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Abstract

Research Summary: Although entrepreneurship training
programs are designed to help necessity entrepreneurs
acquire skills and capabilities to take entrepreneurial action,
participants in these programs often fail to do so. In partner-
ship with a local government agency, we conducted a ran-
domized field experiment involving 165 entrepreneurs in
rural Tanzania where in addition to providing technical-skills
training, approximately half of the participants also received
“growth mindset” psychological training. Those who
received the growth mindset training displayed more entre-
preneurial action in their business than those in the control
group. Importantly, higher levels of entrepreneurial self-
efficacy mediated the positive impact on entrepreneurial
action displayed by participants who received the growth
mindset training. We discuss how complementing traditional
technical-based training with growth mindset training can
improve the efficacy of entrepreneurship training programs.
Managerial Summary: Entrepreneurship training programs
often fall short in translating knowledge into action. To
address this issue, we conducted an experiment with

165 entrepreneurs in rural Tanzania. All participants
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received technical-skills training, but half were also
exposed to “growth mindset” training. Those who
received the growth mindset training displayed greater
initiative in business growth. The newfound confidence
and grit they gained empowered them to apply learned
principles effectively, ultimately enhancing the effective-

ness of entrepreneurship training programs.

KEYWORDS
emerging economies, human capital, learning, opportunity,
organizational behavior

1 | INTRODUCTION

Necessity entrepreneurs, prevalent in developing economies, engage in small subsistence businesses due to
a lack of formal employment opportunities. Unlike opportunity entrepreneurs who pursue ventures based
on identified opportunities, necessity entrepreneurs often operate for survival, constrained in their ability to
identify and seize new prospects (Chilova et al., 2015; Nikiforou et al., 2019). Consequently, prevailing the-
ories of entrepreneurial action that characterize opportunity entrepreneurs in developed markets may not
fully apply to necessity entrepreneurs in developing economies (Alvarez & Barney, 2013; Busch &
Barkema, 2021).

To address this, specialized training programs have been designed to equip necessity entrepreneurs with the
skills necessary for entrepreneurial action (Anderson et al., 2018; Gielnik et al., 2014). While some studies have dem-
onstrated the effectiveness of such programs (Alzua et al., 2020; Bandiera et al., 2018), limitations persist, demanding
a deeper understanding of the most impactful training approaches (Bae et al., 2014; Bardasi et al., 2021; Berge &
Pires, 2020; Quinn & Woodruff, 2019).

Rather than solely focusing on the usefulness or delivery of technical skills training, we propose consid-
ering the influence of “fixed mindsets” among necessity entrepreneurs - the belief that their abilities are
unchangeable—which may impede their application of newly acquired skills. Given the profound effect of
persistent poverty on mindset (Shah et al., 2012), individuals in necessity entrepreneurship situations may
lack confidence in experimenting with business practices acquired through technical training compared with
those not living in poverty (Wuepper & Lybbert, 2017). This lack of self-belief aligns with the concept of
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, defined as the belief in one's capacity to succeed as an entrepreneur (McGee
et al., 2009).

To address this psychological barrier, we hypothesize that integrating “growth mindset” training—the
perception that abilities can improve through experimentation and failure (Dweck, 2006)—with existing
entrepreneurship training can enhance entrepreneurial self-efficacy and subsequent entrepreneurial actions.
By instilling the value of persistence and the growth potential of continuous effort, entrepreneurs may culti-
vate confidence in their abilities, leading to increased willingness to act on identified entrepreneurial oppor-
tunities. Our field experiment, conducted in rural Tanzania in collaboration with a local government
organization, examines the impact of supplementing standard technical-based training with a growth
mindset focus. Our findings shed light on the early stages of opportunity recognition and the entrepreneur-
ial journey in emerging markets, urging scholars to expand on these insights to empower and enhance
necessity entrepreneurs' businesses.
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2 | THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

2.1 | Entrepreneurial training programs in the developing world

Research on entrepreneurship training in developing countries has proliferated in recent years (Foo et al., 2020), with
much emphasis on the African context (e.g., Alzua et al., 2020; Anderson et al., 2021; Bandiera et al., 2020; Berge &
Pires, 2020; Bischoff et al., 2020). The efficacy of these training programs has been a source of much debate (Martin
et al., 2013). Some studies have observed positive effects of training on entrepreneurial outcomes (Galloway &
Brown, 2002; Kolvereid & Moen, 1997; Zhao et al, 2005), whereas others have observed the opposite (Cox
et al., 2002; Honig & Karlsson, 2004; Zampetakis et al., 2015). For example, Bardasi et al. (2021) found that training and
coaching programs focused on entrepreneurs in urban Tanzania were not effective for less-experienced entrepreneurs
who had less belief in their ability to succeed as entrepreneurs. A conclusion they draw from their research is that train-
ing programs should target more experienced entrepreneurs who already have confidence in their ability to experiment
with new ideas received from their trainings. Likewise, Berge and Pires (2020) found that training programs in Tanzania
were not as effective for entrepreneurs who had less time due to household responsibilities and resources to commit to
their business. Such individuals may be unlikely to possess the belief in their ability to succeed as entrepreneurs.

In Uganda, Anderson et al. (2021) found that entrepreneurs were more likely to benefit from learning from inter-
national business professionals who focused on helping them experiment with new product differentiations. They
also found that these effects tended to be strongest for entrepreneurs with greater experience, suggesting that train-
ing programs designed for opportunity entrepreneurs may not always translate effectively to necessity entrepre-
neurs. In a randomized experiment among entrepreneurs in Uganda, Alzua et al. (2020) found that in addition to
giving access to credit, entrepreneurs require the skills that help them to appreciate the importance of personal
responsibility and initiative in making business decisions. Young entrepreneurs who received this additional training
were more likely to explore multiple forms of business finance such as supplier credit, grants, and loans from family
and friends, rather than just relying upon microcredit agencies.

Studies in other African contexts have found similar results among necessity entrepreneurs, pointing to the need
for training tailored to the needs of necessity entrepreneurs, who may lack the experience, knowledge, confidence,
and personal initiative needed to benefit from traditional skills-based training programs and financing models
(Bandiera et al., 2018; Fiala, 2018). For training programs to be successful, necessity entrepreneurs need to possess
the belief, or entrepreneurial self-efficacy to actually implement the skills acquired from training programs and
engage in what is known as entrepreneurial action. As described by McMullen and Shepherd (2006), entrepreneurial
action involves, “a behavior in response to a judgmental decision under uncertainty” (p. 134) and requires entrepre-
neurs to move away from what has proven successful in their past operations and experiment with alternatives. One
major obstacle to the effectiveness of training programs in Africa, as well as other emerging market contexts, seems
to be the inability of training programs to help necessity entrepreneurs break out of habitual routines and engage in

new activities to aid their business (Alvarez & Barney, 2013; Shantz et al., 2018).

