flight and consequential for 

starting a business (Cortes, 2004; Gold, 1988; Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008). Therefore, 

several concrete differences between economic migrants and refugees can be distinguished. 

Firstly, refugees experience traumatic events because of the situation in their country of origin as 

well as during their flight to the host-country. The psychological problems associated with this 

can impact their self-reliance and consequentially, their self-employment. Secondly, due to 

refugees’ unexpected flight they have had little opportunity to prepare for their stay in the host-

country in advance. As a consequence, they often do not have the opportunity to bring along 

their valuables, such as financial capital and relevant certificates. Economic migrants, who at 

times flee with the specific idea of starting a business in mind, have more time to prepare, 

increasing the resources they bring. Related to this, are the different possibilities for refugees and 

migrants to return to their country of origin. Because refugees flee from persecution, it is not 

possible for them to acquire funds, capital or labour for their business from home. The latter is 

considered a distinct benefit for economic migrants, who make use of their diaspora networks. 

And finally, the social network of refugees in the host-country is likely to be less extensive than 
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that of regular migrants, because refugees often leave their home countries individually (Gold, 

1988). Additionally, ‘there is often no longstanding tradition of immigration from their country of 

origin to the host-country’, further limiting their network (Wauters & Lambrecht, 2008, p.908). 

Therefore, more recently, studies are emerging that focus on refugee entrepreneurship 

specifically. Similar to the literature on migrant entrepreneurship, these studies suggest that firstly, 

there is a high willingness among refugees to become entrepreneurs (Wauters & Lambrecht, 

2006). And secondly, that their social network is instrumental for starting their business (Gold, 

1988; Bizri, 2017; Wauters & Lambrecht, 2008). However, as stated previously it is more likely 

for a refugee to be embedded in a rather limited social network than for regular migrants. 

Wauters & Lambrecht (2008) consequentially find that refugees in Belgium are insufficiently 

included in both home country as well as host-country networks, which often times causes them 

to stand alone. Therefore, it is stressed that networks alone are not sufficient in explaining 

refugee entrepreneurship, but that it is also important to look at the individual entrepreneur, and 

the way in which he or she is able to capitalize on existing opportunities (Wauters & Lambrecht, 

2008). Fong et al. (2007) thus find that the personal characteristics of individual entrepreneurs 

have to be taken into account. However, as previously indicated it is also stated that refugees’ 

personal skills might be less fit for entrepreneurship. Waldinger et al. (1990) describe the process 

of migrant entrepreneurship as self-selective, where those who decide to migrate naturally 

possess the abilities, preparedness and risk-taking that is necessary for entrepreneurship (versus 

those who stay home). This selective process does not apply to refugees, fleeing war or 

persecution. Therefore, it is expected that with limited social networks, as well as limited skills, 

starting a business will be more difficult for refugees than for regular migrants. However, 

research has also shown, that if successful, refugees’ businesses can make the same positive 

contributions to the host-community as those of regular migrants. Therefore, it is necessary to 

understand what influences the entrepreneurial success of refugees. Therefore, the following 

section will give a short outline of Giddens’ structuration theory, which will serve as a framework 

to understand how refugees’ personal skills and social networks interact, and how they can be 

either constraining or enabling factors in achieving entrepreneurial success.  

2.6. Structuration theory 

The theory of structuration by Anthony Giddens (1984) tries to explain the relationship between 

agency and structure. His main argument is that all individuals, agents, have knowledge of society 

and of the consequences of their actions. Within the boundaries of the changing structural 

context around them, actors continually make decisions. The structure influences these decisions, 

and conversely these decisions influence the structure. This structure consists of both rules and 
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resources, upon which the individual draws to affect the intended outcome.  

For refugee entrepreneurs, their social network can be seen as the structure in which they try to 

achieve entrepreneurial success. The resources inherent to this network can be called social 

capital (Portes, 1998), and consist of a variety of benefits such as cheap labour, information, 

clientele, etcetera. On the other hand, this social network naturally also consists of rules, such as 

the provision of ‘mutual aid’ to family and friends that can impose a burden on an entrepreneur’s 

financial resources (Ensign & Robinson, 2011, p.41). Therefore, this structure of rules and 

resources can work enabling as well as constraining for refugee entrepreneurs in achieving 

entrepreneurial success (Coleman, 1988; Giddens, 1984). In short, social capital thus consists of 

some aspect of social structure, and facilitates certain actions of individuals within the structure 

(Coleman, 1988).  

Besides structure, refugees use their agency to make decisions that influence their entrepreneurial 

outcomes. For instance, the development of the abovementioned social networks and the use of 

these networks for positive outcomes can be seen as a refugee’s agency. This agency is affected 

by human capital resources, as ‘human capital is created by changes in persons that bring about 

skills and capabilities that make them able to act in new ways.’ (Coleman, 1988, p. 100). However, 

how these resources are used is, in its turn, impacted by rules, because there may be external 

barriers that prevent the usage of these resources, such as a lack of foreign credential recognition, 

or discriminatory practices in the labour market.  

In short, ‘a persons’ actions are shaped, redirected, [and] constrained by the social context 

[consisting of] norms, interpersonal trust, social networks, and social organizations’ (Coleman, 

1988, p. 96).  

Refugee entrepreneurship thus takes place within the ever evolving framework of structure and 

agency, in which social and human capital resources are used to affect the intended outcome, in 

this case: entrepreneurial success. Given that refugees’ human capital may be ineffective within 

the foreign labour market, do their social networks make up for this loss? Or the other way 

around, are refugees’ social networks (or lack thereof) a constraining factor in achieving 

entrepreneurial success? The next sections identify the aspects of social and human capital that 

have been identified by previous research as influential for migrant entrepreneurship. These will 

be tested here, to see if they are equally fit to explain success among refugee entrepreneurs. 

2.7. Social capital  

As defined by Portes (1998) social capital is a set of tangible or virtual resources that can be 

obtained through a network of social contacts, and used to achieve ones goals. To be able to start 

a business, an aspiring entrepreneur needs the right kind of resources, such as financial, human, 
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social or ethnic capital (Kloosterman, 2010). Migrants, in many cases lacking financial capital, and 

encountering problems with foreign credential recognition, compensate this by turning to their 

social networks, therewith relying on social capital when starting a business (Coleman, 1988; 

Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993).  

Scholars propose several ways in which network structures influence migrant entrepreneurship. 

Similar to the literature on integration, a distinction is made between a network structure 

consisting of social bonds – relationships with those most similar to us, such as family, friends or 

co-ethnics, – or social bridges – relationships with those different from us, in this case the host-

community. Both of these networks impact migrant entrepreneurship (Kloosterman et al., 1999).  

Starting with social bonds, the network of close social relations and family ties is seen to offer 

many resources, such as informal sources of finance and cheap labour (Chrysostome, 2010; Fong 

et al., 2017; Gomez et al., 2015; Kloosterman, 2010). An important aspect of these family ties is 

one’s marital status. Previous literature identifies a positive relationship between entrepreneurship 

and the presence of a spouse (Fong et al., 2007; Lamba, 2003; Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006; 

Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). As Constant & Zimmerman (2006) note, there are several ways in 

which marital status influences entrepreneurial activities. Firstly, marriage brings stability, and the 

division of labour between spouses (e.g. between labour and caring for the household) can 

increase the productivity of entrepreneurs. Additionally, spouses can and often do help out 

within the business. Furthermore, in the case of a working spouse, entrepreneurs can rely on the 

stable income of their partner, freeing up the space to invest the entrepreneur’s income in the 

business (Krasniqi, 2009). A spouse can thus be seen as a resource in one’s social network, and is 

therefore expected to positively influence entrepreneurial success, represented in the following 

hypothesis: 

H1: There is a positive relationship between the presence of a spouse and entrepreneurial success. 

Besides the positive effects of a spouse, literature identifies one’s family as an instrumental part 

of social capital (Coleman, 1988), and as a significant contributor to migrant entrepreneurship. 

Family members are often employed in the business (Bizri, 2017; Chrysostome, 2010; Fong et al., 

2007; Walton-Roberts & Hiebert, 1997). The reliance on family members as a source of labour is 

considered a specific asset for migrant and refugee entrepreneurs, because family members often 

work for lower wages and for longer hours than would be accepted by regular employees (Gold, 

1988). Furthermore, family members feel responsible for the success of the business, and are 

therefore willing to contribute their own assets to obtain this (Bizri, 2017). Therefore, family 

employees are a resource in one’s social network, and therefore the employment of family 

members is expected to positively influence entrepreneurial success: 
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H2: There is a positive relationship between family member employees and entrepreneurial success. 

Besides one’s direct family, social bonds also consists of networks with co-ethnics. A distinct 

benefit of these networks is that migrants can benefit from the experience already acquired by the 

established migrant communities (Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). Therewith, the network provides a 

valuable source of information, for instance about store location, dealing with local institutions, 

or finding sources of finance. Additionally, other migrants or refugees can provide cheap labour, 

and similar to family members, are often willing to work for longer hours (Gold, 1988). Finally, it 

is said that aiming for an ethnic clientele offers migrant entrepreneurs with a competitive 

advantage over native entrepreneurs, because they are better aware of the needs of the 

community (Chrysostome, 2010; Nielsen & Riddle, 2010). However, the positive effects of the 

latter does not go uncontested, and the effects of operating within an ‘ethnic market’ are heavily 

debated. Firstly, using the established migrant community as a source of information might not 

be as beneficial to refugees as to regular migrants. As specified previously, there is often no 

longstanding tradition of migration from refugees’ home countries to the host-country (Wauters 

& Lambrecht, 2008). Therefore, because this refugee resettlement is relatively new, the existing 

co-ethnic community is not ‘established’ to the same extent as a community of regular migrants. 

More importantly, Waldinger et al.(1990) stress that the ethnic market can seriously hamper 

opportunities for business growth, because the market in itself is limited in size, and its clientele 

is limited in purchasing power. Additionally, because many migrants start a business because of 

their exclusion from the regular labour market, out of necessity, this is likely to take place in a 

market where costs are relatively low. The business conditions in the ethnic market allow for the 

existence of small businesses that require relatively little investment. However, the ‘push’ towards 

these markets caused by exclusion leads to a ‘proliferation’ (p .23) of these small businesses, 

engaging in over-competition and resulting in a high failure rate.  

Additionally, ethnic networks are often those of ‘mutual aid’ (Ensign & Robinson, 2011, p.41), 

leading to employment of underqualified or unnecessary personnel, obligations to extended 

family, as well as other obstacles hampering efficiency and capital accumulation, thereby reducing 

the entrepreneurs’ profits and opportunities for expansion (Ensign & Robinson, 2011). 

Therefore, it is expected that these markets are constraining rather than enabling, and therefore 

negatively influence refugees’ entrepreneurial success, represented in the following hypothesis: 

H3: There is a negative effect of operating within ethnic markets on entrepreneurial success.  

On the other hand, the benefits of a network structure consisted of social bridges are identified. 

For instance, operating in the mainstream market provides access to a larger group of customers, 
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less direct competition, and the possibility of charging higher prices (Gold, 1988). Furthermore, 

networking with the host-community is beneficial for the information position of migrants. It 

helps them in identifying opportunities, and acquiring knowledge about the demands of the host-

community as well as the procedures and institutions involved in starting a business. Overall, it 

gives them access to contacts and support from the host-community (Turkina & Thi Thanh Thai, 

2013). Furthermore, ‘dealing with the mainstream market seems like the ideal situation for a 

newcomer to become accustomed to values and traditions of the new culture (Robertson & 

Grant, 2016, p.396).’ Therefore, operating within this market has the potential to greatly benefit 

integration. Overall, it is expected to find a positive effect of operating within the mainstream 

market on entrepreneurial success: 

H4: There is a positive effect of operating within mainstream markets on entrepreneurial success. 

However, it must be noted that it is often difficult for migrants to start a business in mainstream 

markets, because there are different requirements and regulations for products or personnel 

Additionally, a lack of language skills or knowledge of cultural practices can be significant barriers 

in accessing this market (Waldinger et al., 1990). Therefore, in line with Giddens’ structuration 

theory, refugees will not always be able to choose starting a business in the mainstream market 

because of the constraining rules of this structure. Therefore it is necessary to look at the human 

capital of refugees, which gives them agency to make use of the resources present in this 

network, and potentially circumvent these restrictions. Therefore, the next section will provide an 

overview of human capital resources that are expected to influence refugees’ entrepreneurial 

success.  

