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Abstract
Research background: In the paper, we presented a most crucial aspect of the entrepreneurial
ecosystem in a regional context that seems to be more visible than the general approach. The role
of entrepreneurs and support institutions as one of the main actors of a regional entrepreneurship
ecosystem was underscored. We also stressed the significance of entrepreneurs’ opinions related
to Business Support Institutions (BSI) as sources of feedback and potential boosters of delivery
and promotion that can be used by regional stakeholders and policymakers.
Purpose of the article: The aim of this paper is to investigate significant differences in a perception of regional pro-entrepreneurial institutions between businesses that obtained or did not obtain
support.
Methods: Our study is based on data collected in Lubelskie Voivodeship, hence they refer to
a single region in Poland. The sample totalled 386 responses, and we conducted numerical analyses by using the logit linear regression model. As the dependent variable, we used a dualvariable (not supported; supported) that describes two groups of enterprises, i.e. those that do not
get and those that got some sort of public support. As independent variables, we adopted 18
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factors that depict ordinary scale perception of various aspects of regional pro-entrepreneurial
policy.
Findings & Value added: Analyses revealed nine statistically significant relationships between
perception of regional BSI impact on enterprises functioning and regional entrepreneurial ecosystem depending on whether particular enterprises got or did not get support, e.g. a favourable
experience in obtaining support boosts positive perception that support from BSI influences
positively the decision to set up one's own business. BSI at Lubelskie Voivodeship acts in favour
to create bonds between enterprises, and support from BSI increases opportunities to survive in
the market. Moreover, supported enterprises perceived better aspects, such as positive influence
on enterprises’ innovativeness thanks to BSI, and more are convinced that support programmes of
BSI are available for a broad group of companies.

Introduction
Entrepreneurship is one of the most crucial factors of regional development, which influences competitiveness through absorption of specific
regional development-driven assets. Local authorities, due to creation of
regional economic policy, play an important role in entrepreneurship development. They should frame an effective entrepreneurial ecosystem as
a platform for advancement of various kind of businesses (Acs et al., 2013;
Feldman 2014). Additionally, a business support policy has to be realised in
a long-term perspective and adjusted strictly to the local circumstances and
resources (Fritsch, 2013; Tsvetkova, 2015; Johannisson, 2011). But with
scientific evidence and theoretical studies, business entities assess the effectiveness of an entrepreneurial ecosystem from the perspective of their
own experience and knowledge. More profound analyses allowed us to
identify a research gap related to differentiation in the perception of various
aspects of regional pro-entrepreneurial policy between businesses that are
being supported or not.
The main purpose of the paper was to identify significant differences in
the perception of regional pro-entrepreneurial policy between businesses
that obtained or did not obtain support.
The primary data were collected with a survey conducted in 2017
(CAWI and PAPI techniques). After rejection of incomplete or incorrectly
completed questionnaires, the sample totalled 386 enterprises. In numerical
analyses, we used a dual-variable (0–not supported; 1–supported). As independent variables, we adopted 18 factors that depict ordinary scale perception of various aspects of regional pro-entrepreneurial policy. The variables
were complemented with two controls. On this basis, we calculated a logit
regression model. The model’s parameters are statistically significant.
Based on the model, we identified nine statistically significant differences in the perception of regional pro-entrepreneurial policy between surveyed groups of companies. The findings confirmed our hypothesis and
360
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fulfilled partly the identified research gap. Our results generally confirmed
that companies that are experienced in obtaining support perceive proentrepreneurial policy as relatively more effective and accessible than firms
that did not get public support. The added value of our findings refers to
potential adjustment of regional information and a promotion policy that
could encourage companies that avoid undertaking steps to achieve some
forms of public support.
We proceed as follows. First, we studied the literature and assembled
a number of findings associated with general entrepreneurial ecosystem and
organisations, underscoring a role of institutions in a regional context and
the significance of entrepreneurs' opinions as feedback for stakeholders
about how to shape a pro-entrepreneurial milieu. Subsequently, we presented the background of our research that allows us to formulate hypotheses
and methodology. Next, we presented raw results based on the research
model, conducted discussion and formulated conclusions for theory and
praxis.