2.2 | Psychological training for necessity entrepreneurs

To better evaluate the effectiveness of training programs for necessity entrepreneurs, scholars have called for
deeper insights into the interplay between environmental, social, and psychological dimensions (Bischoff
et al., 2020). Although still in its early stages, research on psychological dimensions provides promising results that
motivate further research. For example, Bischoff et al. (2020) found that training individuals about financial mental
models helped overcome the capital constraints faced by entrepreneurs in Uganda. Similarly, Campos et al. (2017)
found that a training program that included personal initiative training was more effective than traditional training

focused on technical dimensions.® Collectively, these studies emphasize that technical training alone may be
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insufficient without some type of enhancement to the training that allows people to apply the skills and knowledge

obtained from training programs (Campos et al., 2017; Gollwitzer et al., 1990).

We build directly on this line of research by introducing the concept of growth mindset to entrepreneurship
training programs for necessity entrepreneurs. People with a growth mindset see failure as an opportunity to grow
or improve in their knowledge and skills (Dweck, 2006). Although the psychological concept of growth mindset has
been studied extensively in educational settings (Yeager & Dweck, 2020), it has received little attention from
scholars of entrepreneurship, and even less so from scholars interested in necessity entrepreneurs in developing
countries. As we explain below, a growth mindset framework is particularly relevant given the evidence of psycho-
logical challenges faced by necessity entrepreneurs.

Whereas scholars have sought to explain the unique challenges of individuals living in poverty by focusing on
issues such as lack of proper education, housing, or healthcare (Bernheim et al., 2001), more recently scholars have
focused on how the experience of poverty impacts psychological states and decision making (Hall et al., 2014; Mani
et al., 2013; Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013). For example, researchers have begun to examine how a persistent lack of
basic resources ultimately shapes “mindset” (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014). In explaining this link between socioeconomic
status and mindset, Destin and colleagues argue that the “complex combination of a family's financial resources,
neighborhood surroundings, life experiences, social networks, and other aspects of daily life...appear to systemati-
cally shape the lens through which people navigate and understand their place in the world.” (Destin et al., 2019,
p. 2). As a result, evidence suggests that marginalized and less experienced individuals living in persistent poverty are
more likely to possess a “fixed-mindset,” which is a tendency to view their own set of knowledge and skills as rela-
tively inflexible (Claro et al., 2016; Dweck, 2015; Sisk et al., 2018; Wuepper & Lybbert, 2017).

A fixed mindset presents a barrier for necessity entrepreneurs who must be able to act in challenging environ-
ments that require flexibility and experimentation to survive. Thus, for necessity entrepreneurs who experience a
persistent lack of resources, and who tend to be marginalized in the world of business, a fixed mindset may limit the
likelihood that they will possess sufficient entrepreneurial self-efficacy that would aid in the willingness to try new
ways of doing things that can be seen as difficult or not guaranteed to work (Dencker et al., 2009). Growth mindset,
on the other hand, emphasizes opportunities for growth and development through concepts such as “abilities are
malleable” and “failure is a learning opportunity”. Training programs that help participants to develop a growth
mindset may provide them with more confidence (i.e., entrepreneurial self-efficacy) in their ability to engage in new
business practices (i.e., entrepreneurial action).

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is a person's belief in their ability to successfully start and improve a business
(McGee et al., 2009). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy may be a result of an entrepreneur who is able to change their
mindset about their ability to learn and differs from growth mindset in that it is directly tied to an entrepreneur's
belief in their ability to do something specific to running a successful business. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy has
received a significant amount of attention within the training literature as a potentially important mechanism for
linking the acquisition of entrepreneurial knowledge to subsequent changes in entrepreneurial behavior (Florin
et al., 2007; McGee et al., 2009). This research sheds light on how a psychological intervention focused on learning
and growth might alter an individual's way of thinking about themselves in relation to their entrepreneurial abilities

and how that may be a valuable type of human capital asset.

3 | HYPOTHESES

Instead of assuming that the issue with conventional technical skills training lies in the practicality of the skills being
taught (e.g., McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014) or the method of instruction (e.g., Bischoff et al., 2020), we highlight the
possibility that the “fixed mindsets” of necessity entrepreneurs may be an important factor in hindering their confi-
dence in applying the newly learned skills effectively. This perspective considers the importance of examining how

entrepreneurs' mindsets can impact their belief in their ability to succeed.
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This approach to training differs from traditional models focused on technical skills or even cognitive skills, like

personal initiative. We propose that the variance in successful outcomes from training programs may have more to
do with the existing fixed mindset of necessity entrepreneurs, leaving open the possibility that supplementing a skills
training with “growth mindset” training that focuses on experimentation and breaking free of habitual routines, even
amidst failure, may help necessity entrepreneurs make a cognitive leap to increased entrepreneurial self-efficacy,
which can improve their ability to engage in entrepreneurial actions.

Training individuals to have more of a “growth” rather than “fixed” mindset has been shown to help people
change long-held biases, and to alter habitual behavior. For example, growth mindset interventions have been shown
to help students alter their fixed mindset in a way that allows them to take a longer term perspective (Cassidy, 2015;
Rhew et al., 2018; Yeager et al., 2019). With respect to entrepreneurship, Reid and Ferguson (2011) conducted a
study of university engineering students and found that students who exhibited a growth mindset were more likely
to express a greater tolerance for ambiguity and to be more likely to recognize future opportunities.

We expect that a training intervention on growth mindset that augments existing training (i.e., financial literacy, ana-
lyzing market opportunities, and building the capacity to grow a business) should help to improve the number entrepre-
neurial action undertaken. Because the concept of growth mindset portrays action (even failures) as opportunities for
growth, we expect that necessity entrepreneurs who receive growth mindset training, coupled with technical training, will
be more likely to experiment with new business activities than those who receive only regular technical training.