2.8. Human capital  

A common claim is that a migrant’s human capital might be of little value within a foreign labour 

market, because their specific skillset is not transferrable, due to a lack of recognition of foreign 

credentials or because there is a mismatch between a migrant’s skills and the requirements of the 

labour market. Therefore, a migrant’s social capital is used to compensate for a lack of other 

sources of capital, such as human capital (Coleman, 1990; Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993). As 

previously established, it is expected that refugees have more limited social capital as well as 

human capital. However, because this research looks at resettlement from Syria to its 

neighbouring countries, it is possible that the transferability of skills is greater than found in 

previous research focusing mostly on migration to developed economies. Syria and its 

neighbouring countries namely share similar levels of development and can all be classified as 

developing economies (OECD/DAC, 2018). 
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As previously stated, human capital refers to one’s skills, competences and characteristics 

(Williams et al., 2017) One’s network structure can only facilitate entrepreneurship to a certain 

extent, and for successful economic adaptation human capital is needed (Potocky-Tripodi, 2004). 

Previous research has identified several distinct human capital characteristics that influence 

(migrant) entrepreneurship.  

Firstly, previous literature identifies the importance of host-country language skills. Not only are 

language skills instrumental for dealing with the necessary institutions when starting a business, 

such as the chamber of commerce or local government agencies, they are also crucial for 

accessing social capital and benefitting from the network of the native population (Marger, 2006; 

Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006, 2008; Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). Language skills are thus seen as a 

resource that greatly enhances the chance for refugees to make use of host-community networks, 

which are expected to be beneficial for entrepreneurial success. Therefore, host-country language 

skills are expected to positively influence entrepreneurial success: 

H5: There is a positive relationship between host-country language skills and entrepreneurial success. 

Secondly, a higher educational attainment is believed to be beneficial to entrepreneurship due to 

the increased ability for opportunity recognition and superior information set that comes with 

education (Constant & Zimmerman, 2006; Fong et al., 2007; Williams et al., 2017). Education 

helps the entrepreneur to better understand the challenges faced in starting a business in the 

host-country, and how to approach and overcome them. Therefore, education level plays an 

important role in the decision making process of migrant entrepreneurs (Chrysostome, 2010). 

However, Williams & Krasniqi (2018) find that educational attainment does not have an 

influence on entrepreneurial activities of refugees. This can be explained by the context in which 

their study took place. Namely, forced migrants from Kosovo starting a business in countries of 

the European Union or the United States. Quite possibly, education in Kosovo does not 

adequately prepare entrepreneurs for starting a business in a developed economy. Conversely, 

this research looks at Syrian refugees resettling in their neighbouring countries, all developing 

economies (OECD/DAC, 2018). The United Nations Development Program (UNDP) analyses 

the educational attainment of all countries yearly. Their Education Index, measured as the 

combined average of adult years of schooling and the expected years of schooling for children, 

shows that Syria rates relatively low (.412) when compared to Lebanon (.637), Turkey (.689) and 

Jordan (.711). However, countries such as the United States (.903) or Norway (.915) score much 

higher, indicating that there is a larger gap between the educational attainment of Syrian refugees 

and natives in developed economies, than between Syrian refugees and natives in developing 

economies (UNDP, 2018). Therefore, education is expected to be of greater importance here. 
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Following the theory of structuration, education is expected to influence the decisions refugee 

entrepreneurs make, because education increases their ability to recognize and act upon 

opportunities. Therefore, a higher educational attainment is expected to positively influence 

entrepreneurial success: 

H6: There is a positive relationship between a higher education attainment and entrepreneurial success. 

Additionally, scholars find that for starting a business in a foreign country, migrant entrepreneurs 

need to process large and complex business-related information such as information about 

market size, consumer products or reliable suppliers (Constant & Zimmerman, 2006; Kanas et 

al., 2009). This information is country specific, indicating that formal education in the host-

country might not be sufficient for refugee entrepreneurs when starting a business. To overcome 

these drawbacks, it can be beneficial for refugees to participate in business training (Wauters & 

Lambrecht, 2008). This is supported by the findings of Williams & Krasniqi (2018) who find a 

significant positive effect of business training on refugee entrepreneurship. Therefore, business 

training helps refugees to overcome the initial restriction of insufficient human capital. Therefore, 

it is expected that business training will positively influence entrepreneurial success.  

H7: There is a positive relationship between business training and entrepreneurial success.  

Lastly, scholars have identified previous business experience as a major determinant for future 

entrepreneurial intentions as well as entrepreneurial success (Chrysostome, 2010; Fong et al., 

2007; Tienda & Raijman, 2004, Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006). Previous business experience 

provides entrepreneurs with more clear expectations of what starting and running a business 

entails, which steps need to be undertaken and which pitfalls need to be avoided, again positively 

influencing the decision making of refugee entrepreneurs. Additionally, they will develop relevant 

managerial skills, learn how to establish relationships with relevant stakeholders, how to allocate 

human resource, and how to adjust to market demands (Chrysostome, 2010). Furthermore, if this 

previous experience takes place within the host-country, it comes with crucial knowledge about 

working permits and regulations for self-employment, and how to deal with host-country 

institutions (Kanas et al., 2009). The difference between host-country and home country 

experience will therefore be taken into account. Overall, previous experience is expected to 

positively influence the decision making of refugee entrepreneurs, and therefore their 

entrepreneurial success:  

H8: There is a positive relationship between business experience and entrepreneurial success. 
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Having identified the resources inherent to one’s social network as well as one’s personal 

resources that are expected to influence refugee entrepreneurship, this thesis turns to a 

description of the case that is studied here, namely Syrian refugee entrepreneurs in Syria’s 

neighbouring countries. It is recognized that ‘conclusions about immigrant entrepreneurship 

largely depend on the context in which it occurs’ (Bizri, 2017, p.850). Therefore, it is necessary to 

look at the resettlement experiences of Syrian refugees specifically.  
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3. Case background: Labour market experiences of Syrian refugees 
 

In 2011, what began as protests against President Assad’s regime quickly turned into a large scale 

conflict between the Syrian government, backed by Russia and Iran, and anti-government rebel 

groups, supported by the United States, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia.  

In 2013, Islamic State began seizing Syrian territory, further exacerbating the conflict and putting 

it at the top of the international agenda (Council on Foreign Relations, n.d.). While an extensive 

analysis of the conflict is beyond the scope of this research, it is clear that this has led to the 

displacement of millions of Syrians.  

Since the start of the conflict, 5,601,739 million (registered) refugees have fled Syria (UNHCR, 

2019). Rhetoric surrounding these refugees became increasingly negative, leading to restrictive 

asylum procedures, especially within the European Union. In the summer of 2015, thousands of 

refugees were held up at European borders, or lost their lives at sea. These events led to the 

establishment of the EU Turkey Joint Action Plan in November 2015, to control the flow of 

refugees crossing the Mediterranean Sea. The EU’s policy is thus clearly aimed at accommodating 

refugees in Syria’s neighbourhood (Akgündüz et al., 2015).  

After a four-year operation, Islamic State has been driven out of Syria and the Caliphate has 

fallen in March 2019. Unfortunately, this does not mean that the civil war has also come to an 

end. Bashar al-Assad remains in power, and Syria will most likely experience the same kind of 

stringent internal security measures that have triggered conflict in the first place, therewith 

sparking more civil unrest. Additionally, with Assad in power many Western countries are 

reluctant to provide the financial assistance needed for the reconstruction of Syria (Shatz, 2019). 

Therefore, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) finds that ‘there are 

not sufficient guarantees or conditions in place to facilitate large-scale repatriation in safety and 

dignity’ (p.29). Additionally, a premature large scale return of refugees could further destabilize 

the region (UNHCR, 2018). Therefore, it is unlikely that the millions of refugees are capable of 

returning to Syria any time soon (Shatz, 2019). It is thus necessary to move from humanitarian 

responses to sustainable development responses aimed at the integration of these refugees in 

their host-countries. The majority of Syrian refugees are hosted respectively in Turkey 

(3,614,108), Lebanon (929,624) and Jordan (662,010) (UNHCR, 2019) putting a serious strain on 

the resources of these countries (Akgündüz et al., 2015). 

Several scholars have investigated the impact of the inflow of Syrian refugees on labour markets 

in Syria’s neighbouring countries. For instance, studies show that Syrian refugees, who lack work 

permits, have a negative impact on Turkish workers in the informal sector. However, on the 
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other hand, wages in the formal job market are seen ton increase, leading to an increase in the 

average wage of Turkish employees (Del Carpio & Wagner, 2015; Ceritoglu et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, while Syrian refugees cause a slight increase in the price of housing and food, the 

employment rates of the native Turkish population are seen to be largely unaffected (Akgündüz 

et al., 2015).  

Additionally, a study executed in Jordan shows that there is virtually no impact of Syrian refugees 

on labour market participation of the Jordanian population. While positive at first sight, this may 

actually suggest that government policies restrict Syrian labour market participation; that 

discrimination leads to Syrian exclusion from the formal labour market; or lastly, that there is a 

mismatch between refugees and available jobs (Fakih & Ibrahim, 2016).  

Research in Lebanon, where the rate of refugees compared to the native population is highest 

(156 refugees per 1000 inhabitants)(UNHCR, 2018), shows that Syrian refugees have had a 

negative impact on employment and wages among Lebanese workers in the lowest segments, 

while only a marginal effect is found on high-skilled workers (David et al., 2019).  

Overall, these labour market outcomes have led to increasingly negative sentiments towards 

refugees, and while Syria’s neighbouring countries are lauded for their ‘open-door’ policies, local 

populations are not always supportive of the government’s approach (Turner, 2015). 

The majority of Syria’s neighbouring countries have regulations in place through which Syrians 

can be granted work permits. However, the number of work permits actually granted is low. 

Figures from Turkey show that there are more than 1.7 million Syrian refugees of working age, 

but only 20,981 refugees have been granted a work permit since 2011, therewith only accounting 

for 1% of the total working population. Mostly, Syrian refugees thus resort to informal labour 

markets (estimated at between 500,000 and 1,000,000 in 2017). This is not only caused by a 

difficulty in obtaining work permits. Formal employment namely also causes Syrian employees to 

lose their competitive advantage over Turkish workers, because in the informal sector, Syrian 

employees can obtain employment more easily by accepting low wages. This is particularly true 

for low-skilled sectors. Here, the low wages of Syrian refugees are pressing on the overall wages. 

Because of these low wages, refugees are used as a substitute for local workers, therewith 

sparking hostility between refugees and natives, who argue having their jobs stolen by the Syrian 

labour force. Out of a fear of losing their source of income, Syrians accept these low wages and 

often precarious working conditions.  

However, data from the Union of Chambers and Commodity Exchanges of Turkey also shows 

that Syrians have become the largest group of foreign entrepreneurs in Turkey. There is an 

increasing trend in business establishment by Syrians, leading to the establishment of 1,764 
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businesses with Syrian partners in 2017. Important to note is that this only accounts for 

businesses that have formally been registered, and inclusion of informal businesses can greatly 

increase these numbers (İçduygu & Diker, 2017). The approximately 4000 formal businesses that 

have been established throughout the past four years are employing thousands of workers, of 

whom a great deal are Turkish natives. Most of these businesses operate in the restaurant, 

construction, trade, textile, real estate, travel and transportation sectors. The impact of these 

businesses on the Turkish economy is most notable in Gaziantep, in the southeast of Turkey, 

where the number of Syrian firms rose from three in 2010 to 600 in 2015. Therewith not only 

benefiting the local economy, but also boosting trade with Syria because of firms’ links with 

counterparts in Syria (Karaspan, 2016).  

This example shows that there is great entrepreneurial potential among Syrian refugees. 

Additionally, it offers distinct benefits. It prevents refugees from working under precarious 

conditions for low wages. They no longer act as substitutes for local workers ‘stealing’ the jobs of 

natives, but rather create job opportunities for natives. And finally, they contribute to the overall 

economy. Entrepreneurship can thus positively contribute to the livelihood of Syrian refugees as 

well as reduce their burden on host-countries. Therefore, more awareness is needed about the 

factors influencing entrepreneurial success among Syrian refugees.   
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4. Data and method of analysis 
 

Having outlined the hypotheses that will guide this research, as well as the context in which they 

will be tested, the following chapter explains the case selection and methodology. It is divided 

into three section. The first section will discuss the case selection and data collection methods, 

followed by a section on the conceptualization of the variables, followed by the methodology.  

4.1. Case selection and data collection method 

This thesis entails a quantitative case study of Syrian refugee entrepreneurs in Syria’s 

neighbourhood. This case was chosen to fill a gap in the literature on migrant and refugee 

entrepreneurship, which mostly focuses on migrants in Western developed economies. To show 

whether a similar relationship between human and social capital and entrepreneurship exists in 

the case of refugees in developing economies, it was decided to focus on Syrian refugees in the 

neighbourhood. Several factors highlight the importance of focussing on Syria’s neighbouring 

countries. Firstly, they harbour the majority of Syrian refugees (UNHCR, 2019). Secondly, as 

neighbouring countries to the conflict they are most vulnerable for conflict spill-over (Salehyan & 

Gleditsch, 2006). And, finally, the relative similarities between Syria and its neighbouring 

countries in terms of economic development and educational attainment may positively influence 

refugee entrepreneurship (UNDP, 2018).    