Literature review
Entrepreneurial ecosystem approach
There is a growing recognition that if entrepreneurship theory is focused
only on the entrepreneur, that may be too narrow an approach. Due to this,
the concept of entrepreneurial ecosystems has gained popularity in recent
years. But an entrepreneurial ecosystem has not been described sufficiently
by researchers or practitioners. This concept must be deeply analysed and
developed to determine what it actually stands for. Entrepreneurial ecosystem was originally defined by Dubini (1989). Its elements include a strong
business infrastructure, a diversified economy with access to investment
capital and a culture supporting entrepreneurship. In addition, there are
strong incentives to create new ventures supported by public policy. An
early concept was adopted from biology to economics. Moore argued that
“business ecosystems condense out of the original swirl of capital, customer interest, and talent generated by a new innovation, just as successful
species spring from the natural resources of sunlight, water, and soil nutrients” (Moore, 1993). Recently, research on entrepreneurial ecosystems has
been growing (Napier & Hansen, 2011; Malecki, 2011; Feld, 2012). The
entrepreneurial ecosystem approach has been developed by different authors, with no common definition. Acs et al. (2014) defined entrepreneurial
ecosystems as a "dynamic, institutionally embedded interaction between
361
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attitudes, abilities and aspirations of entrepreneurs, by individuals, which
drives the allocation of resources through the creation and operation of new
ventures". Many authors emphasize the interdependence between ecosystem actors by including entrepreneurs, suppliers, buyers, entrepreneurs'
organisations, institutions supporting entrepreneurship and local authorities.
Participants in the system that undertake joint actions formally and informally combine, mediate and regulate the local environment, thereby enabling entrepreneurial activity (Stam, 2014; Mason & Brown, 2014; Motoyama & Knowlton, 2017). Interactions allow creating new ideas and more
effective policies (Zacharakis et al., 2003; Deloitte, 2012). To take advantage of the opportunities, the entrepreneur needs access to all the ecosystem framework conditions that are conducive to business activity by
limiting barriers (Levie & Autio, 2014). Drawing on these studies, Spigel
(2017) defines entrepreneurial ecosystems as "combinations of social, political, economic, and cultural elements within a region that support the development and growth of innovative start-ups and encourage nascent entrepreneurs and other actors to take the risks of starting, funding, and otherwise assisting high-risk ventures".
Of course, the initial biological concept cannot be taken too literally in
the context of entrepreneurial ecosystems (Stam, 2015). The system includes the stock of institutions and the stock of entrepreneurship. In contrast to biological systems, participants in the entrepreneurial ecosystem are
aware of their actions. They can take steps to improve the conditions for the
functioning and development of entrepreneurship (Walker et al., 2004).
This concept assumes interaction between participants through the flow of
knowledge. Importantly, entrepreneurship takes place in a community of
interdependent entities (Roundy et al., 2016).
Successful ecosystems are not defined by high rates of entrepreneurship,
but rather by how the interaction between these attributes creates a supportive regional environment that increases the competitiveness of new ventures (Spigel, 2017). There is a distinction between the traditional measures
of entrepreneurship, such as the number of self-employed or the number of
new enterprises. Conceptually, more adequate measures of entrepreneurship are the number of innovative and growth-oriented entrepreneurship
(Shane, 2009; Stam et al., 2012; Henrekson & Sanandaji, 2014). Thus, the
entrepreneurial ecosystem concept often narrows entrepreneurship to "highgrowth start-ups", claiming that this type of entrepreneurship is an important source of innovation, productivity growth and employment (World
Economic Forum, 2013; Mason & Brown, 2014). In addition to Feld (2012)
and Stam (2014), Mason and Brown (2012) placed companies with high
growth with significant management functions that are undertaking re362
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search and development at the centre of the entrepreneurial ecosystem
(Bosma & Stam, 2012). The literature indicates that ambitious entrepreneurs more often achieve significant growth, innovation or internationalization than the "average" entrepreneur. Therefore, it is important to support
such entities. This approach is too narrow, because there are other forms of
productive entrepreneurship, for example, entrepreneurial employees. Such
employees seem particularly important for the creation of new values in
developed economies (Bosma et al., 2012; Stam, 2013; Bosma et al.,
2014). The entrepreneurial ecosystem approach thus begins with the entrepreneurial individual instead of the company and focuses on the external
business environment. This approach differs from other concepts in that the
entrepreneur is the focal point, not the enterprise.
Regional context
In works from the 1990s, the concept of an "entrepreneurial environment" or ecosystem was used to explain the influence of regional economic
and social factors on the entrepreneurship process. Many studies indicate
that the entrepreneurial ecosystem creates value at the regional level
(Fritsch, 2013; Tsvetkova, 2015). It is claimed that in dynamic ecosystems,
companies have greater development opportunities compared to companies
operating in other locations (Rosted, 2012).This means that the location is
important in building the ecosystem.
The regional context related to cultural, social, political, and economic
structures and processes related to a given place have an impact on the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Johannisson, 2011). This means that systems are
geographically related (Stam & Bosma, 2015). Therefore, in various locations, one's own entrepreneurial ecosystems can be built based on an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the territory that can encourage the
appearance of successful business concerns.
Isenberg (2010) postulates that "there is no exact formula for creating an
entrepreneurial ecosystem, there are only practical, imperfect road maps".
Different ecosystems will have different results in different parts of the
world, depending on various factors and institutions. This means that it is
not possible to accurately copy the existing entrepreneurial ecosystem
elsewhere by simply replicating its features. Only a built ecosystem based
on a specific territorial reality enables productive entrepreneurship in
a given territory. This approach suggests that building entrepreneurial activity cannot be seen in isolation from the region.
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Entrepreneurial ecosystem domains
Many studies attempt to identify key elements of a successful entrepreneurial ecosystem (Isenberg, 2010; Motoyama & Knowlton, 2017; Spigel,
2017; Brown & Mason, 2017). The entrepreneurial ecosystem framework
determines who is becoming an entrepreneur and how different domains
affect entrepreneurial activities and ecosystem results (Andersson &
Koster, 2011; Autio et al., 2014).
Systems are very diverse, and different elements can determine the success of local entrepreneurship, which actually brings positive social and
economic effects. Therefore, concepts have been developed to enable understanding of various entrepreneurial ecosystems and to outline a general
framework for the elements that are decisive for their development.
Isenberg developed a particularly influential approach in conjunction
with the Babson College Entrepreneurship Ecosystem Project, which began
to be referred to as the "entrepreneurial ecosystem strategy for economic
development" (2011). Although each ecosystem of entrepreneurship is
unique and consists of innumerable elements, one can identify a number of
general factors determining its efficiency. According to Isenberg (2010),
there are six domains of entrepreneurship: policy, finance, culture, supports, human capital and markets.
The policy domain includes government institutions supporting entrepreneurship and regulatory authorities responsible for implementing incentives to start businesses and removing barriers for business development. In
the sphere of finance, private institutions deal with entrepreneurship financing, such as business angels, venture capital funds and seed capital. Culture
embraces the social characteristics of communities which determine that
a given community behaves in an entrepreneurial way. Society's perceptions of entrepreneurs are also important. As part of the support, there are
institutions that act as stimulators of entrepreneurship, such as incubators,
technology parks, foundations supporting entrepreneurship and companies
providing services to enterprises such as accounting and legal firms that
support the creation of new companies and the development of existing
ones. Human capital includes both those professionals who have accumulated their skills through entrepreneurial education and the massive workforce that can be used for economic development. The market domain
means that there must be a mass of consumers ready to buy new products
and distribute them through a national and international network of contacts
(Arruda et al., 2013).
These six elements are the main attributes of entrepreneurial ecosystems, but they should rather be understood as the main factors that help
364
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create conditions for business operations and provide external resources
that increase the competitiveness of new ventures (Spigel, 2017).
Identification of general causal pathways is therefore of limited value.
Due to this, the meaning of context is emphasized, that is, every ecosystem
emerges in a unique set of conditions and circumstances. Not all domains
are necessary for the development of a thriving ecosystem. There are examples of successful entrepreneurial ecosystems that do not have one or
more of these elements. Broad studies show that in three domains — policy, finance and support — the key role of the institution is emphasized. We
can go beyond this and claim that one of the main features of wellfunctioning entrepreneurial ecosystems is the existence of institutions that
build potential for regional economic development (Audretsch & Lehmann,
2005; Acs et al., 2013; Feldman 2014).
Institutions as an element of entrepreneurial ecosystem
As noted, numerous studies have been carried out to identify the components of a well-functioning entrepreneurial ecosystem. The entrepreneurial ecosystem framework conditions consist of the social (informal and
formal institutions) and physical conditions enabling or constraining human
interaction. Systemic conditions are the heart of the ecosystem and include
networks of entrepreneurs, leadership, finance, talent, knowledge, and support services (Stam & Spigel, 2016). They are named generally Business
Support Institutions (Delic et al., 2012), Business Environment Institutions
(Glabiszewski et al., 2018), or Entrepreneurship Support Institutions (Korent et al., 2015). We decided to adopt the notion of Business Support Institutions (BSI) to describe entrepreneurial ecosystem institutions.
The World Economic Forum study (2013) determined that access to
markets, human capital and finance is the most important factor that developed ecosystems. But in fact, human resources and finances depend to
a large extent on institutions functioning within a given ecosystem (Acemoglu et al., 2005). It is postulated that if all regions had similar entrepreneurial resources, their translation into economic growth would be different
due to the different levels of development of the institution. Regions with
weak institutions have little chance of creating productive entrepreneurship
(Baumol & Strom, 2007). Hence, the entrepreneurial ecosystem works well
if there is a sufficient diversity of institutions that support entities operating
in it and consequently create optimal interaction between these elements
(Audretsch & Lehmann, 2005; Zhang & Li, 2010). Institutions supporting
entrepreneurship increase the cohesion of intentions, behaviours and results
of participants of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, causing it to function as
365
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a co-dependent system, not a loose collection of entities (Roundy et al.,
2017).
For an ecosystem to be successful, large established institutions should