Furthermore, we expect that that a training intervention on “growth-mindset” that augments existing training
should help to improve entrepreneurial self-efficacy. These higher levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy should
there-in-turn help predict downstream entrepreneurial action as entrepreneurial self-efficacy plays a crucial role in
determining whether individuals engage in entrepreneurial behaviors (Newman et al., 2019). Scholars have shown
that entrepreneurial self-efficacy can lead to opportunity recognition (Tumasjan & Braun, 2012), goal commitment
and task effort (Trevelyan, 2011), persistence (Cardon & Kirk, 2015), and innovation (Cumberland et al., 2015). More-
over, in a study of 243 entrepreneurs in Uganda, Nsereko et al. (2021) found entrepreneurial self-efficacy to be
linked to new venture creation. Individuals who possess a belief that their capabilities can be improved, as encour-
aged by growth mindset training, may be more likely to come up with and initiate entrepreneurial activity.

Taken together, we argue that the introduction of growth-mindset training will provide participants with more
confidence in their ability to engage in new business practices (i.e., entrepreneurial self-efficacy). Comparatively,
necessity entrepreneurs who receive only technical training will be more likely to continue to possess a fixed mindset
whereby they comprehend but fail to act on the technical training they receive because of a lack of confidence in
their ability to apply those new skills. These higher levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy will help account for the
greater number of entrepreneurial actions displayed by necessity entrepreneurs who received growth-mindset train-
ing (i.e., through a mediated indirect effect). More formally, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1. Necessity entrepreneurs receiving growth mindset training will engage in more entre-

preneurial actions as compared with entrepreneurs who only receive technical training.

Hypothesis 2. The positive impact of growth mindset training on entrepreneurial actions will be medi-
ated by entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

4 | MATERIALS AND METHODS
41 | Study context and background

We collaborated with a local government agency in Tanzania whose mission is to reduce poverty by providing train-

ing and resources to help individuals start and improve their businesses. One of this organization's specific objectives
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is to reduce poverty by training necessity entrepreneurs to make changes in their business activities as a means of
differentiating from what already exists in the local market. The organization identified necessity entrepreneurs
through an initial screening done throughout the entire country. For several years, this agency had been using a
5-day technical training called Start and Improve Your Business that was designed by the International Labor Organiza-
tion (ILO). The primary target of the training program is young adult entrepreneurs (typically between 18 and
35 years old) who opted into a comprehensive poverty alleviation program at the village level. This entrepreneurship
training program has been used in over 100 countries worldwide and is recognized as one of the most commonly
used entrepreneurship training programs.

The Start and Improve Your Business training program implemented by the Tanzanian organization covers the fol-
lowing topics: (1) goal planning and achievement, (2) what it means to be an entrepreneur, (3) generating business
ideas, (4) preparing a business plan, (5) growing a business, and (6) business record keeping. Within each session,
entrepreneurs are given instruction and activities to help them learn and practice these technical skills. For example,
in the “growing a business” module, knowledge and skills developed include (1) “ways of improving your business”,
(2) “methods of improving your business”, and (3) “collective market strategy.” This module “focuses [entrepreneurs]
on how to grow their business and enhance their capacity in making market research, designing market strategy in
order to sell more and win competitions.” This module provides information and action-oriented exercises to help
entrepreneurs identify new markets and new products by presenting a framework for ways to expand a business

(Trainers Guide for Basic Skills Training on Economic Activities, Learning Session 5).

411 | Preliminary interviews

As a first step, we undertook a series of interviews with individuals who had been associated with previous ILO
entrepreneurship training programs including executives and managers within the organization providing training,
facilitators, participants, and local government leaders. We started with the Tanzanian government organization in
charge of delivering the training. We interviewed the leads and three members of the research team. These were
informal, exploratory interviews to understand the history of the program and what data they had gathered to deter-
mine success or failure of a training. Next, we interviewed the executive director of the organization to understand
the organization's general pain points and requests for understanding of the training program they had implemented.

After these administrative interviews, we spent 2 days interviewing entrepreneurs in the field. We met with four dif-
ferent village groups in Northern Tanzania that had already received the entrepreneurship training within that last year. On
average, two villages had been seen as successful in their entrepreneurial efforts and the other two had been seen as less
successful. In each village, we met with the local leaders, and they introduced us to the individual entrepreneurs. We told
them the purpose of our visit was to learn about their experience in the training program. After the meeting, our team of
researchers met with each of the entrepreneurs and conducted a semistructured interview that began with questions
about what obstacles they faced as entrepreneurs and what things helped them as entrepreneurs. Each interview lasted
between 15 and 30 min. Interviews were not recorded, but copious notes were taken by the research team. We inter-
viewed 10-15 entrepreneurs per village (totaling roughly 50 interviews). The entrepreneurs consisted of an even mix of
men and women between 18 and 40 years old. After these field interviews, we interviewed roughly 10 additional field
workers of the Tanzanian government organization to verify and triangulate our findings. The information we received

from the field staff highly correlated with the information we received from the entrepreneurs in the four villages.

41.2 | Preliminary findings

From our interviews, we identified successful entrepreneurs based on those entrepreneurs who were able to spot

needs in the local market. Sometimes these opportunities were arbitrage opportunities. For example, no one in their
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village grows green vegetables, so all villagers have to travel to a nearby village. Recognizing an arbitrage opportunity

would consist of recognizing the need to grow green vegetables in their own village or to buy a small truck to bring
these vegetables to their local village. Other opportunities consisted of new market opportunities. For example, preg-
nant women in the village do not know about prenatal vitamins. Recognizing a new market opportunity would con-
sist of educating women on the need for prenatal vitamins and selling these vitamins. Another village recognized
that they were limited in selling fish because they were located too far away from cities where there were more
potential buyers. Entrepreneurs purchased a freezer and started a company to produce ice so that fish could be
transported over longer distances to reach the bigger markets.

We found that successful entrepreneurs were those who had developed a willingness to experiment with differ-
ent business opportunities and use these experiences to improve their condition. These entrepreneurs were most
likely to experiment with different business opportunities and while recognizing that they are unlikely to get it right
the first (or even second or third) attempt. Entrepreneurs told us that the key to success was to start with small wins
and then build from there. For example, we heard four different people say that the most important piece of advice
was to start by buying “one chicken.” Doing so helps one to build confidence that they can succeed in business.

Below are some examples:

Entrepreneur: “most poor people think they can't do better. They need some effort and encouragement to
build the confidence that they can do it.”

Entrepreneur: “They need confidence that they can start working. That they can build [something].”

Field Staff: “Unless you can train people to change their mindset and have confidence in business, then
skills-based training is not much use.”

Field Staff: “The poor lack confidence... [some] don't even want to come to meetings because they don't
have clothes.”

Field Staff: “this is a process that starts with attitude change.”

