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Abstract  
The present paper aims to investigate the relevance that love money – i.e. financial resources provided by family, 
friends, and fools – can have on vocational behavior, standing for personal goals that are occupational in nature. 
In particular, the relationship between the above-cited financial resources and “core goals” (i.e. the survival of 
entrepreneurial firms) is tested by leveraging on second-hand data about Italian entrepreneurs retrieved from 
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor – GEM website and referring to the years 2012-2014 and by applying 
estimated Logit models.  
Achieved results show that financial resources provided by fools do not affect the survival of entrepreneurial 
firms. On the contrary, financial resources provided by family and friends do it. Noticeably, the impact of 
financial resources provided by family or by friends varies in terms of intensity and according to entrepreneurial 
profiles, in particular to gender and age. After highlighting the main limitations of this paper, some hints for 
further research are proposed in the last part of the paper.     
Keywords: love money, family/fools/friends, vocational behaviour, survival of firms, entrepreneurial profiles 
1. Introduction 
According to Vondracek et al. (2014, p. 4) “vocational behavior occurs when individuals pursue personal goals 
that are occupational in nature”. The occupational-related goals that individuals try to pursue can be classified in 
reference to the activity (experiencing satisfaction, original thinking, freedom to make choice), or to the scope or 
pattern (short- and long-term goals or even lifetime goals). According to the above scholar, a very intriguing and 
largely investigated kind of occupation-related goals concerns “core goals” (Nichols, 1991; Henderson, 2000) 
such as founding a successful company, becoming CEO of a company and making it run on the market.  
In order to study how individuals try to pursue their occupational-related goals, scholars (Young & Valach, 2000, 
2008; Savickas, 2002, 2005; Valach & Young, 2004) have proposed and discussed several frameworks. 
Vondracek and Schulenberg (1986), for example, propose an integrative life-span framework that is based on 
two main postulates: the conceptual content, concerning the individual in a context, and the propositional content, 
focused on the related process taking place. Other scholars focus on the relevance of “recursiveness” (Patton & 
Mahon, 2006) that strictly refers to dynamic interactions occurring between individuals and systems around them. 
In this case, interrelationships, mutuality of actions and interactions are the main pillars. Eventually, Bright and 
Pryor (2011) propose the chaos theory of career. This theory considers several factors that might affect 
vocational behavior and tries to apply non-linear algorithms in order to foresee the vocational behavior of 
individuals.  
As underlined by Vondracek et al. (2014, p. 7), all the above frameworks “include a system perspectives on 
person and environment, although different terminology is used to describe them”. From the above, it results that 
it is always necessary to consider the environment in which individuals act and, thus, the influence that external 
factors can have on their choices in order to investigate occupational-related goals. This assumption is always 
true, but is even truer when scholars investigate “core goals” (Nichols, 1991) that are related to entrepreneurship 
– and so they refer to the launching and managing a firm – and that, by definition, refers to a process that is 
affected by external factors (Busenitz & Lau, 1996; Busenitz et al., 2000; Mitchell et al., 2000, 2002; Mueller & 
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Thomas, 2001; George & Zahra, 2002). 
In reference to the influence that external factors can have on entrepreneurs, a topic that still seems to be 
underexplored concerns the impact that love money – briefly defined here as the financial resources provided by 
family, friends, and fools (Ang, 1991, 1992; Brinlee et al., 2004; Austin et al., 2006; Kotha & George, 2012; Frid, 
2014; Au et al., 2016; Bellavitis et al., 2017; Sieger & Minola, 2017) – can have on vocational behavior. 
Theoretically, love money falls in the group of financial resources since they are funds to be invested. Actually, 
this is only a myopic view. Love money, in fact, depends on the investor-entrepreneur relationship. This 
relationship is based on trust and determines an informal exchange of financial resources (Aldrich & Zimmer, 
1986; Ehrlich et al., 1994; Steiner & Greenwood, 1995; Sapienza & Korsgaard, 1996; Shane & Cable, 2002; Au 
et al., 2016). Reasonably, the investor-entrepreneur relationship might affect subsequent choices made by the 
former ones and, in particular, it might affect their entrepreneurial involvement. According to this, the research 
question posed herein concerns if and to what extent love money (depending on a relationship and determining 
an exchange) affects vocational behavior. 
In order to try to respond to the above research question, the paper is structured as follows. In section 2, an 
extensive review of the investor-entrepreneur relationship is carried out in the light of exchange theory (Homans, 
1958; Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). The aim of this review is to hypothesize if 
and how exchanges between investors and entrepreneurs can impact vocational behavior. In particular, in section 
3, the framework rooted in the exchange theory is depicted. Independent variables are the funds provided by 
family, friends, and fools. The dependent variable is the survival of the company since this can be considered as 
a proxy of entrepreneurs’ involvement and of vocational behavior. In order to improve the statistical robustness 