be supportive. Business support institutions organise, within the broad institutional system of general support, the distribution sub-systems of particular support forms and instruments aimed at entrepreneurs (Kenney & Patton, 2005; Patton & Kenney, 2005). This includes organisations in different
legal forms that render services called business support services. Such services, originating in a public policy initiative, aim to assist enterprises or
entrepreneurs to develop their businesses successfully and to respond effectively to the challenges of their businesses, both socially and physically
(Commission of the European Communities, Brussels, 2001). Also, support
institutions organise a large number of events in which entrepreneurs and
the community can connect and engage with very visible and authentic
participants. Prosperous ecosystems depend on a deep, well-connected
community of newly created enterprises and entrepreneurs, as well as involved and visible investors, advisers, mentors and supporters. The common denominator seems to be the fact that entrepreneurs create a new value
when there is an extensive network of institutions supporting entrepreneurship in a given region. That is why our approach follows Isenberg (2010),
but we describe relationships within the three domains of ecosystem
framework conditions — policy, finance and support — related to the operation of institutions supporting entrepreneurship. This approach captures
the notion that in the entrepreneurial ecosystem, the ultimate impact of
individual-level action is regulated by the institutional framework conditions rather than the economic growth that follows.
Entrepreneurs' opinions
Many scholars raise the question of how to measure the activity of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. Along with the rapid dissemination of efforts to
build entrepreneurial ecosystems, it is natural to wonder what results to
follow. That is why various measures are adopted. As noted, simple
measures related to the number of enterprises are insufficient. Regional
entrepreneurial policies are currently undergoing a transition from increasing the amount of entrepreneurship to the quality of entrepreneurship. Some
ecosystems are focused around a specific type of company. Regions see the
entrepreneurial ecosystem as a marketing effort and focus on the specific
type of entity they hope to attract to their area (Bell-Masterson & Stangler,
2015).
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Considering that one of the measures of the entrepreneurial ecosystem is
the development of a network of institutions supporting entrepreneurship,
policy-makers, supporters and entrepreneurs should take into account the
local nature of the ecosystem. When creating or promoting new programs
to support entrepreneurship, decision-makers should take into account local
conditions and should consider what types of entrepreneurs are already
served by existing programs and what types of entrepreneurs still are underserved (Motoyama et al., 2014). There must be many programs and
activities that appeal to all levels of entrepreneurs and meet their needs.
This approach starts with an entrepreneurial actor, because entrepreneurship is not only the result of the system, but also entrepreneurs are important players in creating an ecosystem and maintaining it. It is important
to take into account the needs of entrepreneurs in the process of making
decisions (Feld, 2012).
This means that to build and maintain a business ecosystem that is appropriate for local enterprises, decision-makers should listen to the opinions
of the enterprises themselves and build, on this basis, entrepreneurshipsupporting programs. Considering this, we focus on opinions of enterprises
on the functioning of the entrepreneurship support system, which is an important element of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. The opinions of enterprises as the main actors of the ecosystem are extremely important. In addition, the latest literature on entrepreneurial ecosystems underscores the
important role of key ecosystem stakeholders, mainly the so-called entrepreneurial leaders (Feld, 2012).
Leadership provides direction and role models for the entrepreneurial
ecosystem. This leadership is critical in building and maintaining a healthy
ecosystem. Leaders are a strong group of entrepreneurs who are visible,
available and engaged in the region. Entrepreneurs with a long-term commitment to the ecosystem are often best positioned to recognize the opportunities and restrictions of the ecosystem and to deal with them together
with entrepreneurship support institutions. Therefore, entrepreneurs who
have benefited from entrepreneurship support institutions belong to a group
of particularly involved entities that has adopted a long-term perspective
related to a given region. This means that their opinions about the activities
of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, and especially support services, are the
most important. That is why, apart from the opinions of all companies, we
pay special attention to the opinion of enterprises that used the support of
institutions that support entrepreneurship. Moreover, based on our regional
study, we compare whether getting support as an act of cooperation between entrepreneurs and BSI changes subjective perceptions about those
institutions.
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Research methodology
Characteristic of Lubelskie Voivodeship
Taking into consideration that with entrepreneurial ecosystem theory. regional circumstances are crucial for enterprises development, we decided to
conduct our study in Lubelskie Voivodeship, which is among the least developed regions of Poland and the European Union. The data presented in
Table 1 indicate that this region presents the poorest performance among
other regions of Poland in GDP per capita in euros and gross value of fixed
assets in enterprises per capita. Furthermore, in total length of expressways
and motorways per 1.000 km2, investment outlays per capita, value of foreign capital per capita, it ranks among the last places.
Taking into account as well statistical figures as regional traits and features, we recognize Lubelskie Voivodeship as a "lagging region". To this
group can be added regions that are provincial (often border regions), remote from central regions, with relatively poor technical infrastructure. The
specificity of this area is a lack of big cities with metropolitan functions and
lack of well-developed, attractive and diverse industry as a pivotal stimulus
for outside investments. Additionally, typical features of lagging regions
include a poor R&D sector and institutional infrastructure, innovativeness
and pro-entrepreneurial attitude. Consequently, well-skilled and educated
workers migrate to regions with better opportunities.
To the crucial factors of regional development, besides communication
infrastructure, investment areas, natural resources, engagement of local
workforce, and implementation of innovations, etc., support for SMEs and
regional institutional infrastructure can be included. Unquestionably, an
active role of BSI is required. Therefore, it was our major reason and aim to
conduct a study devoted to recognition of significant differences in perceptions of regional pro-entrepreneurial institutions between businesses that
obtained or did not obtain support.
However, the active role of BSI is pointless without cooperation among
enterprises and institutions. Cooperation is a relationship in which individuals, groups and organisations interact by sharing or transferring complementary skills and resources, and their development benefits both sides
(Gnyawali et al., 2006). The ability to cooperate leads to problem-solving,
development of processes and mutual learning and finally to achievement
of different enterprises' goals (Lunnan & Haugland, 2008; Kale & Singh,
2009). Moreover, cooperation, especially fruitful cooperation, must create
a positive image of BSI in the opinion of the enterprises. Considering this
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point, we have formulated two hypothesis connected with changes in perception of BSI by enterprises that got support.
H1. Enterprises perceive support from BSI as a source of positive impact on
entrepreneurial ecosystem development.
H2. Enterprises perceive support from BSI as a source of positive impact on
direct business processes.
Data collection
Our data were derived from a random sample of companies with headquarters in the Lubelskie Voivodeship. The data were collected with Computer Assisted Web Interview (CAWI) and Paper and Pencil Interview
(PAPI) techniques. Additionally, the method of the Mixed Mode Survey
Design was implemented (Hox et al., 2008; Dillman et al., 2009). Its essence is to collect the same types of information from various groups of
people using different survey techniques. Therefore, internet questionnaires
were sent via emails (links) to 7.940 business entities and simultaneously
through Facebook to a further group of 200 entrepreneurs. Due to the low
percentage of the questionnaires which were completed and returned i.e.
3.88%, we deliberately chose to use PAPI technique to reach out to firms
that are not keen to fill out internet questionnaires. After elimination of
incomplete or incorrectly filled questionnaires in the database, the sample
totalled 386 responses. It should be noted that the original data were gathered as part of a larger research project, The model of institutional supporting entrepreneurship in the region with pro-development aspirations.
The enterprises have been selected for the study using a nonprobabilistic method, i.e. not based on the principles of probability but on
subjective inclusion of entities to the sample — purposing sampling
(Tongco, 2007). However, by implementing quota sampling, the structure
of the sample reflects the structure of the population in terms of the law
form of the enterprise and sub-regional division (Test chi2 p = 0.456 and
p = 0.513). Surveyed enterprises declared revenues from 10,000 PLN to
38,000,000 PLN, with average 634,510 PLN. Table 2 presents other characteristics of the sample.
The majority of enterprises declared services as their domain of activities (71,76%). A significant percentage indicated trade (commerce) as their
primary activity (37,56%), and 17,36% deal with industry. It should be
noted that part of the companies declared more than one type of activity;
therefore, the sum of percentages exceeds 100%. Additionally, we extract369
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ed from our sample two sub-samples, those that did not get and those that
got some sort of public support. We used this division as the dependent
variable. Enterprises that did not get support totalled 267 (69%) entities,
and the other group amounted to 119 (31%) firms. This unbalanced division aligns with other Polish studies. For example, a survey conducted in
2017 by Glabiszewski et al. (2018) in all Polish regions revealed that more
than 55% of firms identified lack of cooperation with government institutions, 63% noted lack of cooperation with units of the sphere of R&D, and
60% pointed out lack of cooperation with institutions engaged in direct
business support. Similar figures are presented by the Polish Agency for
Enterprise Development (2016)1. It seems to be typical that a minority of
Polish SMEs cooperate with BEI in some way. But general research revealed that such services are not popular among SMEs (Dyer & Ross,
2008; Hakimin, 2010; Lewis et al., 2007).
Finally, our sample appears to be relatively heterogeneous and allows us
to conduct multifaceted analyses referring to perceptions of various aspects
of regional entrepreneurial ecosystems.
Model and variables
Based on the collected data, we calculated a logit regression model.
First, conceptually, we decided to analyse whether perception of regional
Business Environment Institutions differs among companies that had access
to some sort of public support or did not. Hence, in numerical analyses, as
the dependent variable, we used a dual-variable (0–not supported; 1–
supported) that describes two groups of enterprises, i.e. those that did not
get and those that got some sort of public support. As independent variables, we adopted 18 factors that depict an ordinary scale perception of various aspects of regional pro-entrepreneurial policy. All of them were adopted by Domańska and Zajkowski in their paper in 20132. (The variables
were complemented with two controls — number of employees (logarithms) and total revenue (logarithms)). Table 3 shows descriptive statistics
for the independent variable and controls.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for independent variables x1–x18 (controls
were excluded) achieved 0.92. This means that internal consistency of
a scale is high and the items in a test measure the same construct (Miller,
1995; Cohen, & Swerdlik, 2010; Tavakol, & Dennick, 2011). All variables
x1–x18 were measured on an ordinary scale from 1 — strongly disagree to 5
1
2