Overall, unsuccessful entrepreneurs tended to lack belief in themselves and were afraid to change. For example,
one senior entrepreneur said “The youth just want to ride motorcycles around to make money. They don't know that
there are many other ways to make money.” Such a fixed mindset was proving to be damaging to the young and
marginalized individuals' entrepreneurial self-efficacy and their ability to take action. Supporting this possibility, our
qualitative data indicated that the participants in prior training programs generally returned to operating their busi-
nesses without applying the concepts learned in the program and commonly expressed a lack of confidence in the
belief that they could identify and execute new business opportunities. They also appeared hesitant to apply the les-

sons from their training and remained reluctant to experiment with new approaches.

4.1.3 | Training intervention

Upon concluding these preliminary interviews, we began to outline a culturally appropriate half-day training with the
aim of instilling a growth mindset. The growth-mindset training we conducted closely followed the interventions
done in a formal educational setting (Dweck, 2016), where training interventions were originally geared toward K-12
and college students. These trainings focus on helping students develop a belief that through experimentation and
failure they can develop the skills needed to be successful. These training interventions all include stories of the brain
being a muscle and how intelligence works. They then describe how the brain grows and develops new connections
when people practice and learn new things.

To customize the training to the entrepreneurial environment in Tanzania, we worked with the ILO training
director in Tanzania to deliver a similar type of training approach as was used during the week-long ILO training. We

worked with the lead trainers in charge of training the instructors to develop and customize the growth mindset
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content to ensure the approach was like the approach used by the ILO. The ILO training included group activities

and real-life cases that exemplify the concepts. This action-oriented training approach has been found to be gener-
ally more effective in promoting entrepreneurship behaviors than other training approaches (Campos et al., 2017,
Nabi et al., 2017; Varamaki et al., 2015).

Consistent with the ILO training methodology, the training intervention on growth mindset for necessity entre-
preneurs included three learning modules. The first module introduced the concept of growth mindset and featured
an example of an entrepreneur role-model who embodied this mindset. The second module was a game where par-
ticipants practiced applying the principles of growth mindset to a project that required repeated failure. Finally, the
third module included additional material and another role-model example of an entrepreneur who exhibited growth
mindset by not giving up when things did not work out and used those failures as opportunities to learn and grow.

The examples we used were adapted from examples used by Dweck (2016) in other growth mindset trainings
and customized for this context based on common business models familiar to the entrepreneurs in our training pro-
gram. The business innovations discussed in the training were commonly available resources that could be easily
accessed by the trainees. For instance, we discuss one entrepreneur who had a clothing store and decided to start
selling complimentary products like shoes and hats in the store. It also showed how some of these new product
introductions failed, but that the investments in trying them were not significantly stifling to her business and pro-
vided learning opportunities that eventually helped her identify successful new products. The conclusion of the
growth-mindset training module emphasized the importance of adopting this growth mindset approach in their

thinking. For example, the concluding statement made by trainers read:

You all have the potential to do great things, but potential and belief in yourself is not enough. You must
have a growth mindset. In other words, you must be willing to embrace your failures as a way to learn
and improve your business. As we shared with you today, new research is showing how all people can grow
and learn new things if they continue to work hard and try new things. Just like your brain becomes stron-
ger by working on challenging problems, you can improve your business skills and overcome the challenges

you face in running a business by accepting those challenges as learning opportunities.

After completing these draft materials, we met with different small business owners in Tanzania to garner their
initial feedback, and to confirm details for effective delivery the intervention in Tanzania. We also met with ILO staff
(who delivered the technical training program) to ensure training materials met ILO objectives and were not redun-
dant, or somehow contrary to, the ILO technical training. Finally, we met with our research partner's entrepreneur-
ship trainers to further customize the content to ensure the growth mindset training module would be impactful and
resonate with entrepreneurs in rural Tanzania.

To effectively conduct the workshops in the local language, all final training materials were translated into Swa-
hili. Subsequently, the “trainers of the trainers” received detailed instructions from three of the coauthors over a
2-day period about overseeing the growth mindset training.? Such training included multiple rehearsals of each of
the exercises and a thorough understanding of the procedure to follow. Procedural scripts were also developed to
ensure that the facilitators used the correct and consistent messaging and exercises across the different growth
mindset training workshops (see Appendix A for an overview of the final materials for the treatment group).

4.2 | Field experiment

421 | Participants and design

We partnered with the Tanzanian government agency to identify rural entrepreneurs who were scheduled to receive

the ILO technical training at one of four village locations in May 2018. Participation required entrepreneurs to
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complete the 5 days of training, fill out a brief survey at the completion of their training, and meet with a field super-

visor a month later to report their entrepreneurial actions. One hundred and sixty-five entrepreneurs who attended
the training were randomly assigned to either the growth mindset training (N = 85) or the control condition
(N = 80). Randomization was also done within each of the four village locations. For the full sample that completed
the training program (N = 165), no statistical differences existed for any of the demographic control measures,
supporting the effectiveness of randomization: Gender (t[163] = 0.81, p = 0.42), age (t[163] = 0.30, p = 0.77), and
number of businesses (t[163] = 0.14, p = 0.89). Sixty-eight percent of these entrepreneurs were able to be located
and met with the field supervisor a month later, yielding complete data from 113 entrepreneurs (M,ge = 23.05, 61%
female): Growth mindset condition (N = 57) and Control condition (N = 56). The attrition was due to logistical chal-
lenges in tracking down participants 1 month after training; a logistic regression did not show any differences in attri-
tion rates between the two conditions: B = —0.136, SE = 0.336, p = 0.469.

All entrepreneurs received the exact same 5 days of technical based training but were randomized after the last
day of the technical training to either the treatment or control group. Participants in the treatment group received
the growth mindset training module as their supplemental half-day training on the sixth day. Comparatively, partici-
pants in the control condition received a supplemental half-day training reviewing technical material from the general
ILO program to help keep the time of training constant for both control and treatment groups on the sixth day. The
schedule for both groups consisted of a welcome and introduction of an additional half-day of training. Then, the
treatment and control groups both received a training. Once both control and treatments were done with their addi-
tional training, both groups then received an assessment of their entrepreneurial self-efficacy. After the assessment,
both groups received instructions on how to complete their business activity logbooks over the next month. The
instructions for both groups on how to use the logbooks to record actions were monitored by the authors to ensure
consistency of instruction (see Appendix B for training schedule and assessment measures used).

All the trainers were trained on how to deliver the growth mindset training, but the day before training we ran-
domly selected half of the trainers to deliver the control training and half of the trainers to deliver the treatment
training. We decided that a randomized assignment of trainers to deliver the growth mindset or control condition
training would minimize potential bias in trainer selection effects. One of the authors randomly selected names from
a list and this process made it easier for the trainers to not feel favored or disfavored. We did not disclose any expec-

tations with regards to expected results from the different trainings to the trainers.