of the proposed framework, some control variables are included. In particular, they refer to intellectual capital 
hold by entrepreneurs. In section 4, estimated Logit models are elaborated through SPSS and empirical results 
are presented. Since it is an explorative study, the analysis is focused on Italy over a three-year time span 
(2012-2014). In section 5, after discussing empirical results, some speculations about the impact that love money 
can have on vocational behavior are presented.  
2. Literature Review: The Social Exchange Theory 
Exchange theory assumes that exchanges of resources are events depending on the relationships established 
between two or more subjects (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Huang & Knight, 2017). More specifically, 
exchanges are transfers of resources. As such, they are discrete events that take place over a relationship that, 
instead, is a tie based on commitments and expectations between two or more subjects. An exchange-based 
model can begin with relationships or exchanges (Huang & Knight, 2017). What matters the most is that 
relationships are at the basis of exchanges whose results flow back into a relationship and modify it (Cropanzano 
& Mitchell, 2005). This means that exchanges and relationships nurture each other. 
At this stage, it seems appropriate to define relationships and exchanges in a more detailed way. In particular, 
attention is focused on the dimensions of relationships and on what is exchanged.   
In reference to dimensions of relationships, scholars argue that relationships comprise two core dimensions 
(Casciaro & Lobo, 2008; Huang & Knight, 2017). The former is the instrumental dimension, while the latter is 
the emotional dimension. As for the instrumental dimension, scholars focus their attention on the “the extent to 
which two people are committed to and expect to benefit from advancing one another’s task-relevant goals” 
(Huang & Knight, 2017, p. 83). In this case, the task to be achieved and the expectations about it are the most 
important aspects to be considered. As for the emotional dimension, instead, scholars are interested in “the 
degree to which two or more subjects are committed to one another’s personal and emotional welfare and hold 
one another in positive regard” (ibidem). In this case, personal and socio-emotional commitments and 
expectations are the most important aspects to be considered. 
In reference to what is exchanged, Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) identify two umbrella categories of 
resources: financial and social resources. Financial resources can be easily measured while social resources 
cannot. Among social resources, information – or, more precisely, knowledge (Cassar, 2014; Amoroso et al., 
2018) – influence, and solidarity are the most cited ones (Sandefur & Laumann, 1998).     
Despite its origins in the fields of sociology and psychology, exchange theory can be very useful to investigate 
other fields of research, including entrepreneurship (Huang & Knight, 2017). In fact, in order to start and manage 
their venture, entrepreneurs need to get financial resources. Of course, exchanges of resources depend on the 
relationships established between investors and entrepreneurs (Shane & Cable, 2002; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 
2005).  
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At this stage, the exchange theory generally meant needs to be referred to entrepreneurship and in particular to 
relationships and exchanges between investors and entrepreneurs (Fiet, 2001; Navis & Glynn, 2011; Welter, 
2012; Cherry, 2014; Maxwell &Lévesque, 2014). 
For a start, it is appropriate to restrict the application of exchange theory to the field of entrepreneurship. Not all 
the investors are linked to entrepreneurs by a relationship that has an instrumental and an emotional dimension. 
Banks, business angels, venture capitalists disclose an instrumental dimension of relationship but they do not 
disclose an emotional dimension (Amit et al., 1998; Brander et al., 2002; Sohl, 2003; Krasniqi, 2010; Au et al., 
2016). In this case, the application of exchange theory might not be appropriate. 
The investors to which the exchange theory can be easily referred are family, friends, and fools who provide love 
money (Ang, 1991, 1992; Bygrave et al., 2003; Brinlee et al., 2004; Austin et al., 2006; Frid, 2014; Au et al., 
2016; Sieger & Minola, 2017). The label used to identify these investors, i.e. love money, clearly underlines that 
both the instrumental and emotional dimensions characterize them. The task to be achieved and the expectations 
about it (instrumental dimension) are important but personal and socio-emotional commitments and expectations 
(emotional dimension) are important as well. Reasonably, there is a strong relationship at the basis of the 
exchange – see Welter (2012) for a critical review about trust in the entrepreneurship literature. Of course, some 
differences between them exist and it is worth highlighting them.  
By sharing Sahlins’ contribution (1965), it is possible to argue that: “close friends who start a new venture 
together could simultaneously have a strong emotional and instrumental relationship”. Family, instead, is 
expected to have a strong emotional relationship but a moderate instrumental relationship. Personal and 
socio-emotional commitments and expectations are more important than the task to be achieved and the 
expectations about it (Ferry et al., 2000). On the contrary, fools are expected to have a moderate emotional 
relationship but a strong instrumental relationship. In this case, the task to be achieved and the expectations 
about it are more important than personal and socio-emotional commitments and expectations. Differences 
between family, friends, and fools in reference to dimensions of relationship are summed up in Table 1.  
 
