Profiles of Entrepreneurs: Discriminant and Cluster
Analyses of the Romans 12 Motivational Gifts and

Locus of Control as Predictors of Entrepreneurs

Lypia R. KNOPF

Regent University

GREGORY A. STONE

Regent University

Brucke E. WINSTON

Regent University
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to see if the Romans
12 motivational gifts and locus of control (Brandstitter,
2011; Hansemark, 2003; J. R. Lumpkin, 1985; Mueller
& Thomas, 2001; Rauch & Frese, 2007; Rotter, 1966)
predict membership in either the entrepreneur or non-
entrepreneurial (business leaders) member groups and
consequently discover the motivational gift profiles of
entrepreneurs. This study continued the exploratory stud-
ies of the Romans 12 motivational gifts and its implica-
tions related to job fit and job satisfaction for law enforce-
ment employees (McPherson, 2008), college professors
(Tomlinson & Winston, 2011), nurses (Tomlinson,
2012), the military (Earnhardt, 2014), and entrepreneurs
(Pierce, 2015).

Winston (2009) argued that when people are in posi-
tions that match their motivational gift profile, they are

not only self-motivated to perform their tasks but also
more likely to aid society in the establishment of strong
and viable businesses. There are no studies that examine

the motivational gifts profiles of entrepreneurs.

Romans 12 Motivational Gifts

When people serve according to their giftedness, they
serve competently and bring God’s power and presence to
others with love and grace (Bugbee, 2005). Motivational
gifts appear to characterize fundamental motivations—
inherent predispositions that characterize each distinct
person by virtue of the Creator’s unique workmanship in
His creation (Walker, 2002).

The seven motivational gifts of Romans 12 are per-
ceiving, serving, teaching, encouraging, giving, leading,
and exhibiting mercy.

Perceiving. According to Dellavecchio and Winston
(2015), the motivational gift of perceiving “is the extraor-

@ JBIB * Volume 20, #2 * Fall 2017



dinary ability to discern and proclaim truth” (p. 4).
Fortune and Fortune (2009) called it the perceiver gift;
we chose this as well to avoid confusion with the 1
Corinthians 12 pericope. The gift of perceiving (proph-
ecy) in Romans 12 stems from the Greek word propheteia
meaning manifesting, revealing, showing forth, making
known, and uncovering vital information essential for
spiritual living and development (C. Bryant, 1991;
Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015).

Serving. Wagner (1979) remarked the gift of serv-
ing is the God-given capacity to determine the unmet
needs involved in a task and to employ available resources
to meet those needs and help achieve the desired goals
without concern or desire for recognition or rank; this is
not one-to-one, person-centered-like mercy. Rather it is
task-oriented (Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015). Strong
(1890) reported the Greek word for serving is diakonia,
meaning to aid.

Teaching. The gift of teaching is the exceptional God-
given ability to discern, analyze, and clearly communicate
information and truth in such a way that others will learn
(C. Bryant, 1991; Bugbee et al., 1994; Dellavecchio &
Winston, 2015; Flynn, 1974; Kinghorn, 1976; McRae,
1976; Wagner, 1979, p. 127). The Greek word for
teaching is didaskalia, which means to illuminate, clarify,
elucidate, simplify, and illustrate for the purposes of
communication and comprehension (C. Bryant, 1991;
Strong, 1890).

Encouraging. The gift of encouraging is a God-given
ability to call forth the best in others by ministering words
of encouragement, consolation, and comfort such that
others feel helped and healed (Dellavecchio & Winston,
2015; Wagner, 1979). The Greek word for encouraging
is parakaleo or paraklesis; it has two parts—one is a call,
and the other is companionship. Together, they mean to
be with and for another, to exhort, edify, and comfort
(C. Bryant, 1991, p. 77; Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015;
Strong, 1890; Winston, 2009).

Giving. The gift of giving is the God-given ability to
comprehend the material needs of people and then gener-
ously meet those needs (Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015).
C. Bryant (1991) remarked, “The ability to manage one’s
resources of income, time, energy, and skills to exceed
what is considered to be a reasonable standard for giving”
(p. 85). The Greek word for giving is metadidomi, mean-
ing to turn or to give over, transfer, or share (Dellavecchio

& Winston, 2015; Strong, 1890).