https://www.parp.gov.pl/publications?language=en (5.01.2018).
http://www.jmf.wzr.pl/pim/2013_1_3_9.pdf (5.01.2018).
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— strongly agree with given perception of regional Business Environment
Ecosystem or Institutions. Additionally, we included two controls: x19 —
number of employees (logarithms) and x20 revenue in last year (logarithms). Table 4 presents the correlation’s matrix between independent
variables.
Further statistical analyses were carried out by implementing logistic
regression models (see Table 5).
The calculated model is well fit (Hosme-Lemeshow test p = 0.623 —
non to reject H0 is required; — 2 Log likelihood: 303,53; Cox & Snell R2:
0.298; Nagelkerke R2: 0.420; Chi-square p = 0.000) and allows us to draw
definitive results and conclusions (significance level p = 0.05 was accepted).

Results
Analyses revealed nine statistically significant relationships between perception of regional BSI impact on enterprises' functioning and regional
entrepreneurial ecosystem depending on whether particular enterprises got
or did not get support. A favourable experience in obtaining support boosts
positive perception that support from BSI influences positively the decision
to set up one's own business (x1). BSI at Lubelskie Voivodeship acts in
favour to create bonds between enterprises (x2), and support from BSI increases opportunities to survive in the market (x3). Moreover, supported
enterprises perceived better aspects such as positive influence on enterprises’ innovativeness thanks to BSI (x9), and more were convinced that support programmes of BSI are available for a broad group of companies (x16)
and that members of staff in BSI are engaged and willing to lend support
(x17). By contrast, enterprises that obtained support are less prone to claim
that support from BSI increases opportunities to capture outside investors
(x5), that BSI influences development of Lubelskie Voivodeship (x12) and
that BSI in Lubelskie Voivodeship are keen to cooperate with each other
(x14).
First, we can conclude that obtaining support for enterprises changes
general perceptions related to BSI. Our model showed that in nine out of
eighteen surveyed areas (variables), differences in perception occurred that
are statistically significant. Confirmed differentiations can be divided into
two groups: aspects that refer to general entrepreneurial ecosystem functioning and those that affect directly entrepreneurs' operational processes.
In the first group, there were both positive and negative perception changes
of various aspects of BSI. Positive changes encompass such aspects as
371
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market survival (x3), broad access to the support (x16) and engagement and
competences of BSI staff (x17). A drop in the perception refers to influences
of Lubelskie Voivodeship's development (x12) and propensity to cooperate
with each other (x14). Consequently, Hypothesis H1 cannot be verified positively. Enterprises that had access to some sort of support in fact changed
their opinions related to BSI, but changes are not all one-way.
Taking into account activities of BSI that refer to entrepreneurs’ functioning directly, three were seen as better, i.e. sparking decisions to set up
businesses (x1), creating bonds between enterprises (x2) and impact on innovativeness (x9). One was perceived as worse: opportunities to capture
outside investors (x5). We assumed that involvement of outside investors
occurs relatively seldom and is less important for companies than surviving
in the market, innovativeness and business establishment. From this perspective, we suggest that Hypothesis H2 was confirmed.