Table 1. Differences in dimensions of relationship among family, friends and fools 
 Instrumental dimension Emotional dimensions 
Family Moderate Strong 
Friends Strong Strong 
Fools Strong Moderate 
 
As for what is exchanged, family, friends, and fools are expected to provide financial and social resources. All of 
them provide financial capital (financial investments useful to start a venture or to make it grow) but each of 
them provides different social resources (i.e. information, influence, and solidarity). Because of their different 
nature, it seems appropriate to consider information and influence on the one hand and solidarity on the other. In 
particular, investors and entrepreneurs share: information in the shape of knowledge about markets from which 
future strategies derive; reciprocal influence in the shape of recommendation and reputation; and solidarity in the 
shape of support and involvement (Shepherd & Zacharakis, 2001; Cohen & Dean, 2005; Rose, 2014). These 
social resources vary as the instrumental and emotional dimensions of relationships. Thus it is possible to assume 
that family provides moderate information and influence related to the exchange but strong solidarity. Friends 
provide the same solidarity as a family but they can also offer important information and have a strong influence 
on what is exchanged. Eventually, fools offer important information and have a strong influence on what is 
exchanged but they disclose moderate solidarity. Differences between family, friends, and fools in reference to 
what is exchanged (financial and social resources) are summed up in Table 2.   
 