Ruling. Dellavecchio and Winston (2015) asserted,
“The gift of ruling is the God-given ability to set goals
in accordance with God’s purpose for the future and to
communicate these goals to others in a way they harmo-
niously work together for the glory of God” (p. 5). The
Greek word for ruling is proistemi, which means to stand
over and place over and is translated as rule (Dellavecchio
& Winston, 2015; Strong, 1890).

Mercy. The gift of mercy is the God-given, extraor-
dinary ability to feel genuine empathy and compassion
for those who suffer distressing mental, physical, emo-
tional, social, and spiritual pain (C. Bryant, 1991, p. 114;
Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015) and to translate that
compassion into deeds done cheerfully (Dellavecchio &
Winston, 2015; Wagner, 1979, p. 223). The Greek word
for mercy is eleeo, which translated means have compassion
on (Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015; Strong, 1890).

Gift Mix

Wagner (1979) suspected most or perhaps all
Christians have what one would call a Gift Mix (p. 40).
Like Dellavecchio and Winston’s study, the current
research focuses on the gifts of Romans 12 and suggests
that the Romans 12 gifts exist as a mix or pattern of all
seven gifts. This study’s research method consists of con-
ducting discriminant and cluster analyses of the Romans
12 motivational gifts and locus of control as predictors of
the entrepreneur and non-entrepreneurial member groups.

Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneur

Darling and Beebe (2007) described successful entre-
preneurship as a process of leading through direct involve-
ment and example; it generates value for organizational
stakeholders by collecting altogether a product or service
innovation and package of resources to respond to an
identified opportunity. Bennett (2014) declared the
entrepreneur is viewed as a strategic entity significantly
influencing the fruitful launch, sustainment, and expan-
sion of new ventures and generating a great number of
benefits for the community. G. T. Lumpkin and Dess
(1996) suggested entrepreneurs “don’t ‘see’ the risks that
others see, or, alternatively, they see non-entrepreneurial
behavior as far [riskier]” (p. 164).

Zhao, Seibert, and Lumpkin (2010) remarked,
“Failure as an entrepreneur can be costly to society in

terms of missed opportunities and lost resources and can
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be devastating to the individual entrepreneur in terms
of its financial and psychological impacts” (p. 399).
Therefore, our study provides a useful focus on indi-
viduals called entrepreneurs to uncover their motivational
gift cluster profile and explore the correlations of each
motivational gift in relationship to their IEO, believing
this will help not only individuals and their potential for
success but also leaders of governments, firms, and the
academy who are seeking to find individuals within their
organizations who are a good match for participation in

entrepreneurial projects and endeavors.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

Fritz (2006) declared EO has been established as an
overall strategic gestalt purposive in assessing business
performance. He asserted firms have rapidly been seek-
ing ways to become more adaptive and innovative to
compete in the growing dynamic global economy and
affirmed undoubtedly the EO construct with its accen-
tuation on innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactive-
ness is a current and prevalent strategic option broadly
being discussed (G. T. Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Lyon,
Lumpkin, & Dess, 2000).

G. T. Lumpkin and Dess (1996) reported the key
dimensions that characterize an EO consist of a disposition
to act autonomously, a willingness to innovate and take
risks, and a propensity to be aggressive toward competitors
and proactive in relation to marketplace opportunities (p.
137). They believed the EO construct represents the pro-
cess facet of entrepreneurship (p. 165). Bolton and Lane
(2012) articulated although EO and traits have been evalu-
ated for “university students in some academic research
(Gurol [&] Atsan, 2006; Levenburg [&] Schwarz, 2008;
Raposo et al., 2008), there has never been a thorough
assessment and validation of the EO construct at the indi-
vidual level” (p. 220). Yet according to numerous empiri-
cal studies (see Rauch, Wiklund, & Lumpkin, 2009, for
a summary), EO is a key causal factor in the success of
organizations. Thus, they created a validated measure for
individuals rather than organizations (p. 220).

Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation

D. W. Bryant (2015) argued since current research
focuses on the individual rather than the firm, it is logical
to incorporate a validated measure for individuals rather
than firms. He asserted based on the entrepreneurial work

of G. T. Lumpkin and Dess (1996), Bolton and Lane
(2012) designed, validated, and tested the IEO instru-
ment (D. W. Bryant, 2015). Stevenson and Jarillo (1990)
posited, “The plethora of studies on entrepreneurship can
be divided in three main categories: what happens when
entrepreneurs act, why they act, and how they act” (p. 18).
Their work offers a favorable emphasis on the entrepre-
neur as an individual and on the notion that “individual
human beings—with their background, environment,
goals, values, and motivations—are the real objects of
analysis” (p. 18).