To assess the relevance of the hypotheses specified in Chapter 2, a survey was distributed to 

Syrian refugee entrepreneurs in Syria’s neighbouring countries. This was executed with help from 

SPARK. SPARK is an international non-government organization that aims at ‘develop[ing] 

higher education and entrepreneurship to empower young, ambitious people to lead their conflict 

affected societies into prosperity’ (SPARK, n.d.). A large part of their work focuses directly on 

supporting migrant and refugee entrepreneurs, or entrepreneurs in post-conflict countries, in 

starting their businesses. SPARK offers financial assistance, runs business plan competitions, 

works together with microfinancing institutions and facilitates network building. SPARK has an 

extensive network within the Middle-East, with offices in Turkey, Jordan and Lebanon. 

Therefore, SPARK’s network was used to distribute the survey among refugee entrepreneurs in 

the region. 

The survey was available in English and Arabic, the latter being the main language of Syrian 

refugees. The translation was conducted by Hamzah Abboushi, project officer at the SPARK 

Amman office in Jordan, and a native Arabic speaker.1 The survey was distributed online via 

 
1 The English and Arabic version of the survey are included in Appendix A and B. 
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Qualtrics and completed by 70 respondents. Because the survey was conducted within the 

network of SPARK and only measures experiences of refugees that have a business, the sample is 

not representative for the entire Syrian refugee population. Additionally, it is not representative of 

the entire population of Syrian refugee entrepreneurs, because it is possible that being part of the 

network of SPARK already has implications for the type of refugees that are included in this 

study. There may be significant differences between refugees that seek the help of supporting 

organizations or that can be reached through the network of this organization and those that 

cannot. For instance, this could already have implications for the extent of one’s network.  

However, this study has an exploratory nature, and its goal is to find whether the relationships 

between human and social capital and entrepreneurship specified by previous literature are also 

present among Syrian refugee entrepreneurs. Because of this, no generalizations can and will be 

made about the entire population of Syrian refugees, or even of Syrian refugee entrepreneurs. 

However, the value of this study lies in exploring whether these relationships are present within 

the sample, and therefore the sample is considered valid for the goals of this research.  

Of 70 respondents, 55 were male and 15 were female. The age of the participants was evenly 

distributed, with 50% being younger than 30, and 50% being 30 or older. Most respondents are 

currently living in Turkey (40%), followed by Jordan (28,6%), Syria (11,4%) and Lebanon (10%). 

The high number of Syrian refugees still living in Syria suggests that a considerable part of the 

sample is internally displaced, instead of resettled in a neighbouring country. Generally, it is 

expected that internally displaced face similar issues in terms of loss of social capital resources. 

However, their human capital may be of greater value. They speak the same language, and will 

have no or less problems with credential recognition. A large part of the sample has been living in 

the host-country for a considerable time, with 44,3% indicating that they have been in the host-

country from 2 to 5 years, and 42,9% indicating they have been there for more than 5 years. 

Interestingly, 4,3% of the respondents say they have been living in the host-country for less than 

6 months. Since all respondents in the sample currently own a business, this suggests that they 

have managed to set up an enterprise in an impressively short amount of time. Respondents are 

highly educated, with 35,7% indicating that they have a high school degree, and 48,6% indicating 

that they have a bachelor’s degree.  

The following section will outline the conceptualization of the dependent and independent 

variables.  
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4.2. Variables 

4.2.1. Dependent variable 

The dependent variable in this study is entrepreneurial success. Measuring entrepreneurial success is 

not straightforward as it includes multiple criteria, both financial and non-financial in nature. 

Success can be found in independence, achieving set goals, having a positive working climate, but 

also more economic measures such as: company survival, profits, employee growth, market share 

or return on investment. It is therefore suggested that evaluations of entrepreneurial success 

should combine both organizational and psychological factors (Dej, 2010). However, it is not 

realistic to use the same indicators for mainstream entrepreneurs as for refugee entrepreneurs 

(Chrysostome, 2010). 

Because the most basic goal for entrepreneurship among refugees is identified as financial 

independence and company survival, this will be regarded here as success (Chrysostome, 2010). It 

was therefore decided to measure entrepreneurial success with three separate questions. Firstly: 

Are the costs of your business covered by its income? 0 – no, 1 – yes. This question is supposed 

to measure the businesses profitability. It is expected that when the costs of the business are not 

(yet) covered by its income, the business is not a source of revenue for the refugee but rather a 

cost, therefore not contributing to the financial independence of the entrepreneur. Furthermore, 

this indicates potential business failure. The second question is: Do you receive financial support? 

1 – no, 0 – yes. And finally: Next to running your business, do you need an additional job to 

support yourself financially? 1 – no, 0 – yes. These questions intend to measure whether the 

entrepreneur in question is reliant on additional sources of financing besides their business. Thus, 

even when the costs of the business are covered by its income, this amount is not sufficient to 

live financially independent. For instance, because the business needs considerable investment, or 

income is only limited. 

Because asking about financial support can be a sensitive question, it was decided to include the 

following answer category: ‘do not want to say’. This resulted in 11 missing answers. Because of 

the already limited sample size, it was decided not to drop these respondents from the sample. 

Instead, the respondents were individually reviewed to take into account their answer regarding 

the costs and income of their business. Therefore, it was decided to include the respondents that 

indicated that their businesses costs were covered by its income in the category of ‘no financial 

support’ (N=6) and those that indicated that their businesses costs were not covered by its 

income in ‘financial support’ (N=5).2 

 
2 It is recognized that this is not the only possible classification of these missing answers. Another reasoning could be 
that those that have indicated ‘do not want to say’ are more likely to rely on financial support. However because 24 
respondents indicated to receive financial support, it appears that respondents are quite open to admit to this. There 
is thus no reason to expect that all missing answers should be grouped under ‘receiving financial support’. 
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An initial check of answers on all three questions shows that 88,6% of respondents has indicated 

that they need an additional job to support themselves financially. Because of the limited variance 

in responses, it was decided to leave out this question, and compose entrepreneurial success with 

the two additional questions only. However, this finding in itself is interesting, because it paints a 

picture of entrepreneurial activity as only one source of revenue, suggesting that in most cases it 

does not suffice as a mean to live financially independent. Additionally, this finding could suggest 

that refugee entrepreneurs do not move towards entrepreneurship because of their exclusion 

from the labour market, since they have successfully secured regular employment besides their 

enterprise.  

In conclusion, entrepreneurial success is measured as a dichotomous outcome variable where 

success is considered to be achieved when ‘Are the costs of your business covered by its income?’ 

is answered with ‘yes’, and ‘Do you receive financial support?’ is answered with ‘no’, shown by 

the table below. 

Table 1: Entrepreneurial success 

         N No Yes 

Are the costs of your business covered by its income?  70 27 43  

Do you receive financial support?     70 41 29  

Entrepreneurial success      70 40 30 

 

4.2.2. Independent variables 

This section will describe the measurement of the independent variables included in this study, 

focussing on variables related to social capital and human capital as well as control variables that 

are expected to influence refugee entrepreneurial success.  

4.2.2.1. Social capital  

The first variable, marital status, is measured with the following question: ‘What is your marital 

status?’ with the possible answer categories; 1 – married, 2 – living with partner (but not married), 

3 – widowed, 4 – divorced, 5 – single or 6 – other. A check of the answers on this variable shows 

that 51,4% of the sample is married, and 37,1%  of the sample is single. Because there is little 

variance in given answers, and the largest amount of respondents is in two categories it was 

decided to recode this variable into two possible answer categories, being 1 – married or living 

with partner, 2 – single. It was decided to include living with partner with those that are married, 

because the beneficial social capital received from this is expected to be similar, namely: possible 

help in the household, help within the business or an additional source of finance.  
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Secondly, family employees, was measured with the following question: How many family members 

are employed by your business, if any? Where respondents responses ranged from zero to fifteen 

family member employees. For this study the relevance here is not related to the amount of 

employees, but rather the presence of family member employees versus no family member 

employees. Therefore, the variable was recoded into: 0 – no family member employees, 1 – 

family member employees. Eight respondents indicated to have no employees in an earlier 

question and were therefore excluded from answering this question about family member 

employees. However, it follows logically that without any employees there are also no family 

member employees. Therefore, they were included into this former category as well.  

The following variable is operating within the ethnic market. As defined by Rusinovic (2008) the 

ethnic market ‘consists of entrepreneurs who sell an ethnic product and whose main clientele has 

the same migration background as the entrepreneur’ (p.441). To measure operating within the 

ethnic market it was decided to focus on this last factor, because it is the clientele and not the 

product that is a determinant of the type of social capital acquired. Therefore, it was measured 

with the following question: Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the 

following statement: Most of my clientele consists of people from my home country: 1 – strongly 

disagree, 2 – disagree, 3 – neutral, 4 – agree, 5 – strongly agree.  

Subsequently, operating within the mainstream market was measured in the same way: Please 

indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: Most of my clientele 

consists of people from the host-country: 1 – strongly disagree, 2 – disagree, 3 – neutral, 4 – 

agree, 5 – strongly agree. However it was later acknowledged that using a Likert scale for both of 

these questions was not suitable for their analysis, because the intention is to measure operating 

within the ethnic market (or mainstream market) versus not operating within this market. 

Therefore, it was decided to recode both variables into dummy variables with only two possible 

answer categories: 0 – no or 1 – yes. The most common divide here would be to include both 

‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ in the yes category, while the other answers don’t indicate presence of 

this type of clientele, therefore including them in the no category. However, an initial check of 

the responses on these questions shows that a considerable amount of respondents have 

indicated either agree or strongly agree in both the ethnic market as well as the mainstream 

market (N=25). This can probably be attributed to a wrongful interpretation of the question. In 

the strict sense it is not possible that most of the clientele is from the host-country as well as the 

home country of the entrepreneurs. To limit the amount of respondents that fall into both the 

ethnic market as well as the mainstream market category it was decided to only include 
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respondents that have answered ‘strongly agree’ in the yes category for both questions. 

Crosstabulations show that this reduces the amount of respondents in both categories to N=9.3  

 4.2.2.2. Human capital 

Firstly, the level of host-country language skills is tested using the Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (Council of Europe, n.d.). This framework distinguishes language skills 

between 6 levels of proficiency, ranging from A1, beginner, to C2, proficiency. For this research 

an answer category of less than A1 is also included, to capture the effect of not speaking the 

language on the entrepreneurial success of refugees. Therefore, the answer categories are as 

follows: 0 – no knowledge of the language, 1 – beginner (A1), 2 – elementary (A2), 3 – 

intermediate (B1), 4 – upper intermediate (B2), 5 – advanced (C1), 6 – proficient (C2). 

Respondents were expected to be familiar with this scale because it is more commonly used in 

surveys executed within the network of SPARK.  

Secondly, education level is measured as the highest degree attained. Because there are many cross-

country differences in education there are several ways of measuring. A common way is by opting 

for years of education instead of highest completed education, or by choosing the internationally 

recognized scale International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) (UNESCO, 2011). 

However, in this case, many of the respondents have previously taken part in surveys of SPARK, 

that have included a different scale of education level. For the sake of continuity and familiarity it 

was decided to use this same scale: 0 – less than high school degree, 1 – high school degree, 2 – 

vocational degree, 3 – bachelor degree, 4 – master degree or higher.  

Furthermore, previous business training is measured with the following question: Have you ever 

taken part in a business training?  0 – no, 1 – yes, in my home country, 2 – yes, in the host-

country. The next independent variable is previous business experience, measured with the following 

question: Have you previously owned a business in your home or host-country? 0 – no, 1 – yes, 

in my home country, 2 – yes, in the host-country. For both of these questions the difference 

between home country and host-country experience are taken into account because the literature 

suggests that the effects of both are different. While some scholars focus on the knowledge of 

the market one acquires through previous experience or training, which is country specific 

(Kanas et al., 2009), other scholars state that training in general will positively influence 

entrepreneurship (Williams & Krasniqi, 2018).  

 
3 Crosstabulations are included in Appendix C  



33 

 

4.2.2.3. Control variables 

Several control variables will be taken into account that are expected to influence entrepreneurial 

success. Firstly, age is taken into account. An individual needs time, experience and skills to start a 

business, which is acquired throughout the years. Therefore, entrepreneurial success is expected 

to increase with age (Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). The following question is used to measure age: 

‘What year were you born?’. It was decided to group answers into categories. A check of 

responses showed that there is a 50/50 divide between those under 30, and those 30 and over, 

leading to the inclusion of these two age categories.   