Table 2. Differences in “what is exchanged” among family, friends and fools 

 Financial resources Social resources 
Information and influence Solidarity 

Family Capital Moderate Strong 
Friends Capital Important/Strong Strong 
Fools Capital Important/Strong Moderate 
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3. Building the Theoretical Framework 
After recalling the definition of vocational behavior (Vondracek et al., 2014) and referring the basic assumptions 
of exchange theory to entrepreneurship, it is possible to depict the theoretical framework to be used for the 
present research.  
For a start, attention is focused on the dependent variable, i.e. vocational behavior. The “core goals” seem to be 
the most interesting ones since they are the best examples of vocational behavior (Nichols, 1991; Henderson, 
2000). They require strong commitment and involvement by individuals who try to achieve these goals. However, 
differently from other studies, the core goal considered herein is the survival of the firm (Suarez & Utterback, 
1995; Westhead, 1995; Agarwal, 1997; Gimeno et al., 1997; Ireland et al., 2005; Sapienza et al., 2006; Santarelli 
& Vivarelli, 2007; Geroski et al., 2010; Delmar et al., 2013; Huggins et al., 2017) that can be considered a 
marker of efficiency achieved (Agarwal, 1997) and stands for the ability to overcome liability of smallness 
(Freeman et al., 1983) and of newness (Stinchcombe, 1965; Hannan & Freeman, 1984). Differently from growth, 
which is affected by external factors, such as competition and dynamics of the market (Smolarski & Kut, 2011), 
survival seems to depend on other factors that are innovativeness (Hyytinen et al., 2015) or support offered by 
stakeholder (Pajunen, 2006; Korunka et al., 2010; Kessler et al., 2012; Au et al., 2016). According to this last 
issue, survival of firms is a dependent variable that can be more fitting with exchange theory 
(investor-entrepreneur relationship) and thus it is included in the theoretical framework. 
At this stage, attention can be moved on independent variables. According to Huang and Knight (2017), an 
exchange-based model can begin with relationships or exchanges. In reference to love money, it is assumed 
herein that relationships drive to exchanges of financial and social resources. In particular, it is assumed herein 
that exchanges of financial resources and, above all, of social resources might – in turn – affect the vocational 
behavior of entrepreneurs, meant as the survival of the firm. After reminding – again – that family, friend, and 
fools provide the same financial resources, it is important to focus on the social resources exchanged. As already 
said, the family provides moderate information and influence and strong solidarity. This drives to hypothesize 
that: 
H1a: Love money provided by family is positively associated with survival of the firm.  
Of course, moderate information and influence might also have a negative impact on the survival of the firm. 
Thus, a rival hypotheses is presented:   
H1b: Love money provided by family is negatively associated with survival of the firm. 
Friends provide important information and strong influence and strong solidarity. Thus, it is reasonable to 
hypothesize that:  
H2a: Love money provided by friends is positively associated with survival of the firm.  
Despite important information, strong influence and strong solidarity, it is possible that these social resources 
might have a negative impact on the survival of the firm. Thus, a rival hypotheses is presented:   
H2b: Love money provided by friends is negatively associated with survival of the firm. 
Eventually, fools provide important information and strong influence and moderate solidarity. This drives to 
hypothesize that: 
H3a: Love money provided by fools is positively associated with survival of the firm.  
Also in this case, moderate solidarity might have a negative impact on the survival of the firm. Thus, a rival 
hypotheses is presented:   
H3b: Love money provided by fools is negatively associated with survival of the firm. 
The theoretical framework used for this research (Model 1) is included in Table 3.  
 
Table 3. The theoretical framework 

Dependent variables  Independent variable 
Love money provided by:  
Family 
Friends 
Fools 

 Survival of the firm 
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4. Methodology  
This study is based on longitudinal survey design, going from 2012 to 2014, and refers to Italy. The first year is 
2012 since Italy is not included in the survey published by GEM in 2015 and referring to 2011. The last year is 
2014 since it is the last survey available on the GEM website. 
As for the methodology, a binomial logistic regression model is estimated for each year. The choice of a 
binomial logistic regression model is not arbitrary but due to the use of second-hand data retrieved from the 
GEM website. From available data, it is possible to know if entrepreneurs received investments from family, 
friends or fools and if their firms have been surviving for less or more than 42 months. This means we do not 
know the number of investments or the date when the firm was established. We only have information about 
events taking place (investments: YES or NO; survival: YES or NO). Thus, a binomial logistic regression model 
is the only possible choice.  
According to the above, all the variables included in the framework are measured as binary variables. The 
dependent variable (namely the survival of the firm) is measured as a binary variable coded 0 if interviewed 
entrepreneurs manage and own a firm that is up to 42 months and coded 1 if interviewed entrepreneurs manage 
and own a firm that is older than 42 months. The threshold of 42 months is established by GEM and is agreed by 
management scholars (Korunka et al., 2010). Thus it is assumed valid for the present paper.  
As for independent variables, love money provided by family, friends, and fools is measured as binary variables 
coded 0 if individuals did not receive that kind of investments and coded 1 if they did. As already stated, the 
present paper relies on second-hand data obtained from the GEM website. The decision to use these data entails 
both strengths and weaknesses. In terms of strengths, it is appropriate to underline the composition and size of 
the sample. As for composition, the respondents to the GEM survey are both male and female, aged between 18 
and 64. The size of the sample interviewed in Italy for each year (as shown in Table 4) represents the second 
advantage of using GEM data. This large sample allows statistically robust results to be achieved. 
 