43 | Measures
4.3.1 | Entrepreneurial self-efficacy

Following the completion of their respective supplemental half-day sessions, each entrepreneur's self-
efficacy was assessed. Both the control and treatment participants were assessed at the same time. Partici-
pants individually completed the four-item entrepreneurial self-efficacy scale from Zhao et al. (2005), which
was translated into Swahili. Specifically, participants rated their level of confidence in their ability to:
(1) Identify new business opportunities, (2) Create new products, (3) Think creatively, and (4) Commercialize
a new idea. Questions were answered on a 5-point Likert scale (@ = 0.79) ranging from 1 (Not at All Confi-
dent) to 5 (Extremely Confident).

4.3.2 | Entrepreneurial action

Building upon previous measures of entrepreneurial action that look at self-reported “venture organizing activities”

(Autio et al., 2013; Delmar & Shane, 2003), we had entrepreneurs report any new business improvement or
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TABLE 1 Correlation and descriptive statistics.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. Growth mindset training 0.50 0.50 -
2. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 3.52 0.70 0.21* —
3. Entrepreneurial actions 2.62 2.77 0.20* 0.22* -
4. Age 23.05 4.24 —-0.10 0.02 0.10 -
5. Gender 0.39 0.49 0.17 0.23* 0.16 -0.20* -
6. Number of businesses 1.33 1.05 —0.06 0.18 0.07 0.17 0.01

Note: N = 113. Growth Mindset Training (1 = Growth Mindset Training; O = Control), Gender (1 = Male; 0 = Female).
*p < 0.05.

reorganizing activity in a logbook. This approach is consistent with prior studies that have used personal diaries as a
means to track and understand entrepreneurial action (e.g., Kato & Wiklund, 2011; McKelvie et al., 2020; Van
Burg & Karlsson, 2020). Prior to leaving the training workshop, all participants were given a personal logbook to
record any changes that they attempted to improve their business. These could be actions like experimenting with a
new marketing tactic or making modifications to differentiate their product or service offering. Both participants in
the control and treatment conditions were given the same instructions of what types of changes they should record
in their logbooks. They were given many examples that would qualify as entrepreneurial actions and were informed
that they needed to keep track of these actions for the next month. They were informed that keeping this logbook
was for their own benefit and there would be no withdrawal of support from the partner organization if they chose
to not to do so. However, they were also told that if they completed the logbook that they would get additional
feedback from the field supervisors.® After a month elapsed, participants met with the field supervisor from the part-
ner organization and shared their recorded entrepreneurial actions. During this meeting, the field supervisor
reviewed the logbook with the entrepreneur, recorded the number of entrepreneurial actions taken, and then ret-
urned the logbook back to the entrepreneur. The number of actions taken was used as the primary outcome variable
in our analyses.

The types of actions engaged in by entrepreneurs included testing new product lines to improve their product
portfolio (e.g., selling two different types of the flashlights—solar powered and battery powered—to see which one
would sell better), capturing more of the value from the value chain (e.g., instead of just selling chickens that they
raise, keeping some of the chickens to lay eggs and selling chickens and eggs), and changing the way they were mar-
keting their products (e.g., providing referral bonuses or putting up signs in neighboring villages). While the changes
tended to be small, they were consistent with the types of business experimentations they learned about in the tech-

nical side of their traditional business training.

433 | Controls

We also collected demographic data at the end of their training to assess participants age, gender, and the number
of businesses they had started. These variables were collected given their potential association with entrepreneurial
self-efficacy and entrepreneurial actions. Highlighting the success of randomizing participants to the treatment and
control conditions, there were no significant differences with respect to any of these variables (see Tables 1 and 2).
That said, we include gender, age, and number of businesses as controls in our models to provide greater precision
on our effects. Although participants were randomized to conditions within each of the four different villages, we
also included fixed-effect dummies to account for possible effects attributable to the different village locations
(McNeish & Kelley, 2019).
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TABLE 2 Balance table providing N, means, and t-tests.

N Mean t-Value
Control variables (full sample)

Age

Control 80 22.95

Treatment 85 22.75 0.30
Gender

Control 80 0.35

Treatment 85 041 0.81
Number of businesses

Control 80 1.38

Treatment 85 1.35 0.14

Control variables (final sample)

Age

Control 56 23.46

Treatment 57 22.65 1.02
Gender

Control 56 0.30

Treatment 57 0.47 1.87
Number of businesses

Control 56 1.39

Treatment 57 1.26 0.66

Note: t-Values are from basic t-tests that do not control for other variables.

5 | RESULTS

See Tables 1 and 2 for a summary of descriptive statistics.

5.1 | Main effects

We conducted an OLS regression with robust standard errors to test our expectation that growth mindset training
would positively affect entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Results showed that following their training, entrepreneurs who
received the growth mindset training reported significantly higher levels of entrepreneurial self-efficacy as did entre-
preneurs in the control training condition (M = 3.67 vs. M = 3.38), B = 0.28, SE = 0.12, p = 0.027 (see Figure 1 and
Models 2 and 3 in Table 3 show the effect remains significant in the absence of demographic controls). The Cohen's
d effect size measure (i.e., a standardized mean difference between conditions) was 0.43, indicating a moderate
effect size for our treatment on entrepreneurial self-efficacy.*

We next examined if the number of entrepreneurial actions differed across treatment and control conditions. To
account for non-normal distributions common to count data, we conducted a negative binomial regression with
robust standard errors (Gardner et al., 1995). Supporting Hypothesis 1, entrepreneurs who received the growth
mindset training took significantly more entrepreneurial actions than entrepreneurs in the control training condition,
(M =23.16 vs. M =2.07), B=10.36, SE =0.15, p = 0.017 (see Figure 2 and Models 2 and 3 in Table 4 show the

effect remains significant without demographic controls). The Cohen's d effect size was 0.40, indicating a moderate

85UB017 SUOWIWOD BAIER1D) 3|qedl|dde ay) Ag peusenob ae sapiie YO ‘88N J0 S3nu 0} ArIqIT 8UIUO AB]IA U (SUO 1 IPUOD-PUe-SLUBYW0D" A3 | 1M ARe1q1[Bu 1 U0//:Sd1Y) SUORIPLOD Pue W | 8y} 88S *[202/60/62] U0 AriqiTaullu0 A|IM ‘YN VHO - SSFO0V OWE3 Aq 22T BS/200T 0T/10pw0d A8 | mAeiqjpul|uo//Sdny Wwoiy papeojumoq ‘€ ‘€202 ‘XEvZe6T