Secondly, women have a lower probability to consider entrepreneurship than men. 

Entrepreneurship remains a male-oriented career choice (Chrysostome, 2010), which can be 

explained through traditional role patterns still existing, or the more limited network that women 

have. The latter directly impacts the social capital resources available to women, and thus 

potentially influences their entrepreneurial success (Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006). Therefore, 

gender will also be controlled for, measured through the following question: Are you… 1 – male, 2 

– female.  

Furthermore, this study will take into account the effect of the length of residency on entrepreneurial 

success. The length of residency is expected to have a direct impact on the stock of social capital 

resources one acquires because one’s network will increase over time. Furthermore, it is also 

expected to influence one’s human capital, because entrepreneurs will have more time to acquire 

the skills necessary to start a business, for instance through language or business training 

(Caparros Ruiz, 2010; Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). Therefore, length of residency is represented 

by the following question: For how many months have you lived in the host-country? 1 – less 

than 6 months, 2 – from 6 months to under 1 year, 3 – from 1 year to under 2 years, 4 – from 2 

years to under 5 years, 5 – 5 years or more. However, to limit the amount of answer possibilities 

in the model it was decided to recode this variable. It is most important for this variable to 

capture the difference between those that have only been in the country for a short amount of 

time, versus those that have been in the host-country for longer. Therefore, it was decided to 

recode into: 1 – less than 2 years, 2 – 2 years or more.  

Lastly, the effect of one’s country of residence will be taken into account. As previously stated, the 

majority of refugees is hosted in Turkey, Jordan and Lebanon. For all three countries, the large 

influx of refugees has manifested in its own way, and different asylum policies are in place. 

Turkey has been lauded for its open door policy towards refugees. However, while signatory to 

the 1951 Refugee Convention, outlining ‘the rights of the displaced as well as the obligations of 

states to protect them’ (UNHCR, 1951), it only grants these rights to refugees within the 

geographical limitations stated in the convention, namely only those coming from European 
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countries. For Syrian refugees this means they are officially classified as ‘guests’ and only granted 

temporary asylum (Memisoglu & Ilgit, 2016). Formally, there is legislation in place that regulates 

access to the labour market, namely the Law on Foreigners and International Protection (LFIP), 

adopted in 2014 and the International Labour Force Law (ILFL) adopted in 2016. However, 

under certain circumstances labour market access can be restricted, and many Syrians’ access is 

being withheld (İc ̧duygu & S ̧imşek, 2016). 

Lebanon and Jordan’s policies towards refugees are heavily influenced by their history with 

Palestinian refugees, resulting in opposite strategies. Lebanon has experienced difficulties with 

Palestinian refugee camps turning into sites of radicalization and armed resistance. Therefore, 

their response to Syrian refugees has been to allow them to live in urban settlements rather than 

formal camps. Additionally, economically, Lebanon has relied on the presence of a low-wage 

Syrian labour force. The influx of refugees, and their non-encampment, has restored the level of 

Syrian participation in the Lebanese labour market. On the other hand, Jordan decided to house 

refugees in formal refugee camps, most notably Zaatari (approximately 80,000 refugees) and 

Azraq (approximately 18,000 refugees). This decision follows from their experiences with 

successfully managed Palestinian refugee camps, as well as the former non-encampment of Iraqi 

refugees which negatively influenced Jordan’s ability to raise international financial aid for their 

presence. Additionally, Jordan has been trying to limit its dependence on foreign labour, resulting 

in restrictive labour market access.  However, the refugee experiences in Lebanon are not 

exclusively positive, and conversely, those in Jordan are not exclusively negative. Sentiments 

towards refugees in Lebanon have deteriorated, fuelled by rising prices, competition for jobs, 

decreasing wages and the distribution of aid to Syrians closely located to poor Lebanese 

communities. This results in a strong opposition of the Lebanese public towards the 

government’s approach, with 70 percent of the population in favour of establishing formal 

UNHCR camps for Syrians. On the other hand, in Jordan, a bailout system exists through which 

Syrian refugees can exit the formal camps if a Jordanian citizen acts as a guarantor of their 

whereabouts. Many Syrians have been able to use this system successfully due to the many family 

and friendship ties between Syrians and Jordanians. However, since 2014 it has been increasingly 

difficult to obtain bailout papers (Turner, 2015). These different local contexts are expected to 

influence the entrepreneurial success of refugees, therefore the questionnaire included the 

following measure of country of residence: What is your current country of residence? A check of 

the responses shows that the majority of respondents is currently living in Turkey (N=29), Jordan 

(N=20), Syria (N=8) or Lebanon (N=7). The remainder of respondents were grouped in the 

category ‘other’ (N=7) consisting of Andorra, Cyprus, Saudi Arabia, and Sweden. The answers 
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were categorized as follows: 1 – Lebanon, 2 – Syria, 3 – Jordan, 4 – Turkey, 5 – Other. The table 

below shows the descriptive statistics of the independent variables and the dependent variable: 

Table 2: Descriptive statistics of dependent and independent variables 

     N  Min Max Mean Std. Deviation 

Dependent variable    

Entrepreneurial success   70  0 1 ,43  ,498 

Independent variables    

Human capital     

Language skills    70  0 6 3,46  1,863 

Education    70  0 4 2,21  1,102 

Previous training   70  0 2 1,29  ,854 

Previous experience   70  0 2 1,16  ,773 

Social capital      

Marital status    70  0 1 ,53  ,503 

Family employees   70  0 1 ,50  ,504 

Ethnic market    70  0 1 ,66  ,478 

Mainstream market   70  0 1 ,51  ,503 

Control variables  

Age     70  1 2 1,50  ,504 

Gender     70  1 2 1,21  ,688 

Country of residence   70  1 5 3,29  1,118 

Length of residency   70  1 2 1,43  ,498 

 

4.3. Methodology  

To test the above-mentioned hypotheses this study executes three separate logistic regression 

analyses. The first model will check the effect of the control variables on entrepreneurial success. 

The second model incorporates the independent variables related to social capital, and lastly, in 

the third model, the variables associated with human capital are added. The logistic regression 

analyses will be executed to find the influence of multiple independent variables (X) on a 

dichotomous dependent variable (Y) (Entrepreneurial success versus no entrepreneurial success), 

while holding the other independent variables constant. This is represented in the following 

function: 
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Ln (P/1-P) = β0  + β1Xlanguageskills + β2Xeducation + β3Xbusinesstraining + 

β4Xbusinessexperience + β5Xmaritalstatus + β6Xfamilyemployees +  β7Xethnic market +  

β8Xmainstreammarket + β9Xage + β10Xgender + β11Xcountryofresidence + β12Xlengthofresidency 

Wherein Ln (P/1-P) is the logit of Y (entrepreneurial success), β0 represents the intercept, and β1 

through β12 represent the parameters showing the effects of the independent variables – 

representing human and social capital and the control variables – on the dependent variable, 

entrepreneurial success. A positive parameter β, which is significant at the p<,05 level, shows an 

increased likeliness to achieve entrepreneurial success when one considers the independent 

variable. When β is negative, the likeliness decreases (Pallant, 2007).   

A logistic regression analysis is chosen here because the data violates several assumptions that 

need to met in order to execute a standard Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression. Because of 

the dichotomous outcome variable, the assumption of linearity is violated. A linear line suggests 

that if you go high enough or low enough with a certain X, the probability will go below 0 and 

over 1. However, with a binary independent variable, this is not possible, as the only possible 

outcomes are 0 – no success, and 1 – success. Furthermore, the assumption of a normally 

distributed error term is violated, because the observations are not normally distributed from a 

linear regression line. This also entails that the errors are not homoscedastic, meaning they do not 

have the same variance. Consequentially, the coefficients of OLS are not a good representation of 

the effects and additionally, standard errors cannot be used to meaningfully test significance. 

Therefore, executing a logistic regression analysis solves the violation of these assumptions 

However, additionally, the assumption of no multicollinearity needs to be met, which means that 

the independent variables should be independent of each other. The independent variables 

should thus not measure the same thing (Pallant, 2007).  To test whether the data matches this 

assumption a Pearson correlation of all independent variables was executed, which shows that the 

independent variables are not multicollinear, that is, they do not show strong correlations to one 

another.4 

 

 
4 The Pearson correlation of all independent variables is included in Appendix D. Guide to the r values: .00/.19 – no 
to very weak relationship; .20-.39 – weak relationship; .40-.59 – moderate relationship; .60-.79 – strong  relationship; 
.80/1.0 – very strong to perfect relationship. 
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5. Results 
 

This chapter will present the findings of the previously mentioned analysis, and tries to explain 

them using the framework provided by Giddens’ structuration theory.  The eight hypotheses will 

either be accepted or rejected. The first section will present the baseline model, including only the 

control variables. In the second section, the variables related to social capital are added to the 

model. Finally, in section three, the complete model, including human capital will be reviewed.  

5.1. Model 1: Control variables 

Firstly, to control for confounding factors, four control variables are included in the first model. 

Namely: age, gender, country of residence and length of residency. While the effects of these variables are 

not formally hypothesized there is a certain expectation about their relationship with 

entrepreneurial success as illustrated in the previous chapter. Table 3 shows the output of model 

1. 

Table 3: Model 1 – Control variables 

β  Sig. 

Age 

Younger than 30 

30 and older    ,418  ,452 

Gender 

Male 

Female     -,750  ,288 

Country of residence 

Lebanon 

Syria     -1,356  ,256 

Jordan     -1,648  ,102 

Turkey     -1,155  ,224 

Other     -1,041  ,371 

Length of residency 

Less than two years 

More than two years   ,283  ,746 

Nagelkerke R-square    ,116 

Model significance    ,505 
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Table 3 shows the influence of the control variables on the entrepreneurial success of Syrian 

refugees. First, the significance of the model to predict entrepreneurial success in comparison to 

the null model, without explanatory variables, is ,505. This means that the control variables 

together do not have significant power to explain entrepreneurial success (p<,05). This can also 

be seen when looking at the significance levels of all independent variables and their answer 

categories (Table 3: Sig.). Next, the table shows a relatively low adjusted pseudo-R2 (Nagelkerke 

R-square: ,116). This shows that the model is capable of explaining approximately 11,6% of the 

variation in the outcomes. It is expected that the R-square is low, because the model, thus far, 

only includes control variables. Furthermore, in the field of social sciences it is not unusual to see 

these low scores (Allison, 2014). 

To continue, an explanation of the results as shown in Table 3 will follow. The category β 

represents the regression coefficient, showing the increasing or decreasing likeliness of Syrian 

refugees to achieve entrepreneurial success in comparison to the reference category, which is the 

first category of all four independent variables. Sig. shows the significance level of these 

coefficients, and is significant at the level p<,05. Statistical significance shows the likeliness that a 

relationship between two variables is caused by something other than chance. When this level is 

below p<,05 this means there is (over) 95% chance that the relationship as observed is not 

caused by chance (Pallant, 2007). 

Firstly, looking at age, it can be seen that the likeliness of achieving entrepreneurial success 

increases when refugees are older than 30, in comparison to those younger than 30. The  effect is 

not very strong (,418) nor significant (,452). However, the relationship looks as expected 

following the reasoning that the necessary experience and skills to start a business increase with 

age (Williams & Krasniqi, 2018).  

The second control variable, gender, shows that being female negatively influences the likeliness of 

achieving entrepreneurial success. Again, while the effect is not significant (,288) it does look as 

expected. Previous research has focused on the smaller likeliness of women pursuing a career in 

entrepreneurship (Lambrecht et al., 2004), due to traditional role patterns. The sample in this 

study, consisting of 55 males and only 15 females, indicates that such a reasoning may be valid. 

Furthermore, the scores in this table indicate that besides the lower probability of women to 

become entrepreneurs, female entrepreneurs are also less likely to achieve entrepreneurial success 

than male entrepreneurs. An explanation for this in light of social capital theory is that women 

have a more limited network (Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006), and therefore have less social capital 

resources available to them. However, because the sample in this study is not representative for 

the entire population of Syrian refugees or Syrian refugee entrepreneurs, an alternative 
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explanation is possible. Namely, that SPARK is not attracting or supporting as many female 

entrepreneurs as male entrepreneurs, causing for the disbalance of female respondents as well as 

their lower probability of success (as they might not have benefited from training or resources 

offered by SPARK). However, crosstabulations show that there is no reason to expect that 

females in the sample have benefitted less from training, as 27,4% of males and only 20% of 

females indicated to have no previous business training.  