Bolton and Lane (2012) argued comprehending EO
at the individual level “could also be valuable to future
business owners, to business incubators and to potential
investors who are considering supporting business propos-
als” (p. 220). Therefore, the current authors researched
the EO of individuals and built on the notion that
researching individual human beings, specifically in the
area of their motivational gifts and EO, fills an important
gap in the research.

Dimensions of Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation

Utilizing exploratory factor analysis, Bolton and
Lane (2012) revealed three of five distinct dimensions
of EO demonstrating reliability and validity: innova-
tiveness, risk-taking, and proactiveness (p. 219, 229;
D. W. Bryant, 2015). Likewise, Rauch, et al. (2009)
asserted, “Based on Miller’s (1983) conceptualization,
three dimensions of EO have been identified and used
consistently in the literature: innovativeness, risk-taking,
and proactiveness” (p. 763). According to Bolton and
Lane, utilization of the measurement of IEO may indicate
how successful individuals might be as entrepreneurs (p.
223). Thus, the current research uses the IEO measure-
ment to conduct discriminant and cluster analyses on the
Romans 12 motivational gift clusters and locus of control
(Brandstitter, 2011; Hansemark, 2003; J. R. Lumpkin,
1985; Mueller & Thomas, 2001; Rauch & Frese, 2007;
Rotter, 1966) as predictors of membership in either the
entrepreneur or non-entrepreneurial (business leaders)
member groups as well as a canonical correlation analysis

of the seven motivational gifts and three dimensions of
IEO (Bolton & Lane, 2012; D. W. Bryant, 2015).

Locus of Control
Dorsa (2007) indicated entrepreneurs and intrapre-
neurs are frequently self-directed individuals with one of
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their inclinations to act being intently related to locus of
control, self-efficacy, learned optimism, drive, and the
need to achieve. Bennett (2014) shared, “The entrepre-
neur leader possesses an internal locus of control and self-
efficacy with an orientation that is innovative, proactive,
and able to sense opportunity” (p. 6).

D. Miller noted several investigators (D. Miller,
Kets de Vries, & Toulouse, 1982; Shapero, 1975) have
maintained entrepreneurial behavior such as innovation,
risk-taking, and proactiveness are strongly associated with
locus of control (p. 778).

Rotter (1966) asserted when individuals view an
event as contingent upon their own behavior or their own
relatively permanent characteristics, it is termed as a belief
in internal control; those who experience having control
over occurrences have an internal locus of control. In this
present study, we conducted a discriminant analysis of the
Romans 12 motivational gifts and locus of control to see
if we could predict membership into an entrepreneurial
group, as determined using the IEO.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Following are the research questions under investiga-
tion in this study:
RQ,: Can we use the Romans 12 motivational gifts to
predict entrepreneurs?
RQ,:
RQ;:

Can we use locus of control to predict entrepreneurs?

What is the motivational gift profile of entrepreneurs?

Following are the hypotheses under investigation in
this study:

H,:  Discriminant analysis using the seven motivation-
al gifts of perceiver, server, teacher, encourager,
giver, ruler, and mercy predict membership in
the entrepreneurial group as identified by a score
above the median in each of the three dimensions
of the IEO—innovativeness, risk taking, and pro-
activeness.

H,: The motivational gift clusters of entrepreneurs

reveal several entrepreneurial gift mixes/profiles.

METHOD

A near equal number of entrepreneur and non-entre-
preneur participants were sought primarily using the busi-
ness social media platform LinkedIn. The sample popula-

tion for this study was business leaders and managers of
profit, nonprofit, government, and education organizations.

Castelli, Egleston, and Marx (2013) stated social
media has become a prominent source for connecting
with others globally. An international character of a
researcher sample population is particularly needed today
with scholars’ and practitioners’ emphasis on skills, devel-
opments, and requirements for competent global leader-
ship (Castelli et al., 2013). Castelli et al. argued the use
of SMN offers sound methods for accessing and gaining
potential participants for research studies; it also improves
the credibility and quality of survey results from interna-
tional professionals with real-world experience.