Table 4. The sizes of Italian samples in 2012, 2013, and 2014 

Year Size of the sample 
2012 2,000 
2013 2,052 
2014 2,000 

  
As stated above, the decision to use GEM data also entails some weaknesses. The first and foremost weakness 
concerns missing data, especially item non-response (i.e. when interviewees do not provide specific responses). 
According to Kalton and Kasprzyk (1982), this problem can be solved by an imputation procedure: estimated 
values, if properly inferred from the original database, can replace missing responses. Starting from the criterion 
that individuals who did not receive any love money answer NO=0, otherwise they answer YES=1, it is possible 
to deduce that missing responses are similar to the answer NO since they reveal a scant interest in responding to 
the question. In line with this, each item non-response is replaced with NO=0. The second weakness concerns 
the adaptation of the data. Since data were obtained from the GEM website, they are comprehensive. However, 
they cannot be used to carry out additional investigations and thus further reflections or conjectures cannot be 
easily derived.  
At this stage, before proceeding with statistical elaborations, it is important to face two main problems that might 
affect methodology: robustness of results and collinearity. In order to guarantee the robustness of results, it is 
appropriate to include some other variables (both descriptive and control variables) in the model.  
As for descriptive variables, gender and age are considered. Gender is coded 0 if respondents are female 
entrepreneurs and 1 if respondents are male ones. Age, instead, is a continuous variable so it has been turned into 
categorical (three ranges of age have been considered: 18-34 years old; 35-54 years old and over 55 years old) 
and then into dichotomous. Age of each respondent has been assigned to one of the three categories. This is 
Model 2 that is going to be tested. 
As for control variables, intellectual capital (made up of human, structural and relational capital) is considered 
herein. By definition, control variables are related to the dependent variable but from another point of view. 
Intellectual capital can affect the survival of the firm and so it can strengthen the robustness of results. Briefly, 
human capital entails competencies (knowledge and personal capabilities), attitudes (motivation and leadership) 
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and intellectual agility (originality or flexibility) of entrepreneurs (MacMillan, 1986; Low & MacMillan, 1988; 
Birley & Westhead, 1993; McGrath & MacMillan, 2000; Ucbasaran et al., 2003, 2006; Westhead et al., 2005). 
Structural capital refers to the competencies that companies acquire, such as patents or organizational culture 
(Sveiby, 1997; Bontis et al., 2000; Subramaniam & Youndt, 2005; Cabrita & Bontis, 2008; Wu et al., 2008; Hsu 
& Fang, 2009; Hormiga et al., 2011). These competencies stand independent of the people working in those 
companies. Entrepreneurship scholars translate the concept of structural capital into entrepreneurial opportunities. 
Despite different proposals (Shane, 2000; Sarasvathy et al., 2005; Alvarez & Barney, 2008), McMullen and 
Shepherd (2006) argue that some entrepreneurial opportunities are third-person opportunities since they are not 
linked to the person identifying them or to the context they are in. These opportunities exist by themselves and 
can represent structural capital in entrepreneurial studies. Eventually, relational capital refers to networking 
activities initiated and managed by entrepreneurs (Birley, 1985; Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; Johannisson, 1986, 
1988; Starr & MacMillan, 1990) and represents the value of all the relationship established with stakeholders 
(Bontis, 2001; Montequin et al., 2006; Cabrita & Bontis, 2008; Wu et al., 2008; Hsu & Fang, 2009).  
GEM surveys report human, structural and relational capital as binomial variables coded 0 if entrepreneurs do 
not leverage on them and coded 1 if entrepreneurs do. This is Model 3 that is going to be tested.  
In order to avoid collinearity among independent variables (the second problem linked to statistical elaborations), 
attention needs to be paid over collinearity statistics (tolerance and VIF) and over collinearity diagnostics 
(condition index). In Table 5, collinearity statistics about Model 3 (including independent, dependent, descriptive 
and control variables) are shown.  
 