Additionally, the model shows the effect of country of residence on entrepreneurial success. In 

comparison to the reference category, Lebanon, the likeliness of achieving entrepreneurial 

success decreases for refugees in Syria, Jordan, Turkey or other countries. This suggests that 

Lebanon has the most favourable conditions for starting a business, while the negative effect of 

Jordan (β -1,648, Sig. ,102) is strongest, suggesting that Jordan has the least favourable conditions 

for starting a business. Looking at the differences that were identified between these countries, it 

is not surprising that Lebanon seems the most conducive environment for entrepreneurial 

success. As Lebanon has a longstanding tradition of migration from Syria (Turner, 2015), it is 

likely that it will be easier for Syrian refugees to build a network of co-ethnics that can be a 

helpful source of information (Wauters & Lambrecht, 2008). Furthermore, the strong 

dependency on the Syrian labour force in the past, and the desire to restore this Syrian 

participation again today, may lead to favourable policies conducive for business creation. 

Conversely, Jordan has wanted to limit its dependency on foreign labour, which may result in a 

more negative environment for business creation (Turner, 2015). This finding is also in line with 

previous findings explaining the lack of impact of Syrian refugees on the Jordanian labour market 

through the potential exclusion of Syrians due to labour market restrictions (Fakih & Ibrahim, 

2016). 

Finally, the length of residency has only a small positive effect (,283) on entrepreneurial success, 

while previous literature has consistently identified length of residency as an important driver for 

entrepreneurship because of its direct impact on the stock of human and social capital refugees 

possess (Caparros Ruiz, 2010; Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). This suggests that refugees do not 

build up their social or human capital over time, or that the environment they find themselves in 

does not allow them to do so.  

However, none of the observed relationships in the model are statistically significant, meaning 

that there is a considerable chance that these relationships are coincidental.  
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5.2. Model 2: Social Capital 

After looking at the effect of the control variables on entrepreneurial success, this section will 

look at the second model, which includes social capital. In light of Giddens’ structuration theory 

one’s social network can be enabling as well as constraining for entrepreneurial success because it 

entails both rules and resources. Therefore, Model 2 will look at the effect of marital status, family 

employees, ethnic market, and mainstream market, corresponding with H(1) to H(4).  

Table 4: Model 2 – Social Capital  

       β  Sig. 

Marital status 

Single 

Married or living with partner  -,745  ,305 

Family employees   ,586  ,356 

Market 

Ethnic market    -2,112  ,002 

Mainstream market   ,563  ,359  

Age 

Younger than 30 

30 and older    ,850  ,258 

Gender 

Male 

Female     -,721  ,352 

Country of residence 

Lebanon   

Syria     -,168  ,908 

Jordan     -1,384  ,203 

Turkey     -,296  ,775 

Other     -,057  ,965 

Length of residency 

Less than two     

More than two years or more  ,282  ,783 

Nagelkerke R-Square    ,307 

Model significance    ,077 

Step significance    ,018 
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Table 4 shows the output of Model 2, in which the effect of social capital on entrepreneurial 

success is considered. By adding the social capital variables to Model 1, the significance of the 

model is greatly improved and approaches statistical significance (from ,505 to ,077). When only 

looking at the significance of the social capital variables entered at this step, it can be seen that 

the contribution of social capital to the entire model is significant p=,018. This indicates that 

there is a highly significant chance that social capital influences entrepreneurial success. However, 

this does not show whether social capital and thus one’s social network works as a constraining 

or an enabling factor. Therefore, it is necessary to look at the separate effects of the independent 

variables as hypothesized in Chapter 2.   

Firstly, H(1) predicts a positive effect of one’s marital status on entrepreneurial success due to the 

distinct benefits a partner offers, such as taking care of the household, helping out within the 

business, or providing an additional source of finance. However, this study finds a negative effect 

of being married or living with a partner compared to being single. However, this effect is not 

significant (,305). An explanation for this negative effect could be that the presence of a partner 

can be a rule in one’s network rather than a resource. It could bring with it increasing 

responsibilities. For instance, related to being married is the presence of children (Krasniqi, 

2009). The increased living costs associated with children and a family in general, can have an 

impact on an entrepreneur’s reliance on financial support, included in the measure of 

entrepreneurial success. This is supported by Wong (1986) who finds that children have a 

positive effect on the wage of men in regular employment, but a negative effect on the wages of 

entrepreneurs, because small enterprises are often ‘pseudo family businesses’(Bizri, 2017; Fong et 

al., 2007), and having children impacts the time and resources that can be spent on the business. 

To conclude, these findings lead to a rejection of H(1). 

Secondly, H(2) predicts a positive effect of family employees on entrepreneurial success, because 

family members often work for lower wages and longer hours than would be accepted by regular 

employees, and are therefore a distinct asset to migrant and refugee entrepreneurs (Gold, 1988). 

The effect of family employees looks as hypothesized, and the likeliness of achieving 

entrepreneurial success is greater when the entrepreneur has family members employed in his 

business. However, also here, the significance level (,365) is relatively low. The positive effect of 

family member employees suggest that not all bonding social capital has a negative effect on 

entrepreneurial success, and that family member employees can be considered a resource for 

refugee entrepreneurs. This contrasts the idea that refugee entrepreneurs hire unnecessary or 

underqualified personnel out of obligation to their family (Ensign & Robinson, 2011). 
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Next, H(3) will be evaluated, which argues that operating within the ethnic market has a negative 

effect on entrepreneurial success, because of the enormous competition amongst migrants selling 

similar products to the same clientele with relatively low purchasing power (Waldinger et al., 

1990). Table 3 shows that there is a strong negative effect of operating within the ethnic market 

on the likeliness of achieving entrepreneurial success, and that this effect is highly significant 

(,002). While previous literature has identified positive as well as negative effects of the ethnic 

economy, the results from this study are overwhelmingly negative. However, these negative 

results only reflect the reliance on co-ethnic clientele. This does not mean that the use of co-

ethnic social capital, or bonding social capital in general needs to be denounced. The ethnic 

market is namely only a part of the co-ethnic social capital one can acquire. Refugees can make 

use of co-ethnic social capital in the form of cheap labour or as an informal source of finance, the 

effects of which are not measured in this study. This finding clearly reflects the literature on 

migrant entrepreneurship that stresses that migrant entrepreneurship cannot be explained solely 

through its embeddedness in co-ethnic networks (Kloosterman et al., 1999). Because these 

markets actually have a strong negative effect on refugee entrepreneurs, it is necessary to explain 

entrepreneurial success by looking at the wider business context. This leads to the acceptance of 

H(3). 

After finding a strong negative effect of the ethnic market on entrepreneurial success, suggesting 

that entrepreneurial success needs to be explained by other network structures, this thesis turns 

to assess H(4). H(4) argues that operating within the mainstream market has a positive effect on 

entrepreneurial success because the network consisting of people from the host-community, or 

so-called ‘social bridges’, is beneficial for the information position of refugees. Additionally, it 

allows entrepreneurs’ access to a larger group of customers, less direct competition, and higher 

pricing (Gold, 1988). Table 3 shows a moderate positive effect of operating within the 

mainstream market on entrepreneurial success. This indicates that there are certain benefits to 

operating within these markets, but they cannot be called a driving factor behind an 

entrepreneur’s success. But, especially compared to the strong negative effect of the ethnic 

clientele, it can be concluded that it is more beneficial for success to focus on host-community 

clientele. The relationship between the mainstream market and entrepreneurial success thus looks 

as hypothesized, however, because the effect is not significant H(4) is rejected. 

In short, two variables have been identified as resources in one’s social network, namely family 

member employees and the mainstream market. However, being married and the ethnic market 

can both be considered constraining factors in the network of Syrian refugee entrepreneurs.  
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5.3. Model 3: Human Capital  

Lastly, this section turns to an explanation of the effect of human capital on refugee 

entrepreneurial success. Following Giddens’ structuration theory, human capital influences an 

entrepreneur’s ‘agency’, which influences the entrepreneurs’ decision making, and therefore their 

entrepreneurial success. This section will look at the contributions of human capital to the model 

in general, as well as the individual variables associated with human capital: language skills, education, 

previous business experience and previous business training, represented by H(5) to H(8).  

Table 5: Model 3 – Human capital  

   β  Sig.     β  Sig.  

Language skills     Marital status 

No knowledge     Single     

Beginner   -,506  ,828 Married or living with partner -1,311  ,220 

Elementary  -1,517  ,536 Family member employees 1,365  ,161 

Intermediate  ,195  ,932 Market 

Upper intermediate -1,423  ,533 Ethnic market   -2,650  ,005 

Advanced  -1,181  ,630 Mainstream market  1,679  ,068 

Proficient  1,557  ,480 Age     

Education level     Younger than 30    

Less than high school degree   30 and older   2,075  ,195 

High school degree -2,854  ,232 Gender 

Vocational degree  -5,117  ,094 Male 

Bachelor degree  -4,602  ,088 Female    ,365  ,769 

Master degree or higher -4,072  ,167 Country of residence 

Previous business training   Lebanon   

No business training    Syria    1,604  ,404 

Home country training -2,328  ,091 Jordan    -3,872  ,078 

Host-country training -,102  ,909 Turkey    ,100  ,939 

Previous business experience   Other    1,189  ,516 

No business experience    Length of residency 

Home country experience ,359  ,726 Less than two years 

Host-country experience ,576  ,576 More than two years  -1,192  ,467 

 

Nagelkerke R-Square    ,502 

Model significance    ,136 

Step significance    ,406 
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Table 5 shows the output of Model 3 in which all hypothesized variables as well as all control 

variables have been incorporated. Looking at the significance of the variables added at this step 

(,406) it can be noted that human capital overall does not have a significant effect on refugee 

entrepreneurial success, which leads to a decreasing significance of the entire model to p=,136. 

This suggests that in general, social capital and thus one’s structure is better fit to explain 

variation in entrepreneurial success than human capital, or one’s agency. 

Furthermore, it can be noted that adding human capital to the model has led to substantial 

differences in the coefficients and significance levels of several social capital and control variables 

compared to the previous model. For instance, the effect of the mainstream market on one’s 

entrepreneurial success is seen to be much stronger in this model, and nearing significance 

(p=,068). This can be explained by the nature of a logistic regression analysis in which the effect 

of each independent variable is tested while the others are held constant. Because several 

variables were not yet controlled for in the previous model (language skills, education, previous 

business experience, previous business training), the existing effects of these variables are 

automatically included in the relationship between two variables that are included in the model. 

In this case, the relationship between the mainstream market and entrepreneurial success also 

included variation in terms of, for instance, language skills. When this variable is now added to 

the model, the variation in this variable is held constant, and is therefore no longer (falsely) 

included in the relationship between the mainstream market and entrepreneurial success, 

therefore changing the coefficient and increasing the significance level of this variable. It is 

normal that independent variables are correlated to a certain extent (Pallant, 2007), and the 

variables in this study have been tested for multicollinearity, which has shown no problems since 

correlations were all below the ,80 level.5 

Next, this section will turn to the assessment of the hypotheses related to human capital. Firstly, 

H(5) expects that there is a positive effect of language skills on entrepreneurial success. Table 5 

shows the effects of each level of language skills compared to the reference category, no language 

skills. Interestingly, only an intermediate and a proficient level of language skills lead to an 

increasing likeliness of achieving entrepreneurial success compared to no language skills. 

Conversely, having a beginner, upper intermediate or advanced level actually leads to a decreasing 

likeliness of achieving entrepreneurial success compared to having no language skills. 

Additionally, all these effects have low significance levels (,828; ,536; ,932; ,533; ,630; ,480). These 

low significance levels indicate that language skills do not play a considerable role in 

 
5 The Pearson correlation of all independent variables is included in Appendix D. Guide to the r values: .00/.19 – no 
to very weak relationship; .20-.39 – weak relationship; .40-.59 – moderate relationship; .60-.79 – strong  relationship; 
.80/1.0 – very strong to perfect relationship. 



45 

 

entrepreneurial success. Additionally, the effects that can be seen are negative. It seems unlikely 

that language skills will have a negative impact on entrepreneurial success. Especially because of 

the inconsistencies that can be seen between the different categories of language skills (where 

some are positive and some are negative) this leads to believe that this relationship is caused by 

inconsistencies in the data. To conclude, the relationship between language skills and 

entrepreneurial success does not look as hypothesized, and H(5) is rejected.  