The data in this study were collected via an online
SurveyMonkey survey using various SMNs. The first
step to enlisting participants on LinkedIn was to connect
with the lead author’s 1,050 personal LinkedIn connec-
tions. The snowball method was also utilized to gain an
even broader reach than the author’s direct connections.
Castelli et al. (2013) described a snowball sample as one
in which investigators collect data on the few members
of the target population they can locate and then asks
those participants to provide information needed to locate
other members of that population whom they know.
Additionally, the lead author joined business leader and
entrepreneurial groups on LinkedIn as a crucial aspect
of connecting with others and cultivating relationships.
LinkedIn makes this process quite user-friendly (Castelli
et al., 2013).

The three data collection instruments used in this
study were: (a) the Motivational Gift Test (Dellavecchio
& Winston, 2015), (b) the Brief Locus of Control instru-
ment (J. R. Lumpkin, 1985), and (c) the IEO instrument
(Bolton & Lane, 2012).

The 29 items of the motivational gifts test used a scale
of 0-5 (0 = no behavior occurs to 5 = the behavior occurs all
the time) (Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015). The current
research utilizes Bolton and Lane’s (2012) IEO instru-
ment, for three of the dimensions (i.e., innovativeness,
risk-taking, and proactiveness), which statistically corre-
lated with measures of entrepreneurial intention (Bolton
& Lane, 2012). “Cronbach’s [alphas] on all three dimen-
sions meet Nunally and Bernstein’s (1994) standard for
scale development studies of 0.7” (Bolton & Lane, 2012,
p- 228). Item reduction and scale purification, along with
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the results of the factor analysis, resulted in a 10-item
measurement with the three subscales that propose a
measure of IEO that is content valid and reliable with
construct validity (p. 228). Items are measured using a
5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree) (Bolton & Lane, 2012, p. 220).

J. R. Lumpkin (1985) argued of the many scales pro-
posed to measure locus of control, the majority were too
long to use efficiently in survey research in which locus
of control is not the primary focus; thus, he created a six-
item scale from Rotter’s (19606) scale using a 5-point Likert
format advocated by Levenson (1974). The scale has a
Cronbach’s alpha of .68 that compared “favorably with the
range of .65 to .79 documented by Rotter (1960).

Demographic information of the current study’s par-
ticipants were collected in the demographic profile of the
online survey questionnaire and included age, educational
level, continent lived in, gender, cultural region identifi-
cation, current position or role, length of work service,
business leader field (government, education, for-profit,
non-profit), years worked in current job or role, annual
compensation, religious affiliation, entrepreneurial belief,
number of years as an entrepreneur, and number of entre-

preneurial endeavors.

Data Analysis Procedure

First, frequencies summarized the characteristics of
the research participants. Second, we converted responses
to the Romans 12 motivational gifts into a percentage
score instead of the total raw score. Each respondent was
graded on a 100-point scale for each motivational gift,
which was then used for cluster analysis, which identifies
homogeneous subgroups of cases in a population when
the investigator does not know the number of groups
ahead of time yet wants to determine groups and then
analyze group membership (Tomlinson, 2012). Third, a
discriminant analysis was conducted on the seven moti-
vational gifts and locus of control for all participants to
predict membership in either of the two entrepreneurial
groups. A dummy variable indicated the absence or pres-
ence of IEO (entrepreneur or non-entrepreneurial mem-
ber). Fourth, results of the cluster analysis revealed the
motivational gift profiles of entrepreneurs. Lastly, results
were assessed as to the generalizability of the Romans 12
gifts as predictors of entrepreneurs for both Christian and
non-Christian business leaders alike.

Discriminant Analysis. Rovai, Baker, and Ponton
(2014) posited that discriminant analysis is a parametric
operation that depicts or predicts membership in two or
more mutually exclusive groups from a set of predictors
when there is no innate ordering on the groups. It is much
like multiple regression with the chief difference being
that in discriminant analysis the DV is categorical rather
than continuous (p. 548). Discriminant function analysis
predicted a categorical dependent variable (entrepreneur
vs. Non-entrepreneurial member), called a grouping vari-
able, by one or more continuous or binary independent
variables (seven Rom 12 motivational gifts) called predic-
tor variables. Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2010)
explained the technique for two classifications entails a
two-group discriminant analysis and necessitates extract-
ing a variate. “The discriminant variety is the linear com-
bination of the two (or more) independent variables that
will discriminate best between the objects (persons, firms,
etc.) in the groups defined a priori” (p. 239).