Table 5. Collinearity statistics (Value of Tolerance and VIF) about Model 3 

 2012 2013 2014 
 Tolerance VIF Tolerance VIF Tolerance VIF 
Family 0.986 1.014 0.995 1.005 0.975 1.026 
Friends 0.988 1.012 0.990 1.010 0.984 1.016 
Fools 0.994 1.006 0.997 1.003 0.994 1.006 
Gender 0.966 1.035 0.944 1.060 0.989 1.011 
Age (18-34) * * 0.889 1.125 * * 
Age (35-54) 0.758 1.320 * * 0.733 1.364 
Age (over 55) 0.752 1.330 0.887 1.128 0.729 1.371 
Human capital 0.944 1.060 0.933 1.072 0.942 1.062 
Structural capital 0.964 1.037 0.949 1.054 0.955 1.047 
Relational capital 0.928 1.077 0.946 1.057 0.904 1.047 
* Variables excluded from SPSS. 

 
According to the principles of statistics (Belsley et al., 1980), values of tolerance need to be higher than 0,50 and 
values of VIF need to be lower than 10 (Marquardt, 1980; Hair et al., 1995) or, even better, lower than 5 (Ringle 
et al., 2015). All the values included in Table 3 respect the above thresholds.  
In order to be sure that there is no collinearity among independent variables, it is appropriate to calculate the 
condition index, a value included among collinearity diagnostics about model 3 (including independent, 
dependent, descriptive and control variables). Values are shown in Table 6.  
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Table 6. Collinearity diagnostics (Condition Index) about Model 3. 
 2012 2013 2014 
Constant 1.000 1.000 1.000 
Family 1.786 1.794 1.841 
Friends 1.818 1.825 1.869 
Fools 1.833 1.834 1.877 
Gender 1.868 1.853 1.901 
Age (18-34) * 1.980 * 
Age (35-54) 2.096 * 2.208 
Age (over 55) 2.199 2.157 2.297 
Human capital 2.391 2.320 2.516 
Structural capital 2.909 3.020 2.862 
Relational capital 4.857 8.796 5.237 
* Variables excluded from SPSS. 

 
According to the principles of statistics, values of condition index higher than thirty disclose strong collinearity; 
values comprehended between fifteen and thirty reveal suspected collinearity; values lower than fifteen do not 
show any collinearity among independent variables. As shown by values included in Table 6, there is no 
collinearity among independent variables.  
At this stage, it is possible to elaborate binomial logistic regression models. Elaborations have been conducted 
using a forward Wald approach (see Tables 7, 8 and 9).  
 