To continue, H(6) argues that there is a positive effect of education level on refugee entrepreneurial 

success, because it enhances one’s ability for opportunity recognition (Constant & Zimmerman, 

2006). However, Table 5 indicates the opposite, and shows a strong negative effect of higher 

levels of education on entrepreneurial success compared to the reference category ‘less than high 

school degree’.6 These findings indicate that formal education is not positively related to 

entrepreneurial success, suggesting that, in line with Williams & Krasniqi (2018), the skills derived 

from education in the home country are not transferrable to the host-country labour market. 

However, here again, this only explains why education is not a significant driver behind 

entrepreneurial success, not why the coefficients are negative. Therefore, an alternative 

explanation can lie in the motivation of people with different levels of education. Previous 

research has found that people with higher education tend to prefer salaried employment over 

self-employment because they are more aware of the risks associated with entrepreneurship 

(Kanas et al., 2009). Additionally, due to their higher qualifications they may have greater 

probability of achieving success in the regular labour market than those with lower levels of 

education (Jimenez et al., 2013). Therefore, it is possible that the lack of recognition of their 

credentials within the host-country is of larger disadvantage to refugees with a higher education, 

than those that already lacked the necessary education in their home country. With this reasoning, 

those with lower education are therefore more likely to see entrepreneurship as an opportunity, 

while those with higher education are more likely to treat entrepreneurship as a last resort 

because their education is not recognized in the general labour market. These different motives 

supposedly have a different effect on entrepreneurial success. Where opportunity entrepreneurs 

start their business in response to a need they have identified within society, this does not have to 

be the case for necessity entrepreneurs who start their business as a survival strategy. This 

influences the potential for income generation and business growth (Marchand & Siegel, 2015; 

Wauters & Lambrecht, 2006). Therefore, H(6) is rejected.   

 
6 This reference category only includes two observations. Therefore, it has been tested to see whether recoding the 
variable into 0 – low education (consisting of less than high school degree and high school degree), 1 – high 
education (consisting of vocational degree, bachelor degree, master degree or higher) presents different results. 
However, because the results of this were also negative the original categories were retained.  
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Following, H(7) will be evaluated, which stresses that business training has a positive effect on 

entrepreneurial success. Because the skills needed for starting a business are said to be country 

specific, the difference between business training in the home country and the host-country is 

taken into account. Table 5 shows that both business training in the home country as well as the 

host-country are negatively associated with entrepreneurial success compared to the reference 

category ‘no business training’. The negative effect of home country business training is stronger 

and more significant than that of host-country training. The strong negative effect of home 

country training suggests that entrepreneurial skills are different for each country, and home 

country training does not prepare an entrepreneur for starting a business in a foreign country 

(Kanas et al., 2009). An explanation for the negative effect of host-country training is offered by 

Lamba (2003) who finds similar results in a study about quality of employment among refugees in 

Canada. Lamba stresses that although these negative effects seem unlikely at first, the findings 

may reflect the impact of the time that was invested in this training. While the training may help 

improve current skills, it is possible that in the time invested in this training opportunities are 

missed and a smaller amount of time is invested in the actual business. Alternatively, it is possible 

that the content of these trainings in general is not of sufficient quality and does not prepare an 

entrepreneur adequately for starting a business. This is in line with Fong et al. (2007) who find 

that often existing training modules are not culturally appropriate for the refugee population, and 

start at a more advanced level than needed. However, it is also possible that the positive effect 

found by previous research is caused by a problem in their measurement of entrepreneurship. As 

previously explained, these studies look at being an entrepreneur versus opting for regular 

employment. The relationship between business training and entrepreneurship found in these 

studies can simply be caused by the likeliness that individuals will participate in a business training 

when they (want to) become entrepreneurs (versus the likeliness that they will participate when 

they do not have the intention to become entrepreneurs) (e.g. Williams & Krasniqi, 2018). 

Therefore, H(7) is rejected.  

Scholars state that entrepreneurship is best taught through previous experience (Fong et al., 

2007), therefore H(8), expecting a positive relationship between previous business experience and 

entrepreneurial success will be evaluated. Looking at Table 5 it can be seen that while there is a 

negative effect of previous business training, there is indeed a positive effect of previous 

experience, suggesting that entrepreneurship is a trait that benefits most from ‘learning by doing’. 

In line with previous research, it can be seen that the positive effect of previous experience in the 

host-country is the strongest and most significant. However, because of the relatively low 

significance levels neither can be accepted. Therefore, H(8) is rejected.  



47 

 

Overall, the human capital of refugees is not seen to increase their likeliness of achieving 

entrepreneurial success, with the exception of previous business experience. This suggests that 

structural factors negatively influence the extent to which refugee entrepreneurs can make use of 

their human capital resources to benefit their entrepreneurial activities.  

To conclude, only hypothesis three is accepted, as this is the only relationship that looks as 

hypothesized and is statistically significant. Table 6 shows an overview of hypotheses and 

whether the relationship looks as hypothesized (RH=+) and is statistically significant (Sig.=+).  

Table 6: Overview of hypotheses         
                               RH      Sig. 

H1: There is a positive relationship between the presence of a spouse and entrepreneurial success. - - 

H2: There is a positive relationship between family employees and entrepreneurial success.  + - 

H3: There is a negative effect of operating within ethnic markets on entrepreneurial success.  + + 

H4: There is a positive effect of operating within mainstream markets on entrepreneurial success.  + - 

H5: There is a positive relationship between language skills and entrepreneurial success.  - - 

H6: There is a positive relationship between education level and entrepreneurial success.  - - 

H7: There is a positive relationship between business training and entrepreneurial success.   - - 

H8: There is a positive relationship between business experience and entrepreneurial success. + - 

 

However, it is possible that the low significance levels in this study are related to the relatively 

small sample. And therefore, while the results, with the exception of H(3), are not statistically 

significant, their influence on entrepreneurial success might be greater than these results show. 

Therefore, before turning to a discussion of the results, the following section will shortly discuss 

the limitations of this study, and its implications for the validity of this research.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



48 

 

6. Limitations 
 

The limitations of this study are related to sampling and questionnaire design. Firstly, with 

regards to sampling, the amount of respondents in this study (N=70) is relatively low for a 

quantitative analysis. A smaller sample size can impact the observed significance levels, because 

the probability that an observed effect is actually present increases with more observations of a 

relationship. 

Furthermore, when working with a small sample, there are problems with small-sample bias, 

which means that within a population, not all individuals of this population are equally likely to 

have been selected. This results in less accurate approximation from the sample to the actual 

population (Pallant, 2007). However, this is not considered a problem for the validity of this 

research, because the intention of this study is not to draw inferences from this model to the 

larger population. The nature of this study is exploratory, and the goal is to see if the 

hypothesized relationships are present in the sample.  

Additionally, sample size influences the amount of independent variables that can be included in 

the model. Generally, it is said that for each independent variable at least ten observations are 

needed (Hosmer, Lemeshow & Sturdivant, 2013). In order to reach this threshold, it was 

considered to drop the control variables, which did not prove statistically significant, from the 

final model. However, having conducted the analysis without the control variables, it became 

clear that this did not alter the results significantly. Therefore it was decided to retain all the 

variables to show how they interact.  

Furthermore, there are several limitations with regards to questionnaire design. A lack of clear 

focus in the beginning of this thesis has led to a lengthy questionnaire, which has reduced the 

amount of respondents that have completed it. Additionally, the amount of respondents would 

have been greatly increased if a different dependent variable would have been selected. The focus 

on entrepreneurial success limits the sample to refugees who currently own a business. Most 

studies on entrepreneurship focus on the likeliness of being an entrepreneur versus opting for 

regular employment (or being unemployed), therewith greatly increasing the amount of 

respondents available to them.  

Lastly, the distribution of this questionnaire within the network of SPARK has several 

implications for the validity of the responses that were obtained. Firstly, as previously mentioned, 

the sample is not representative for the entire population of Syrian refugee entrepreneurs because 

many of them are not in touch with SPARK, or any other NGO supporting business creation, 

which can already imply a difference in the type of respondents that can be reached. But more 
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importantly, those that are present within the network of SPARK, and the larger network of aid 

agencies, are asked to fill out questionnaires very frequently. Therefore, it is believed that 

respondents suffer from a certain ‘questionnaire fatigue’, leading to a smaller time spent on 

answering the questions. This could greatly impact the extent to which this questionnaire has 

been filled out truthfully. Therefore the results of this study should be treated with some caution.  
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7. Discussion and conclusion 
 

This thesis has sought to understand the entrepreneurial success of Syrian refugees by looking at 

the effects of human and social capital. As specified by Giddens’ structuration theory (1984), 

agents make choices within an ever evolving structure. This structure influences their agency, and 

vice versa. Following this reasoning, it was expected that the social network of refugees entails 

resources as well as rules. The resources inherent to these social network can be classified as 

social capital. The agency of refugees determines how these social capital resources are used to 

influence entrepreneurial success. In its turn, the agency of refugee entrepreneurs is dependent 

on their skills and characteristics, or human capital, because these resources influence the choices 

individuals make. Therefore, both social capital and human capital can be enabling or 

constraining factors in achieving entrepreneurial success (Coleman, 1988). 

Previous research has identified several aspects of human and social capital that influence migrant 

entrepreneurship. Additionally, literature on refugee entrepreneurship shows that refugees might 

be at a disadvantage compared to regular migrants, both in terms of human capital as well as 

social capital. Therefore, this thesis has sought to explore whether the resources and rules that 

influence migrant entrepreneurship similarly influence Syrian refugees’ entrepreneurial success. 

It was expected that human capital, in the form of language skills, education, business training, 

and business experience, would have a considerable positive influence on entrepreneurial success, 

because these skills are seen as enabling entrepreneurs to make better decisions regarding their 

business. However, the results of a logistic regression analysis of survey data of 70 refugee 

entrepreneurs have shown that as a part of human capital, only previous business experience 

positively influences the likeliness of achieving entrepreneurial success.  

This suggests that the structure in which refugees’ businesses operate negatively impacts the 

extent to which refugees can use their human capital resources to benefit their entrepreneurial 

activities. For instance, because the received business training does not prepare them for starting 

a business in their specific market. Or because their educational attainment is not recognized 

within the host-country.  

Furthermore, it was expected that refugees heavily rely on their social capital when starting a 

business, and that these resources could compensate for the problems they encounter in terms of 

a lack of financial or human capital (Coleman, 1990; Portes & Sensenbrenner, 1993). However, 

conversely social networks can entail rules that have the opposite effect. Additionally, refugees’ 

social networks are expected to be more limited than those of regular migrants (Wauters & 

Lambrecht, 2008).  
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Therefore, this thesis has looked at the influence of social capital in the form of a spouse, family 

employees, the ethnic market and the mainstream market on refugees’ entrepreneurial success. 

The findings suggest that social capital can be enabling as well as constraining dependent on the 

type of social capital one acquires.  

Because of the strong negative effect of the ethnic market (measured as the presence of mostly 

home-country clientele), further research should identify why the ethnic market has a negative 

effect on refugees. Is this only the case because refugee clientele has a low purchasing power, or 

can it be stated that the use of co-ethnic social capital inherent to these markets, is not beneficial 

for refugees? 

The considerable negative influence of refugees’ human capital, as well as the strong negative 

influence of the ethnic market on entrepreneurial success reinforces the notion that refugees face 

significant barriers in starting a business (Wauters & Lambrecht, 2008).  

However, these findings contradict the early literature on migrant entrepreneurship that explains 

this phenomenon solely through its embeddedness in social networks consisted of co-ethnics, 

mostly within ethnic markets (Light, 1972). The ethnic market niche that these scholars identify 

as crucial for the survival of immigrant entrepreneurs because of their competitive advantage 

(Chrysostome, 2010), is here seen to negatively influence Syrian refugee entrepreneurs. This 

potentially suggests that the ‘size of the ethnic market is not large enough to generate a sufficient 

volume of sales to cover the costs incurred to operate the business’, leaving the refugee’s 

competitive advantage useless (Chrysostome, 2010, p.143).  

The clear different influence of the ethnic market compared to the mainstream market suggests 

that refugee entrepreneurs benefit most from having contacts with natives (Kanas et al., 2009). 

However, it is not clear what drives this difference. Therefore, further research should study the 

mechanisms involved in the negative effect of bonding social capital versus the positive effect of 

bridging social capital. Not in the least, because this distinction is also crucial when looking at 

refugee entrepreneurship as a strategy for integration. Studies have shown that operating within 

the ethnic economy seriously hampers participation in social activities of the society at large, 

making the social costs of the ethnic market substantial (Fong & Ooka, 2002). This study shows 

that not only the social costs, but also the success of the business is negatively impacted by 

operating within this market. This points towards the necessity for network building with the 

host-community. Therefore, this should be the focus area of organizations supporting refugee 

entrepreneurs. For entrepreneurship to be successful and have its desired impact on integration 

and the reduction of tensions between refugees and host-communities it is preferred if 
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entrepreneurial activities take place outside of the ethnic market, for which network building with 

the host-community is essential.  
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9. Appendices 

9.1. Appendix A – English survey 

 

  

 

6 December, 2018 

Dear respondent, 

I am writing to ask for your help with an important survey I am conducting of migrant 

entrepreneurs. My name is Chantal Verkroost and I am working as an intern in the 

Monitoring & Evaluation team at SPARK. Besides this, I am a Political Sciences student at 

Radboud University Nijmegen. This survey is part of my graduation assignment. 