Discussion
Boter and Lundstrom (2006) showed that the services offered by institutions are considered effective and workable if the utilisation rate was satisfactory. It seems to be typical of people’s behaviour and perception that
even if they had some troubles with their application for support, after
a positive decision, they should be prone to “forgive” difficulties and utterly assess the institution rather well. We expected that in this case, we would
observe something like the “halo effect”, which was introduced to psychology by Thorndike in 1920, and which could be transferred to the processes
of assessing general institutions (Rasmussen, 2008; Schneider et al., 2012).
Specifically, we expected that if one feature of BSI is perceived well, this
positive perception would be transferred to other features (activities, engagement etc.). But our findings did not confirm this phenomenon literally.
It rather occurred that if the enterprises had narrow contacts with BSI, they
know specificity of BSI and they are aware of their limitations than businesses are less prone to believe that BSI are able to influence directly the
development of the region or to help identify potential investors. Moreover,
due to permanent competition between BSI, these institutions are not inclined to cooperate. More often, they struggle to win the same UE funds
(grants, projects, programmes) rather than cooperate to allocate resources in
the best way. This competition or sometimes aggressiveness is of course
observed by enterprises and transferred to their opinions about the unwillingness to cooperate.
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Importantly, the growing significance of the influence of public support
on entrepreneurs' innovativeness, which is necessary to improve firms’
competitiveness in the market, should be underscored (Ejdys et al., 2015;
Daniluk, 2016). Moreover, Thurik et al. (2013) suggested that the role of
regional policy is not to maximize a certain indicator of entrepreneurship,
but to create a system in which productive entrepreneurship can flourish.
Additionally, an impact of BSI as a potential organisation that consciously
and subconsciously encourages entrepreneurs to tighten cooperation and
create mutual bonds is supportive for regional collective learning. There are
processes that reduce the uncertainty firms face in a rapidly changing technological environment, such a competence gap arising from the firm’s limited ability to process and understand available information (Lorenz, 1996).
It helps overcome internal coordination problems by constructing shared
knowledge in the form of commonly understood rules and accepted procedures (Lazaric & Lorenz 1997; Lawson, 1997). Finally, better understanding of business functioning conditions should encourage people to make the
decision to set up their own businesses.