Table 7. Estimated Logit models of love money affecting survival of firms in Italy in 2012 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Constant 0.035 (0.000) 0.035 (0.000) 0.021 (0.000) 
Family 0.322 (0.571) 0.322 (0.571) 0.167 (0.683) 
Friends 0.496 (0.481) 0.496 (0.481) 0.657 (0.418) 
Fools 0.478 (0.489) 0.478 (0.489) 0.121 (0.728) 
Gender  3.646 (0.056) 2.353 (0.125) 
Age (18-34)  2.993 (0.084) 3.556 (0.059) 
Age (35-54)  3.092 (0.079) 2.244 (0.134) 
Age (over 55)  0.034 (0.853) 0.127 (0.722) 
Human capital   3.458 (0.021) 
Structural capital   0.633 (0.426) 
Relational capital   0.129 (0.741) 
Number of cases 2,000 2,000 2,000 
% of correct predictions 96.6 96.6 96.6 
χ2 of Omnibus test - OT - - 24.567 
OT – degree of freedom - - 1 
Nagelkerke R2 (pseudo R2) - - 0.048 
 
Table 8. Estimated Logit models of love money affecting survival of firms in Italy in 2013 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Constant 0.036 (0.000) 0.158 (0.000) 0.050 (0.000) 
Family 5.928 (0.006) 4.811 (0.020) 6.001 (0.008) 
Friends 1.560 (0.212) 0.584 (0.445) 0.038 (0.846) 
Fools 0.072 (0.788) 0.164 (0.685) 0.074 (0.785) 
Gender  0.242 (0.000) 0.335 (0.000) 
Age (18-34)  0.011 (0.917) 0.090 (0.765) 
Age (35-54)  2.148 (0.003) 2.192 (0.003) 
Age (over 55)  0.011 (0.917) 0.090 (0.765) 
Human capital   1.687 (0.039) 
Structural capital   2.069 (0.007) 
Relational capital   2.956 (0.000) 
Number of cases 2,052 2,052 2,052 
% of correct predictions 96.4 96.4 96.4 
χ2 of Omnibus test - OT 5.201 45.316 81.351 
OT – degree of freedom 1 3 6 
Nagelkerke R2 (pseudo R2) 0.009 0.082 0.146 
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Table 9. Estimated Logit models of love money affecting survival of firms in Italy in 2014 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Constant 0.042 (0.000) 0.029 (0.000) 0.016 (0.000) 
Family 3.392 (0.052) 3.819 (0.051) 1.280 (0.258) 
Friends 5.587 (0.002) 5.075 (0.004) 3.191 (0.049) 
Fools 1.901 (0.168) 2.310 (0.129) 1.394 (0.238) 
Gender  1.974 (0.003) 1.819 (0.011) 
Age (18-34)  2.249 (0.134) 3.728 (0.054) 
Age (35-54)  0.755 (0.385) 0.854 (0.355) 
Age (over 55)  0.388 (0.533) 1.255 (0.263) 
Human capital   2.875 (0.000) 
Structural capital   0.257 (0.613) 
Relational capital   1.830 (0.010) 
Number of cases 2,000 2,000 2,000 
% of correct predictions 95.7 95.7 95.7 
χ2 of Omnibus test - OT 9.182 15.380 49.489 
OT – degree of freedom 2 2 4 
Nagelkerke R2 (pseudo R2) 0.015 0.026 0.082 
 