I am conducting this survey to better understand the behaviour of migrant entrepreneurs, in 

order to improve the support offered by SPARK. I am hoping you could share some of your 

experiences in starting a business. 

Therefore, I would greatly appreciate if you would answer the following questions. You have 

the option of answering in English and in Arabic by selecting the language in the top right 

corner. To take part in the survey, simply click on the following link: 

The survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. 

The survey is completely confidential and anonymous. Your answers will only be used in 

relation to this study, and not for other purposes. 

Should you have any questions or comments, feel free to contact me at: c.verkroost@spark- 

online.org 

I very much appreciate your help with this study. 

 

Many thanks, 

Chantal Verkroost 

Intern M&E at SPARK 

MSc Political Sciences 

Radboud University Nijmegen 

mailto:c.verkroost@spark-online.org
mailto:c.verkroost@spark-online.org
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This survey will look into the behaviour of migrant entrepreneurs. Therefore, the next 

questions will help identify whether or not you are part of the population we are trying 

to study. 
 

1. Do you consider yourself a migrant? 

○ yes 

○ no 

2. Do you consider yourself a refugee? 

○ yes 

○ no 

3. Do you currently own a business? 

○ yes 

○ no 

 

This survey will look into your current and past experiences in running a business. 

To make sure everybody understands the concepts used in this survey, several 

explanations follow: 
 

Home country Your country of origin. 

Host-country Your country of current residence. 

Business Any entity engaged in economic activity, 
irrespective of its legal form. This can entail 
micro-, small- and medium-sized 
enterprises. 

 

First, I would like to ask you some questions about your business experience: 

 

 

1. Have you ever taken part in a business training in your home or host-country? 

○ yes, in my home country 

○ yes, in my host-country 

○ no 
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2. Have you previously owned a business in your home or host-country? 

○ yes, in my home country 

○ yes, in my host-country 

○ no 

 

3. In which sector does your business operate? Please choose the description 
that best matches your business: 

 

○ Agriculture 

○ Building and Construction 

○ Culture and Media 

○ ICT and Telecommunications 

○ Training and Education 

○ Clothing, fashion and textiles 

○ Trade, Transport & Logistics 

○ Healthcare 

○ Tourism 

○ Finance 

○ Water, Sanitation, Waste Management 

○ Energy 

○ Food products 

○ Retail 

○ Sports 

○ Mining 

○ Jewellery and accessories 

○ Environment 

○ Paper Products 

○ Electronics 

○ Services 

○ Other 

 

 

4. Have you previously been employed in the sector your current business 
operates in? 

 

○ yes 

○ no 
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5. Are the costs of your business covered by its income? 
 

○ yes 

○ no 

 

6. Next to running your business, do you need an additional job to support 
yourself financially? 

 

○ yes 

○ no 

 

 

7. What is the total number of people employed by your business? 
 

[ ] total number of employees 

(IF 0, SKIP TO QUESTION 12) 

8. How many people from your home country are employed by your business, if 
any? 

 

[ ] number of people from home country 

 

9. How many people from the host-country are employed by your business, if 
any? 

 

[ ] number of people from host-country 

 

10. How many family members are employed by your business, if any? 
 

[ ] number of family members employed by your business 
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11. When starting your current business, did you receive financial support from 
any of the following? 

 
 Yes No 

friends   

family   

NGOs (including 
charities) 

  

the government   

banks   

micro-financing 
institutions 

  

any other financial 
support 

  

 

 

12. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following 
statements: 

 

 
Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Most of my 
clientele consists 
of people from 
my home country 

     

Most of my 
clientele consists 
of people from 
the host-country 
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13. Why did you start your current business? For each of the following statements 
indicate to what extent you agree or disagree. 

 

 

 
Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

Because it was the only 
way out of 
unemployment 

     

Because I thought it 
would be a profitable 
activity 

     

Because I have 
difficulties in accessing 
the labour market 

     

Because I like to be my 
own boss 

     

Because I believe it 
elevates my social 
status 

     

Because I think there is 
a demand for my 
products/services 

     

Because I have 
experienced 
discrimination when 
applying for jobs 

     

 

 

 

14. What is the current level of your host-country language skills? 

○ no knowledge of the language 

○ beginner (A1) 

○ elementary (A2) 

○ intermediate (B1) 

○ upper intermediate (B2) 

○ advanced (C1) 

○ proficient (C2) 
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Now, I would like to ask you some questions about your contact with other people. 

 

15. To what extent to you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
 

 
Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

On a daily basis, I mostly 
have contact with people 
from my home country 

     

On a daily basis, I mostly 
have contact with people 
from the host-country. 

     

 

 

16. To what extent are you a member or not a member of each of the following? 
Please indicate whether you are not a member, an inactive member, or an 
active member. The categories are shortly defined here: 

 

Not a member You have not registered or do not perceive yourself to be part of 
this organization. 

Inactive member You have registered, or perceive yourself to be part of this 
organization, but do not attend activities, or meetings organized 
by this organization. 

Active member You have registered, or perceive yourself to be part of this 
organization, and attend (some) activities and meetings organized 
by this organization. 

 

 

  Not a member Inactive member Active member 

a) Religious organizations    

b) Recreational 
organizations (including 
sport, art and music 
organizations) 

   

c) Educational 
organizations 

   

d) Labour unions    

e) Environmental 
organizations 

   

f) Professional 
associations 

   

g) Humanitarian 
organizations 

   

h) Youth associations    

i) Women’s groups    

(IF NO ACTIVE MEMBERSHIP, SKIP TO QUESTION 19) 
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17. In the organizations you have indicated to be an active member, do you mostly 
have contact with people from your home country, migrants (excluding those 
from your home country), or people from the host-country? 

 

  
People from my 
home country 

People from the 
host-country 

a) Religious organizations   

b) Recreational organizations 
(including sport, art and 
music organizations) 

  

c) Educational organizations   

d) Labour unions   

e) Environmental 
organizations 

  

f) Professional associations   

g) Humanitarian 
organizations 

  

h) Youth associations   

i) Women’s groups   

 

 

18. Generally speaking, would you say that most people from your home country 
can be trusted, or that you need to be very careful in dealing with them (for 
instance at work or in any of the previously specified organizations)? Please 
indicate on the scale below: 

 

 

     

 

Complete trust 
 

Complete 
distrust 

 

 

19. Generally speaking, would you say that most people from the host-country can 
be trusted, or that you need to be very careful in dealing with them (for instance 
at work or in any of the previously specified organizations)? Please indicate on 
the scale below: 

 

 

     

 
Complete trust 

 
Complete 

distrust 
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Finally, I would like to ask you some questions about your background: 

 

20. What year were you born? 

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] (record year of birth in 4 digits) 

 

21. Are you … 

○ male 

○ female 

 

22. What is your marital status? 

○ Married 

○ Living with partner (but not married) 

○ Widowed 

○ Divorced/Separated 

○ Single 

○ Other 
 

23. What is your country of origin? 
 

 

 

24. What is your country of current residence? 

 

 

25. For how many months have you lived in the host-country? 
 

○ less than 6 months 

○ from 6 months to under 1 year 

○ from 1 year to under 2 years 

○ from 2 years to under 5 years 

○ 5 years or more
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26. What is the highest degree you attained, if any? 
 

○ less than high school 

○ high school degree 

○ vocational degree 

○ bachelor degree 

○ master degree or higher 

○ other 
 

 

27. Do you receive financial support? 
 

○ yes 

○ no 
 

○ don’t want to say 
 

 

28. If yes, from which of the following do you receive support? 

 

○ the government 

○ NGOs 

○ charities 

○ friends 

○ family 

○ other 
 

○ don’t want to say 
 

 

You have reached the end of this survey. Thank you very much for participating. I 
would like to remind you that if you have any additional questions, feel free to contact 
me at: c.verkroost@spark-online.org 
 

mailto:c.verkroost@spark-online.org
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9.2.  Appendix B – Arabic survey 
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 الوطن .بلدك األصلي

 البلد المضيف .بلد اإلقامة الحالية

 ومتوسطة الصغر ومتناهية صغيرة مؤسسات إنشاء ذلك يستتبع أن ويمكن
 .القانوني شكله عن النظر بغض ، االقتصادي النشاط في يعمل كيان أي

 .الحجم

 
 اعمال
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 تتردد فال ، إضافية أسئلة أي لديك كانت إذا أنه أذكرك أن أود .المشاركة على لك جزيال شكرا .االستطالع هذا نهاية إلى وصلت لقد

chantalverkroost@spark-online.org : في االتصال بي على 

 

mailto:chantalverkroost@spark-online.org


9.3. Appendix C – Crosstabulations ethnic and mainstream market 

 

 

Ethnic_market_4_5 * Mainstream_market_4_5 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Mainstream_market_4_5 

Total ,00 1,00 

Ethnic_market_4_5 ,00 13 11 24 

1,00 21 25 46 

Total 34 36 70 

 

 

Ethnic_market_4_5 * Mainstream_market_4_5 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 

Mainstream_market_4_5 

Total ,00 1,00 

Ethnic_market_4_5 ,00 41 9 50 

1,00 11 9 20 

Total 52 18 70 
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9.4. Appendix D – Pearson’s correlation of independent variables 
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9.5. Appendix E – Model 1 

Case Processing Summary 

Unweighted Casesa N Percent 

Selected Cases Included in Analysis 70 100,0 

Missing Cases 0 0,0 

Total 70 100,0 

Unselected Cases 0 0,0 

Total 70 100,0 

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases. 

 

 

 

 

(1) (2) (3) (4)

1,00 7 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

2,00 8 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

3,00 20 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000

4,00 28 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000

5,00 7 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000

,00 9 0,000

1,00 61 1,000

Male 55 0,000

Female 15 1,000

1,00 35 0,000

2,00 35 1,000

Living_Region_1_5

q28_meerdantweejaar

Are you...

Age_Categories

Categorical Variables Codings

Frequency

Parameter coding

,00 1,00

,00 40 0 100,0

1,00 30 0 0,0

57,1

a. Constant is included in the model.

b. The cut value is ,500

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct

Step 0 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

Classification Table
a,b

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step 0 Constant -0,288 0,242 1,419 1 0,234 0,750

Variables in the Equation
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Score df Sig.

Age_Categories(1) 0,933 1 0,334

Living_Region_1_5 3,923 4 0,417

Living_Region_1_5(1) 0,106 1 0,745

Living_Region_1_5(2) 1,890 1 0,169

Living_Region_1_5(3) 0,243 1 0,622

Living_Region_1_5(4) 0,000 1 1,000

Are you...(1) 2,043 1 0,153

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,383 1 0,536

6,100 7 0,528

Step 0 Variables

Overall Statistics

Variables not in the Equation

Chi-square df Sig.

Step 6,300 7 0,505

Block 6,300 7 0,505

Model 6,300 7 0,505

Step 1

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square

Nagelkerke R 

Square

1 89,307
a 0,086 0,116

Model Summary

Step

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.

,00 1,00

,00 29 11 72,5

1,00 16 14 46,7

61,4

Step 1 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

a. The cut value is ,500

Classification Table
a

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Age_Categories(1) 0,418 0,555 0,566 1 0,452 1,518

Living_Region_1_5 2,758 4 0,599

Living_Region_1_5(1) -1,356 1,195 1,288 1 0,256 0,258

Living_Region_1_5(2) -1,648 1,008 2,673 1 0,102 0,192

Living_Region_1_5(3) -1,155 0,950 1,478 1 0,224 0,315

Living_Region_1_5(4) -1,041 1,164 0,800 1 0,371 0,353

Are you...(1) -0,750 0,706 1,130 1 0,288 0,472

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,283 0,872 0,105 1 0,746 1,327

Constant 0,590 1,189 0,247 1 0,619 1,805

Step 1
a

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Age_Categories, Living_Region_1_5, Are you..., q28_meerdantweejaar.

Variables in the Equation
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9.6. Appendix F – Model 2 

 

 

 

N Percent

Included in Analysis 70 100,0

Missing Cases 0 0,0

Total 70 100,0

0 0,0

70 100,0

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases.