Conclusions
Taking into account both the theoretical background and the results of the
study, we can make two recommendations. First, our contribution to the
theory is that positive experience tied with cooperation between enterprises
and BSI affect perception of those institutions in the group of companies.
Generally, they are assessed better, but some fields are perceived as worse.
Getting support moderates the perception of companies, but it is worth
assessing whether these changes are stable und unchangeable over time or
whether this is only a fleeting effect. This needs a more profound study.
Another question is whether getting support sparks willingness of enterprises to take steps to obtain the next supportive products and services. On
the basis of our study, these questions are unanswered.
Our findings can also be supportive for regional pro-entrepreneurial policy-makers and other groups of stakeholders. On the one hand, when they
create local supportive policy, they should take into account local conditions and consider what types of entrepreneurs are already served by existing programs and what types of entrepreneurs still are underserved (Motoyama et al., 2014). On the other hand, policy-makers need to be aware that
perceptions of enterprises after they are supported in some aspects act in
favour of BSI and should engage those enterprises in the creation of informing policy and dissemination of BSI offers. We deeply believe that
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nobody is as convincing to other entrepreneurs as other entrepreneurs.
Thus, entrepreneurs and entrepreneurships that get support can act as leaders (Feld, 2012) or best practitioners (Frese et al., 2014) that are visible,
available and engaged in the regional development. Using their image can
boost delivery and promotion related to regional entrepreneurial ecosystem
and regional BSI activities. For entrepreneurs, this engagement can serve as
non-profit advertisement, and in this way, the interests of both entities
would be balanced.
Results presented above are not free from limitations. Due to technical
and financial difficulties and demands empirical research was done only for
a single region in a single country (Poland). Thus they reflect the regional
specificity of one of the less developed areas in UE and they could differ
between regions in Poland and other EU countries. Simultaneously, this
limitation could be a springboard for further studies based on cross-regional
or cross-countries analyses in this field. It is still open canvas how the
Business Environment Ecosystem or Institutions are perceived in different
regions.
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Regions
POLAND
Łódzkie
Mazowieckie
Małopolskie
Śląskie
Lubelskie
Podkarpackie
Podlaskie
Świętokrzyskie
Lubuskie
Wielkopolskie
Zachodniopomorskie
Dolnośląskie
Opolskie
Kujawsko-pomorskie
Pomorskie
Warmińsko-mazurskie