5. Discussion and Conclusions 
From Tables 7, 8 and 9, very intriguing results come out about the influence that love money can have on the 
survival of firms (statistically significant results are bold-typed). In reference to 2012 (whose results are included 
in Table 7), love money does not affect the survival of entrepreneurial firms. In reference to 2013 (see Table 8), 
only love money provided by families affects the survival of firms launched by female entrepreneurs aged 
between 35-54 who can leverage intellectual capital (human, structural and relational capital). Eventually, in 
reference to 2014 (see Table 9), only love money provided by friends affects the survival of firms launched by 
male entrepreneurs who can leverage human and relational capital. 
Achieved results need to be properly commented even if different perspectives need to be adopted. For a start, in 
reference to the kind of investments, it results that love money provided by fools does not affect the survival of 
firms and so vocational behavior. The moderate emotional dimension and moderate solidarity seem to prevail 
over the strong instrumental dimension and the important information and strong influence. As a result, 
entrepreneurs do not feel supported by fools. Different results, instead, are achieved when family and friends 
provide love money. Both of them affect in a positive way vocational behavior, even if the intensity of this 
support varies across them. As already said, families show a strong emotional dimension and strong solidarity 
even if – at the same time – they show a moderate instrumental dimension and moderate information and 
influence. Emotional dimensions and solidarity are very important: if families provide love money, then 
vocational behavior towards “core goals” is more effective (the coefficient is 6.001). This confirms the relevance 
of support provided by the family. As for friends, they disclose strong instrumental and emotional dimensions on 
the one hand and important information and strong influence and solidarity on the other one. Despite this, if 
friends provide love money, then vocational behavior towards core goals is strong (the coefficient is 3.191) but it 
less strong than in the case of family support. These results, that could be obvious for some readers in some 
countries, are totally in contrast with previous studies. In reference to Norway, for example, Erikson et al. (2003) 
argue that family and friends generally invest in firms that show a higher failure rate and lower performances. 
Achieved results also show that vocational behavior depends on the profile of entrepreneurs. Descriptive and 
control variables included in the theoretical model help to draw these profiles. Love money provided by family 
affects vocational behavior of female entrepreneurs aged between 35-54 who can leverage intellectual capital 
(human, structural and relational capital). Beyond human, structural and relational capital they hold and can 
exploit, female entrepreneurs perceive emotional dimensions and solidarity as the main drivers of their choices. 
Intellectual capital and family support push them to maximize their involvement in entrepreneurial activities. 
This result confirms and enriches the copious literature investigating the role of gender in the 
investor-entrepreneur relationship and its impact on entrepreneurial involvement (Alsos & Ljunggren, 2017; 
Malmström et al., 2017).  
At the same time, love money provided by friends affects the vocational behavior of male entrepreneurs who can 
leverage human and relational capital. Not only emotional dimensions and solidarity but also important 
information and strong influence and solidarity got by friends affect the vocational behavior of male 
entrepreneurs who do not leverage structural capital. Reasonably, it can be hypothesized that friends supply 
information that balance out the missing of structural capital.  
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Based on the findings of this study, love money provided by family and friends affects the vocational behavior of 
Italian entrepreneurs. Despite some differences (related to the entrepreneurial profile), it results that emotional 
dimensions and solidarity are at the basis of a stronger vocational behavior. In this vein, achieved results confirm 
that idea that socio-psychological factors affect entrepreneurial financing decisions (Au et al., 2016) and – above 
all – that capital provided by family and friends is a sort of “poisoned gift” (Sieger & Minola, 2017). Even if the 
scholars use this label only in reference to the family (and here it is referred to friends as well), what matters is 
the idea that these kinds of informal capital are a gift since they support the entrepreneurial activity, but they are 
poisoned since they imply “embeddedness and related obligations” (ibidem, pg. 180). In the present study, these 
aspects affect – in a strong way – vocational behavior.  
Of course, more data and further investigations would be necessary in order to disclose more insights and 
strengthen achieved results. In this vein, some limitations need to be underlined. The paper relies on second-hand 
data that do not comprehend some aspects that might enrich the analysis (other variables to be included, such as 
the amount of investment provided) and refers to only one country over a limited time span. However, because 
of the explorative nature of this research, these limitations do not seem to invalidate achieved results. Actually, 
they seem to suggest some extensions.  
First, entrepreneurship researchers might extend the considered time-span or they might refer to a larger sample 
of Italian entrepreneurs. New results might come out about the impact that love money can have on vocational 
behavior in Italy. 
Second, entrepreneurship scholars might replicate the same research in different contexts. This could help to 
verify whether different socio-economic contexts (in which investors might perceive both instrumental and 
emotional dimensions and information and influence and solidarity in a different way) and cultures can affect 
vocational behavior. 
Of course, and this stands for the third option, entrepreneurship researchers might start a national or 
cross-national survey to collect specific new data about love money and vocational behavior. In this case, the 
limitations deriving from the use of second-hand data could be eliminated and hence more robust results might 
be disclosed about the influence of love money on vocational behavior.  
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