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases
a

Selected Cases

Unselected Cases

Total

Internal Value

,00 0

1,00 1

Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value

(1) (2) (3) (4)

1,00 7 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

2,00 8 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

3,00 20 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000

4,00 28 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000

5,00 7 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000

small amount host country 

clients

34 0,000

great amount host country 

clients

36 1,000

Male 55 0,000

Female 15 1,000

,00 9 0,000

1,00 61 1,000

not living together 33 0,000

living together 37 1,000

small amount home country 

clients

24 0,000

great amount home country 

clients

46 1,000

,00 35 0,000

1,00 35 1,000

1,00 35 0,000

2,00 35 1,000

q13_1_rec

Family_members_ja_nee

Age_Categories

Living_Region_1_5

Q13_3_rec

Are you...

q28_meerdantweejaar

q25_rec

Categorical Variables Codings

Frequency

Parameter coding
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,00 1,00

,00 40 0 100,0

1,00 30 0 0,0

57,1

Step 0 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

a. Constant is included in the model.

b. The cut value is ,500

Classification Table
a,b

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step 0 Constant -0,288 0,242 1,419 1 0,234 0,750

Variables in the Equation

Score df Sig.

Age_Categories(1) 0,933 1 0,334

Living_Region_1_5 3,923 4 0,417

Living_Region_1_5(1) 0,106 1 0,745

Living_Region_1_5(2) 1,890 1 0,169

Living_Region_1_5(3) 0,243 1 0,622

Living_Region_1_5(4) 0,000 1 1,000

Are you...(1) 2,043 1 0,153

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,383 1 0,536

6,100 7 0,528

Variables not in the Equation

Step 0 Variables

Overall Statistics

Chi-square df Sig.

Step 6,300 7 0,505

Block 6,300 7 0,505

Model 6,300 7 0,505

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Step 1

-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square

Nagelkerke R 

Square

1 89,307
a 0,086 0,116

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.

Model Summary

Step

,00 1,00

,00 29 11 72,5

1,00 16 14 46,7

61,4

Step 1 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

a. The cut value is ,500

Classification Table
a

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct
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B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Age_Categories(1) 0,418 0,555 0,566 1 0,452 1,518

Living_Region_1_5 2,758 4 0,599

Living_Region_1_5(1) -1,356 1,195 1,288 1 0,256 0,258

Living_Region_1_5(2) -1,648 1,008 2,673 1 0,102 0,192

Living_Region_1_5(3) -1,155 0,950 1,478 1 0,224 0,315

Living_Region_1_5(4) -1,041 1,164 0,800 1 0,371 0,353

Are you...(1) -0,750 0,706 1,130 1 0,288 0,472

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,283 0,872 0,105 1 0,746 1,327

Constant 0,590 1,189 0,247 1 0,619 1,805

Step 1
a

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Age_Categories, Living_Region_1_5, Are you..., q28_meerdantweejaar.

Variables in the Equation

Chi-square df Sig.

Step 11,897 4 0,018

Block 11,897 4 0,018

Model 18,197 11 0,077

Step 1

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square

Nagelkerke R 

Square

1 77,410
a 0,229 0,307

Model Summary

Step

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.

,00 1,00

,00 30 10 75,0

1,00 12 18 60,0

68,6

a. The cut value is ,500

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct

Step 1 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

Classification Table
a

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Age_Categories(1) 0,850 0,752 1,278 1 0,258 2,340

Living_Region_1_5 2,912 4 0,573

Living_Region_1_5(1) -0,168 1,451 0,013 1 0,908 0,845

Living_Region_1_5(2) -1,384 1,087 1,623 1 0,203 0,250

Living_Region_1_5(3) -0,296 1,036 0,081 1 0,775 0,744

Living_Region_1_5(4) -0,057 1,299 0,002 1 0,965 0,945

Are you...(1) -0,721 0,774 0,867 1 0,352 0,486

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,282 1,024 0,076 1 0,783 1,326

q25_rec(1) -0,745 0,725 1,054 1 0,305 0,475

Family_members_ja_nee(1) 0,586 0,635 0,851 1 0,356 1,796

q13_1_rec(1) -2,112 0,698 9,166 1 0,002 0,121

Q13_3_rec(1) 0,563 0,614 0,840 1 0,359 1,756

Constant 0,875 1,519 0,331 1 0,565 2,398

Variables in the Equation

Step 1
a

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: q25_rec, Family_members_ja_nee, q13_1_rec, Q13_3_rec.



88 

 

9.7. Appendix G – Model 3 

 

 

N Percent

Included in Analysis 70 100,0

Missing Cases 0 0,0

Total 70 100,0

0 0,0

70 100,0

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases.

Case Processing Summary

Unweighted Cases
a

Selected Cases

Unselected Cases

Total

Internal Value

,00 0

1,00 1

Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

,00 4 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

1,00 10 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

2,00 7 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

3,00 15 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

4,00 10 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000

5,00 11 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000

6,00 13 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000

1,00 2 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

2,00 25 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

3,00 4 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000

4,00 34 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000

5,00 5 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000

1,00 7 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

2,00 8 1,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

3,00 20 0,000 1,000 0,000 0,000

4,00 28 0,000 0,000 1,000 0,000

5,00 7 0,000 0,000 0,000 1,000

,00 16 0,000 0,000

1,00 27 1,000 0,000

2,00 27 0,000 1,000

,00 18 0,000 0,000

1,00 14 1,000 0,000

2,00 38 0,000 1,000

Male 55 0,000

Female 15 1,000

,00 9 0,000

1,00 61 1,000

not living together 33 0,000

living together 37 1,000

,00 35 0,000

1,00 35 1,000

small amount host country 

clients

34 0,000

great amount host country 

clients

36 1,000

small amount home country 

clients

24 0,000

great amount home country 

clients

46 1,000

1,00 35 0,000

2,00 35 1,000

q13_1_rec

Age_Categories

Are you...

q28_meerdantweejaar

q25_rec

Family_members_ja_nee

Q13_3_rec

Language_Skills_0_6

Level_Education_0_5

Living_Region_1_5

Correct_experience_no_home

_host

Correct_Business_training_no

_home_host

Categorical Variables Codings

Frequency

Parameter coding

,00 1,00

,00 40 0 100,0

1,00 30 0 0,0

57,1

Step 0 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

a. Constant is included in the model.

b. The cut value is ,500

Classification Table
a,b

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step 0 Constant -0,288 0,242 1,419 1 0,234 0,750

Variables in the Equation
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Score df Sig.

Age_Categories(1) 0,933 1 0,334

Living_Region_1_5 3,923 4 0,417

Living_Region_1_5(1) 0,106 1 0,745

Living_Region_1_5(2) 1,890 1 0,169

Living_Region_1_5(3) 0,243 1 0,622

Living_Region_1_5(4) 0,000 1 1,000

Are you...(1) 2,043 1 0,153

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,383 1 0,536

6,100 7 0,528

Variables not in the Equation

Step 0 Variables

Overall Statistics

Chi-square df Sig.

Step 6,300 7 0,505

Block 6,300 7 0,505

Model 6,300 7 0,505

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Step 1

-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square

Nagelkerke R 

Square

1 89,307
a 0,086 0,116

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.

Model Summary

Step

,00 1,00

,00 29 11 72,5

1,00 16 14 46,7

61,4

Step 1 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

a. The cut value is ,500

Classification Table
a

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Age_Categories(1) 0,418 0,555 0,566 1 0,452 1,518

Living_Region_1_5 2,758 4 0,599

Living_Region_1_5(1) -1,356 1,195 1,288 1 0,256 0,258

Living_Region_1_5(2) -1,648 1,008 2,673 1 0,102 0,192

Living_Region_1_5(3) -1,155 0,950 1,478 1 0,224 0,315

Living_Region_1_5(4) -1,041 1,164 0,800 1 0,371 0,353

Are you...(1) -0,750 0,706 1,130 1 0,288 0,472

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,283 0,872 0,105 1 0,746 1,327

Constant 0,590 1,189 0,247 1 0,619 1,805

Step 1
a

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Age_Categories, Living_Region_1_5, Are you..., q28_meerdantweejaar.

Variables in the Equation
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Chi-square df Sig.

Step 11,897 4 0,018

Block 11,897 4 0,018

Model 18,197 11 0,077

Step 1

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square

Nagelkerke R 

Square

1 77,410
a 0,229 0,307

Model Summary

Step

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.

,00 1,00

,00 30 10 75,0

1,00 12 18 60,0

68,6

a. The cut value is ,500

Observed

Predicted

Economic_Success
Percentage 

Correct

Step 1 Economic_Success

Overall Percentage

Classification Table
a

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Age_Categories(1) 0,850 0,752 1,278 1 0,258 2,340

Living_Region_1_5 2,912 4 0,573

Living_Region_1_5(1) -0,168 1,451 0,013 1 0,908 0,845

Living_Region_1_5(2) -1,384 1,087 1,623 1 0,203 0,250

Living_Region_1_5(3) -0,296 1,036 0,081 1 0,775 0,744

Living_Region_1_5(4) -0,057 1,299 0,002 1 0,965 0,945

Are you...(1) -0,721 0,774 0,867 1 0,352 0,486

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) 0,282 1,024 0,076 1 0,783 1,326

q25_rec(1) -0,745 0,725 1,054 1 0,305 0,475

Family_members_ja_nee(1) 0,586 0,635 0,851 1 0,356 1,796

q13_1_rec(1) -2,112 0,698 9,166 1 0,002 0,121

Q13_3_rec(1) 0,563 0,614 0,840 1 0,359 1,756

Constant 0,875 1,519 0,331 1 0,565 2,398

Variables in the Equation

Step 1
a

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: q25_rec, Family_members_ja_nee, q13_1_rec, Q13_3_rec.

Chi-square df Sig.

Step 14,599 14 0,406

Block 14,599 14 0,406

Model 32,796 25 0,136

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients

Step 1
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-2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square

Nagelkerke R 

Square

1 62,811
a 0,374 0,502

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed by less than ,001.

Model Summary

Step

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Age_Categories(1) 2,075 1,603 1,676 1 0,195 7,966

Living_Region_1_5 5,821 4 0,213

Living_Region_1_5(1) 1,604 1,923 0,696 1 0,404 4,975

Living_Region_1_5(2) -3,872 2,196 3,108 1 0,078 0,021

Living_Region_1_5(3) 0,100 1,309 0,006 1 0,939 1,105

Living_Region_1_5(4) 1,189 1,830 0,423 1 0,516 3,285

Are you...(1) 0,365 1,242 0,087 1 0,769 1,441

q28_meerdantweejaar(1) -1,192 1,637 0,530 1 0,467 0,304

q25_rec(1) -1,311 1,068 1,507 1 0,220 0,269

Family_members_ja_nee(1) 1,365 0,975 1,963 1 0,161 3,917

q13_1_rec(1) -2,650 0,954 7,721 1 0,005 0,071

Q13_3_rec(1) 1,679 0,920 3,330 1 0,068 5,361

Level_Education_0_5 4,217 4 0,377

Level_Education_0_5(1) -2,854 2,386 1,430 1 0,232 0,058

Level_Education_0_5(2) -5,117 3,053 2,809 1 0,094 0,006

Level_Education_0_5(3) -4,602 2,701 2,902 1 0,088 0,010

Level_Education_0_5(4) -4,072 2,950 1,906 1 0,167 0,017

Language_Skills_0_6 4,660 6 0,588

Language_Skills_0_6(1) -0,506 2,329 0,047 1 0,828 0,603

Language_Skills_0_6(2) -1,517 2,449 0,384 1 0,536 0,219

Language_Skills_0_6(3) 0,195 2,288 0,007 1 0,932 1,215

Language_Skills_0_6(4) -1,423 2,283 0,389 1 0,533 0,241

Language_Skills_0_6(5) -1,181 2,455 0,231 1 0,630 0,307

Language_Skills_0_6(6) 1,557 2,206 0,498 1 0,480 4,743

Correct_Business_training_no

_home_host

3,316 2 0,191

Correct_Business_training_no

_home_host(1)

-2,328 1,378 2,852 1 0,091 0,098

Correct_Business_training_no

_home_host(2)

-0,102 0,896 0,013 1 0,909 0,903

Correct_experience_no_home

_host

0,313 2 0,855

Correct_experience_no_home

_host(1)

0,359 1,025 0,123 1 0,726 1,432

Correct_experience_no_home

_host(2)

0,576 1,031 0,312 1 0,576 1,779

Constant 5,251 3,636 2,085 1 0,149 190,676

Step 1
a

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: Level_Education_0_5, Language_Skills_0_6, Correct_Business_training_no_home_host, Correct_experience_no_home_host.

Variables in the Equation