682 WI LEY_I SMS | Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal ﬂ MORRIS €T AL.
4.5
g
S4.25
&
o=
= 4
S
< 375 i
z 1
= 35
=
g
&3.25
2
2 3
£
= 2.75
=
2.5
Growth-Mindset Control
FIGURE 1 Treatment effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy (95% confidence intervals shown).
TABLE 3 Results for entrepreneurial self-efficacy.
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy
Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 3.16 (0.40)** 3.19 (0.39)** 3.95(0.08)**
Age 0.01 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02)
Gender 0.32(0.12)** 0.29 (0.11)*
Number of businesses 0.10 (0.05) 0.10 (0.05)
Growth mindset training 0.28 (0.12)* 0.28(0.13)*
R? 0.16 0.19 0.13

Note: N = 113. Unstandardized regression coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. Village fixed effect
dummies included in all models. Growth Mindset Training (1 = Growth Mindset Training; O = Control), Gender (1 = Male;
0 = Female).

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.

effect size for our treatment on entrepreneurial action. Put another way, entrepreneurs who receive the standard
training displayed one-third fewer entrepreneurial actions in the month that followed the training than entrepreneurs

who received the growth mindset training.

5.2 | Mediation analysis
To test for mediation, a structural equation model (SEM; using Mplus 8.3; Muthén & Muthén, 2017) was conducted
where condition was modeled as the predictor variable (1 = Treatment; O = Control), entrepreneurial self-efficacy as
the mediator, and number of entrepreneurial actions as the DV (using a negative binomial distribution for this count
outcome). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy was modeled as a latent variable to provide greater precision by accounting
for measurement error (Hoyle & Kenny, 1999). We used a maximum likelihood estimator with standard errors robust
to violations of normality and included demographic controls and fixed-effect dummy codes as covariates to account
for village training.

The analysis showed that the relationship between training condition and self-efficacy was significant: B = 0.27,
SE = 0.12, p = 0.020. Importantly, the SEM also showed entrepreneurial self-efficacy to positively predict the
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FIGURE 2 Treatment effect on entrepreneurial actions (95% confidence intervals shown).

TABLE 4 Results for entrepreneurial actions.

Entrepreneurial actions

Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 0.38(0.48) 0.38 (0.46) 1.18 (0.14)**
Age 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02)

Gender 0.31(0.18) 0.25(0.17)

Number of businesses 0.06 (0.05) 0.07 (0.05)

Growth mindset training 0.36 (0.15)* 0.37 (0.17)*
Log likelihood —224.06 —221.70 —223.62
AIC 464.12 461.41 459.23

Note: N = 113. Unstandardized regression coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. Village fixed effect
dummies included in all models. Growth Mindset Training (1 = Growth Mindset Training; O = Control), Gender (1 = Male;
0 = Female).

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.

0.27 (0.12) * 0.38 (0.16)*

Growth Mindset >
Training

Entrepreneurial
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FIGURE 3 Structural equation model mediation paths. Growth mindset training (1 = Growth Mindset Training;
0 = Control). Beta weights are unstandardized. Standard errors are in parentheses. *p < 0.05.

number of entrepreneurial actions taken: B = 0.38, SE = 0.16, p = 0.019. Moreover, with entrepreneurial self-
efficacy modeled as the mediator, growth-mindset training no longer had a significant effect upon entrepreneurial
action: B = 0.24, SE = 0.16, p = 0.125 (see Figure 3).

To test for mediation, we computed 95% confidence intervals of the indirect effect using the Monte Carlo
resampling method (Preacher & Selig, 2012). Supporting the significance of the indirect effect, the confidence
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intervals did not contain zero (indirect effect = 0.10: Lower Cl = 0.002; Upper Cl = 0.261). These results provide
support for our expectation that entrepreneurial self-efficacy would mediate the relationship between growth-
mindset training and entrepreneurial action (Hypothesis 2).

6 | DISCUSSION

Although training programs are often implemented in an effort to help necessity entrepreneurs acquire skills and
capabilities to take entrepreneurial action, participants in these programs often fail to put these skills into action. We
conducted a randomized controlled trial to examine the effects of implementing a growth mindset component in
addition to a traditional skills-based training approach. Given the positive effects of growth mindset training that
have been found in other learning contexts, we expected that training programs augmented with growth mindset
skills would help necessity entrepreneurs overcome cognitive barriers to entrepreneurship that arise from a fixed
mindset. The results of our randomized controlled trial indicate that growth mindset training may indeed be an effec-
tive tool in helping entrepreneurs overcome these limitations. As our findings suggest, including a growth mindset
component in training programs can lead to an increase in entrepreneurial self-efficacy and greater entrepreneurial
action for necessity entrepreneurs, with those who received the growth-mind set training displaying (on average)
one additional entrepreneurial action in the month after their training over entrepreneurs who just received the stan-
dard training. Given the positive outcomes expected to follow from greater entrepreneurial action, one may expect
that this additional action to increase their chances of making a product offering or process change that will increase
revenues and the overall success of their business.

In summary, this research contributes to existing research by (1) specifying how entrepreneurial action is a key
construct to determining success for necessity entrepreneurs traditionally stuck in a fixed mindset of habitual busi-
ness routines, (2) identifying a growth mindset as an important psychological component that can augment technical

entrepreneurship training programs, and (3) increasing our understanding of entrepreneurship in the African context.

6.1 | The need to examine entrepreneurial action among necessity entrepreneurs

Prior research has suggested that differences within the motivation for getting into entrepreneurship is likely to be a
significant predictor for entrepreneurial behavior (Krueger Jr et al., 2000; Pittaway & Cope, 2007). Because necessity
entrepreneurs are pushed into entrepreneurship and often must focus on their “basic needs” (Maslow, 1943), they
are more prone to experience a fixed mindset and demonstrate a common set of behaviors in running their business.
Unlike opportunity entrepreneurs, who are pulled into entrepreneurship by the prospects of new opportunities that
allow them to experiment with new business models and products, necessity entrepreneurs are likely to engage in a
limited set of behaviors and routines to ensure they can continue to meet their basic needs (Dencker et al., 2021). As
a result, it is important to measure deviation from these routines as a way to determine entrepreneurial success.
Examining entrepreneurial action as a specific behavioral outcome of training also helps to create a more parsi-
monious understanding of the mixed findings on the effectiveness of technical training programs. Prior studies often
use inconsistent measures of entrepreneurial success, examining factors such as entrepreneurial intentions (Krueger
Jr et al., 2000; Zhao et al., 2005) and entrepreneurial start-ups (Gorman et al., 1997; Katz, 2007; Pittaway &
Cope, 2007). While these measures represent types of success, scholars recommend that future research should
focus on success factors related to entrepreneurial action at the individual level, as it ties more directly to measures
of human capital (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; Unger et al., 2011). Moreover, human capital in the context of entre-
preneurship tends to be measured in terms of knowledge and skills, examining factors like experience and education
as predictors of entrepreneurial success. Such decontextualized human capital (as a predictor) and “entrepreneurial