Indicators
Total length of
express-ways and
motorways per 1000
km2
9.8
22.3
7.2
11.4
24.9
3.2
6.9
2.3
4.9
16.6
12.1
7.0
14.3
9.4
11.1
7.5
5.8
7 069
6 980
10 868
6 277
6 445
4 837
5 172
5 754
4 624
5 762
7 291
6 383
7 800
8 062
6 692
7 277
5 587

Investment
outlays per capita
(current prices)

Table 1. Development indicators for each region of Poland (data for 2015)

Annex

100.0
94.5
171.2
76.7
117
53.5
64.5
61.1
67.4
94.1
105.3
82.5
118.4
87.5
76.2
93.2
57.1

Gross value of fixed
assets in enterprises per
capita - Poland=100

100
39
340
70
71
14
48
7
40
27
119
86
110
40
25
65
19

Value of foreign
capital per capita
(Poland=100)

Tabela 2. Characteristics of the sample (n=386)
Characteristics
To 5 years
From 5 to 10 lat
Above 10 years
Micro
Small
Medium
Huge
Local
Regional
Domestic
International

Number of enterprises
Age
97
147
142
Employment
345
35
4
2
Range of activity
262
80
23
21

[%]
25.13
38.08
36.79
89.38
9.07
1.04
0.52
67.88
20.73
5.96
5.44

Revenues (logarithms) – x20

Employment (logarithms) – x19

Time of waiting for service rendered by BEI is adequate – x18
Controles

Support from BEI increases enterprises’ profitability – x13
BEI in Lubelskie Voivodeship are keen to cooperate – x14
BEI in Lubelskie Voivodeship disseminate information related to their
offer – x15
Support programmes of BEI are available for broad group of
companies – x16
Members of Staff in BEI are engaged and willing to get support – x17

BEI have an impact on development of Lubelskie Voivodeship – x12

BEI in Lubelskie Voivodeship are active – x7e
Support from Business Support Institutions improve enterprises’ image
– x8
Support from BEI influences positively enterprises’ innovativeness –
x9
Support from BEI increases enterprises’ competences – x10
BEI in Lubelskie Voivodeship are acting as a connected network – x11

BEI are willing to undertake cooperation with enterprises – x4
Support from BEI increases opportunities to attract outside investors –
x5
Support from BEI increases enterprises’ competitiveness – x6

Support from BEI influences positively a decision to set-up own
business – x1
BEI at Lubelskie Voivodeship act in favour to create bounds between
enterprises – x2
Support from BEI increases opportunities to survive on market – x3

Variables
4.0
3.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
2.0
4.0
4.0
3.0
4.0
2.0
3.0
3.0
Mean
0.392
5.382

386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
386
N
386
386

Median

386

N

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for independent variable and controls