success” (as an outcome) could be a significant reason for mixed findings about the efficacy of training programs.
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By focusing on entrepreneurial action as an individual measure of success for necessity entrepreneurs, we are able

to clarify the linkage between different types of human capital and different types of entrepreneurial outcomes in a
poverty context. Such contextuality addresses prior criticisms that despite decades of research, we still have limited
insight into exactly how training effectively promotes entrepreneurship (Gielnik et al., 2015).

6.2 | The synergies of growth mindset training coupled with technical training

From a practical perspective, millions of dollars are spent each year by multilateral institutions such as the ILO and
IFC in an effort to help leverage entrepreneurship as a tool for poverty alleviation (Cho & Honorati, 2014). Yet, these
training programs have not fully achieved their desired results (McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014), and our results suggest
that adding a cognitive component—specific to growth mindset—may help better achieve the intended goals. While
some scholars have begun to separate “psychological training” from ‘technical training’, their findings have been
mixed, with some studies finding a more positive impact from personal initiative or values-based training versus
technical training (e.g., Campos et al., 2017), and others finding no significant differences between values-based
training and technical training (Dyer et al., 2016; Glaub & Frese, 2011; Premand et al., 2012).

Our results point out that perhaps some of these differences might be explained by how we categorize necessity
entrepreneurs. Because necessity entrepreneurs are not a completely homogeneous group of individuals in terms of
their proclivity to engage in entrepreneurial activity, it is likely that some necessity entrepreneurs possess less of a
fixed mindset due to higher levels of experience and education (Dencker et al., 2021). Perhaps this heterogeneity
among necessity entrepreneurs could be an important factor in reconciling why sometimes technical training is
“motivating” and at other times “demotivating” with respect to the level of entrepreneurial self-efficacy observed in
prior studies (McGee et al., 2009), leading to mixed entrepreneurial outcomes. While it was not the intent of our
research, we find that growth mindset interventions, coupled with technical training, are not likely to have a less
(or more) powerful effect on women entrepreneurs and less experienced entrepreneurs. Hence, growth mindset may
provide a supplement to existing programs in helping those with less confidence in their ability to take entrepreneur-
ial action.

This study informs research on the effectiveness of entrepreneurship training programs by augmenting existing
technical training programs with an additional growth mindset training and then testing how this intervention affects
a person's entrepreneurial self-efficacy as a result. By examining this mediated relationship, we move beyond existing
research that fails to control for technical training programs, arguing that perhaps the problem is not in the content
of technical training programs and how they are taught, but rather the self-efficacy of the individuals within the
training programs and how self-efficacy can be altered to improve entrepreneurial action for all necessity entrepre-
neurs, not just those who are male and possess higher levels of experience and education. In this way, we help to
unpack the mediating mechanism from psychological training and contribute to nascent research on psychological
training for necessity entrepreneurs by examining growth mindset as a supplement, not a substitute, to training pro-
grams. Our hope is that policy makers and training program leaders will see the potential of “growth mindset” train-
ing to improve the efficacy of their efforts rather than look to scrap existing training programs that may indeed be
teaching the right skills.

6.3 | Increased understanding of necessity entrepreneurship in the African context

Although we see our results as generalizable to other developing contexts, they specially add to a growing body of
work focused on entrepreneurship in Africa. Africa is a critical part of the global economy to study, especially when
considering its exponential population growth that is estimated to reach nearly 2.5 billion by 2050, which will

account for 26% of the world's population (United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2019).
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Despite significant resources devoted to training entrepreneurs in Africa, the impact of such programs has been

modest, leading scholars, policy makers, and non-government organizations searching for insights into how to
enhance training to be more impactful. Recent studies suggest a better match between the type of training and
entrepreneur experience (Anderson et al., 2021; Bardasi et al., 2021; Berge & Pires, 2020) and gender (Bandiera
et al.,, 2020; McKenzie & Puerto, 2021) may enhance the effectiveness of training programs. Other studies argue for
better integration between training and ongoing mentoring (Bardasi et al., 2021), financial assistance (Berge
et al.,, 2015), and psychological training (Bischoff et al., 2020; Campos et al., 2017). Our study builds on this work by
introducing growth mindset training as a previously unstudied psychological mindset that may represent a critical
support to technical training in Africa. During our interviews, we repeatedly heard that business failure is a stigma-
tized outcome in these rural villages. As such, we see this psychological training as particularly relevant in contexts
where the stigma of failure represents a meaningful barrier to entrepreneurship.

This research also contributes to the mindset learning literature (Dweck, 2006, 2015) in the African context, by
examining growth mindset in the context of practicing entrepreneurs in Africa and not just students. While scholars
have examined growth mindset in both a poverty context (e.g., Burnette et al., 2018; Yeager et al., 2019) and an
entrepreneurship context (e.g., Burnette et al., 2019), to the best of our knowledge none of these studies have exam-
ined both of these contexts together, nor have they been studied outside of the context of formal education set-
tings. We show that growth mindset training is not just something that can be valuable to economically
disadvantaged students, but that it can be valuable outside of the educational setting as well. This is important to

expanding the theoretical and practical applications of growth mindset training.

6.4 | Limitations and future research

Our study is not without limitations. While research has shown that successful entrepreneurship relies upon taking
calculated risks and experimenting with new business ideas, our study does not capture whether increased entrepre-
neurial actions necessarily lead to improved economic outcomes. While it is likely that the entrepreneurs are learning
from their entrepreneurial actions, given that the entrepreneurs received a full week's worth of technical training,
future research should examine how these actions might lead to economic impact.