0.5
0.5
SD
0.448
0.531

0.5

1.0

0.5
0.5
0.5
0.0
1.0

0.0

0.5

0.5
1.0

0.0

0.5
1.0

1.0

0.5

Quartile
Deviation

0.14
0.14
Skewness
1.695
0.636

0.20

0.33

0.14
0.20
0.11
0.00
0.33

0.00

0.14

0.11
0.33

0.00

0.11
0.33

0.33

0.11

Coefficient
of Quartile
Deviation

3.0
3.0
Kurtosis
4.767
0.553

2.0

2.0

3.0
2.0
4.0
4.0
2.0

4.0

3.0

4.0
2.0

4.0

4.0
2.0

2.0

4.0

Q1

4.0
4.0

3.0

4.0

4.0
3.0
5.0
4.0
4.0

4.0

4.0

5.0
4.0

4.0

5.0
4.0

4.0

5.0

Q3

1.0
1.0

1.0

-2.0

-1.0
1.0
1.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

-1.0

1.0
0.0

0.0

1.0
-2.0

0.0

1.0

Skewness

x1
x2
x3
x1
1
x2 ,112*
1
x3 ,703** ,173**
1
**
x4 ,171
,648** ,270**
x5 ,571** ,213** ,709**
x6 ,500** ,261** ,615**
x7 ,197** ,520** ,286**
x8 ,454** ,294** ,528**
x9 ,619** ,175** ,702**
x10 ,480** ,297** ,554**
x11 0,037 ,383** 0,032
x12 ,564** ,252** ,550**
x13 ,606** ,194** ,622**
x14 0,075 ,442** ,117*
x15 ,206** ,443** ,296**
x16 ,147** ,419** ,194**
x17 ,248** ,449** ,323**
x18 ,283** ,430** ,281**
x19 -0,032 -0,085 -0,019
x20 0,063 -0,029 0,049
*. p= 0.05 (two-tailed)
**. p= 0.01 (two-tailed)

x5

1
,683**
,349**
,555**
,655**
,569**
0,095
,481**
,553**
,149**
,344**
,254**
,300**
,278**
-0,072
-0,021

x4

1
,323**
,393**
,673**
,500**
,237**
,413**
,418**
,314**
,308**
,409**
,572**
,453**
,552**
,525**
-0,081
-0,025
1
,257**
,696**
,581**
,727**
0,023
,579**
,578**
,179**
,290**
,180**
,239**
,289**
-,101*
-0,015

x6

1
,318**
,302**
,282**
,487**
,270**
,343**
,445**
,591**
,476**
,580**
,471**
-,107*
-,107*

x7

1
,564**
,764**
,176**
,621**
,600**
,212**
,417**
,241**
,350**
,382**
-0,077
0,028

x8

Table 4. Correlations between independent variables
x10

1
,582**
1
,111* ,104*
,627** ,696**
,729** ,722**
,213** ,187**
,360** ,395**
,248** ,246**
,322** ,362**
,270** ,303**
-0,050 -,136**
0,019 -0,049

x9

1
0,020
,118*
,626**
,444**
,638**
,392**
,381**
-0,036
0,016

x11

1
,632**
,187**
,304**
,178**
,387**
,317**
-,120*
-0,051

x12

1
,184**
,403**
,227**
,414**
,314**
-0,044
0,022

x13

1
,387**
,569**
,440**
,448**
-0,028
0,025

x14

1
,476**
,592**
,504**
-0,069
-0,046

x15

x17

x18

x19

1
,521**
1
,467** ,711**
1
0,053 -,106* -0,077
1
0,087 -0,060 0,004 ,772**

x16

1

x20

Table 5. Logit regression model

Variables

B

95% confidence interval for
EXP(B)

Standard
error

Wald

p

Exp(B)
Lower limit

Upper limit

IV
x1

1.346

0.295

20.856

0.000

3.843

2.157

6.849

x2

0.458

0.171

7.161

0.007

1.581

1.130

2.211

x3

0.723

0.338

4.578

0.032

2.061

1.063

3.998

x4

-0.159

0.213

0.558

0.455

0.853

0.562

1.294

x5

-1.388

0.320

18.823

0.000

0.250

0.133

0.467

x6

0.360

0.277

1.688

0.194

1.433

0.833

2.465

x7

0.173

0.202

0.739

0.390

1.189

0.801

1.766

x8

0.024

0.275

0.008

0.930

1.024

0.598

1.756

x9

1.414

0.301

4.889

0.027

1.513

0.838

2.732

x10

-0.017

0.310

0.003

0.956

0.983

0.535

1.806

x11

-0.260

0.200

1.679

0.195

0.771

0.521

1.142

x12

-1.398

0.253

4.483

0.034

0.672

0.409

1.102

x13

-0.154

0.305

0.254

0.614

0.858

0.472

1.558

x14

-0.407

0.203

4.032

0.045

0.666

0.448

0.990

x15

-0.016

0.195

0.007

0.935

0.984

0.672

1.442

x16

0.429

0.181

5.639

0.018

1.535

1.078

2.187

x17

1.210

0.280

18.662

0.000

3.352

1.936

5.803

x18

-0.269

0.269

0.997

0.318

0.764

0.451

1.295

x19

0.196

0.454

0.186

0.666

1.216

0.499

2.962

x20

-0.290

0.400

0.524

0.469

0.748

0.342

1.640

Constant

-7.391

2.188

11.406

0.001

0.001

Controles