While our growth mindset intervention followed previously validated growth mindset training interventions, we
recognize that a training intervention can deliver multiple mechanisms that might influence a person's motivation to
engage in entrepreneurial activity. First, by providing role-models from the examples of other entrepreneurs in our
growth-mindset training program, it could be that these stories created additional motivation (e.g., Del Carpio &
Guadalupe, 2022). However, given that the technical training that all entrepreneurs received also had examples of
other possible role-models, that could also increase motivation, we do not anticipate that the inclusion of role-
models in the growth-mindset training was likely to be on its own particularly impactful. In addition, it could also be
the case that the extra group activity (outlined in the intervention in Appendix A) could help entrepreneurs feel more
supported and create stronger networks that would boost their confidence (e.g., Dimitriadis & Koning, 2022). How-
ever, we do not believe this would be a major factor, as both groups had been involved in multiple group activities
the 5 days prior to the sixth day of growth mindset training.

There is also concern that perhaps the trainers for the growth mindset intervention were more motivational and
provided more encouragement than the control group trainers, creating an experimenter demand effect. While we
cannot fully rule out this possibility, we first made sure that the experimenters did not know which intervention (the
treatment or control) was being tested as the “better” intervention. Moreover, the author team observed the trainers
during each intervention, and we perceived that the trainers provided equal levels of encouragement and support
across both groups.

It is also worth noting that although efforts were made to track down all participants a month after the study

began, roughly 30% attrition occurred as we were unable to follow up with all entrepreneurs. Although this attrition
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occurred equally across both conditions, caution is warranted as attrition has the potential to impact the strength of
an observed affect. Additionally, although care was taken to limit contact between participants during the training,
we are unable to account for the possibility that after the training was completed, spillover effects may have
occurred as a result of contact between entrepreneurs in the following month. Such spillover effects could have
either positively impacted those in the control condition (i.e., through a motivating upward comparison effect) or
possibly demotivated them if they saw a growth-mindset trained entrepreneur taking more actions than themselves.
Although we do not have data to speak to or statistically account for such potential spillover effects, we raise it as a
potential limitation.

While our study took place within the country of Tanzania and we see the context as being largely representa-
tive of impoverished settings where necessity entrepreneurs operate, we acknowledge that different social and cul-
tural factors may lead to different outcomes in other settings. Similarly, necessity entrepreneurs also exist within
developed contexts (Block & Wagner, 2010), where the institutional conditions differ significantly as well as the ratio
of necessity entrepreneurs to “opportunity entrepreneurs.” Future research that explores the comparative efficacy
of growth mindset training in alternative contexts may not only explore the boundary conditions of our theorizing,
but also the prevalence of alternative mediating mechanisms.

Our analysis is also limited in observing the potential long-term effects of our intervention. Although we observe
a relationship between growth mindset training and increased entrepreneurial action up to a month after receiving
training, we anticipate that these effects may remain durable after longer periods of time, given that such findings
have been established in other settings where mindset trainings have been implemented (Lewis et al., 2020; Yeager
et al., 2019). Nevertheless, we see promise in future studies that examine the persistent impact of such training over
longer periods of time.

Additionally, we anticipate that the link between increased entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial
action are likely to be self-reinforcing, over time. For example, many studies have shown that experimental behaviors
among entrepreneurs lead to greater innovation, which leads to greater economic growth (e.g., Hasan & Tucci, 2010;
Wong et al., 2005). Entrepreneurship is fundamentally about experimentation because the knowledge required to be
successful cannot entirely be known in advance (Kerr et al., 2014). Romer (1990, p. 72) pointed out that the cost of
experimentation goes down the more one engages in experimentation, as they have developed a set of heuristics
and techniques that can be used repeatedly. The reverse of this is also true and potentially problematic—the less
entrepreneurs engage in experimentation, the less likely they will be to engage in future experimentation, creating a
“Matthew effect” where those entrepreneurs who engage in entrepreneurial action exponentially increase their abil-
ity to experiment (Callander & Matouschek, 2019). While we were unable to examine this potential reinforcing link
in this study, future work may benefit from explicitly examining this potential reinforcing effect.

Finally, to help eliminate self-report bias, we ensured that training for both groups was the same in terms of
encouraging entrepreneurs to keep their logbooks and both trainings encouraged the entrepreneurs to take personal
action. Additionally, because the trainers were not privy to what to expect from the study, all trainers were equally
enthusiastic in training the groups on completing their logbooks. Finally, field staff agents in charge of recording the
number of counted actions was blind to the entrepreneur's identity and assigned condition, which also helps reduce

potential concern about biased reporting.

7 | CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we find that providing necessity entrepreneurs with growth mindset training coupled with technical
training may help to overcome the largely ignored cognitive barriers preventing them from taking entrepreneurial
action. Our study contributes both to scholarly and practical knowledge by levering the construct of growth mindset
to design and rigorously test a new intervention that, combined with existing technical training programs, positively

affects key entrepreneurial outcomes such as entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial action. We are
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cautiously optimistic that such insights will generate new avenues of inquiry for entrepreneurship scholars, as well as
significant modifications to prominent entrepreneurship training programs that are in need of improvement to
achieve their intended goals of poverty alleviation.
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ENDNOTES

1 Personal initiative is an action-oriented approach to training that helps entrepreneurs learn through action and action prin-
ciples, while receiving feedback from the trainers along the way (Campos et al., 2017; Gielnik et al., 2015). Action-
regulation theory suggests that performing real actions during a training and receiving feedback allows necessity entrepre-
neurs to be more efficient in applying what they have learned in the training (Bischoff et al., 2020; Frese, 2009; Zacher &
Frese, 2018).

The same trainers in the Start and Improve Your Business program were also used to deliver the growth mindset training.
The trainers were former or current entrepreneurs from Tanzania who implemented the training program for the
Tanzanian organization. These trainers had significant experience both in entrepreneurship and training. After spending
multiple days training the trainers, we felt very confident in their ability to deliver the material effectively and consistently.

N

&)

Because trainers were not from the local region, field supervisors from the local office reviewed the logbook with the par-
ticipant and recorded the number of entrepreneurial actions. The field supervisors were blind to participant condition. The
participants were also told that the field supervisors would not be communicating their number of actions to the trainers.

IN

We conducted a supplemental identical OLS analysis for the full sample at the conclusion of training (N = 165). As
expected, growth-mindset entrepreneurs reporting higher self-efficacy following their training than those in the control
condition B = 0.28, SE = 0.10, p = 0.006. The Cohen's d for this full sample comparison of entrepreneurial self-efficacy
was 0.44, which is almost identical to the effect documented in the final sample. This supplemental analysis helps alleviate
concerns that attrition may have uniquely impacted the strength of the difference between conditions on entrepreneurial
self-efficacy.

5 A supplemental analysis shows that the mediation effect remains significant when conducting the SEM without demo-
graphic controls: indirect effect = 0.12 (LCl = 0.007; UCI = 0.282).
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