Hair et al. (2010) elaborated that discrimination is
accomplished by calculating the variate’s weights for each
separate independent variable to magnify the differences
between the groups (e.g., the between-group variance rela-
tive to the within-group variance). The discriminant score
for each object in the analysis was a summation of the
values gained by multiplying each distinct independent
variable by its discriminant weight. The average discrimi-
nant scores for all the individuals within a specific group
was the mean that is called a centroid. When an analysis
entails two groups, there are two centroids; with three
groups, three centroids; and so on. The centroids showed
the most typical location of any member from a specific
group, and a comparison of the group centroids demon-
strated how far apart the groups were with regard to that
discriminant function (Hair et al., 2010, pp. 239-240).

RESULTS

Table 1 illustrates the demographics reported by the
422 respondents. The demographic profile showed that
68% were 46+ years of age, 95% were Christian, 80%
were Anglo culture, 67% worked in business, and 62%
were owners or middle-managers. Table 2 shows the

Cronbach’s Alpha scores for the measurement scales.
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Table 1: Demographics

Variable Frequency % Cum. %
Age

18-22 9 21 22
26 32 15 10.7 129
36-42 76 18.0 312
46-54 152 460 6/6
55+ 135 320 100.0
Total 417 98.§

Educalion level

High sckool 14 33 34
Scme college 82 191 230
Bachelor’s degree 130 308 542
Master's degree 134 218 863
Doctoral/Professional degree 57 & 100.00
Tolal 417 98.8

Gender

Male 179 424 431
Female 2 550 100.00
Tatal 415 UR 4

Continent where ane lives

Europe 3 07 0.7
Asia 5 12 19
Africa 5 1.2 31
Nortk America 101 95.0 995
Scutk America 1 02 99 R
Anstralia and Oceania 1 02 100 ()
Total 416 98.6

Cultural region identification

Latm Amernica 14 33 34
Middlc Eas: 1 02 36
Nord:c Europe 9 21 58
Anglo 339 £0.3 881
Sub-Saharan Africa 8 19 900
Eastern Europe - 09 910
Latm Ewope 6 14 925
Confucian Asia 14 33 959
Scutkern As1a 3 0.7 066
Germansc Europe 14 33 100.0
‘I'atal 412 Y/ 6

Business leader field

For profit 159 377 385
Norprofit 121 28.7 678
Government 18 43 722
Educaticn 115 273 100.0
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Table 1: Demographics (continued)

Varable Frequency Y% Cum.%
Total 413 979

Tradition or beliefs

Buddhizm 2 05 05
Christiznity 395 936 954
Judaism 3 0.7 96.2
Other - 09 97.1
Nune 12 28 100.0
Total 416 8.6

Current position or rele

Entry-level manzagement 62 147 152
Niddle management 114 215 436
Executivz leader/Senior director 80 19.0 63.2
Vice president 35 83 718
Owner/President'CEO 102 242 96.8
Eoard of dircctors 13 31 100.0
Total 408 96.7

Length of work service

< 1 year 32 16 /R
1-2 years 50 118 200
3-3 years 72 17.1 375
6-10 years 84 199 579
11 15 years 59 110 723
16-20 years 33 78 803
2AH y=ars Kl 192 1000
Total 411 974

Annual income level

$0-$25.000 34 8.1 3.4
$25.001-850.000 78 185 276
$50.001 $75,000 03 220 505
$75,001-8$100,000 70 166 67.7
S100.001-5125 000 43 1072 IR3
$125.001-$150.000 30 4 | 85.7
$150,001-$175,000 12 28 88.7
$175.001-$200,000 12 28 916
$200,001+ 31 2.1 100.0
Total 406 96.2

Years as an entrepreneur

0-3 years 33 78 156
3-6 vears 21 50 256
G-9 years 19 45 346
10+ yzars 138 327 100.0
Total 211 50.0
Entrepreneurial endeavors

() 92 21 R 9
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Table 1: Demographics (continued)

Variable Frequency % Cum_ %

1 63 149 437

23 111 270 758

4 20 47 814

S+ 66 156 100 0

Total 355 841

Table 2: Reliability Results

Varable Number of Items Cronbach's a
Motivational gift: Percerver 1 7
Motivational gift: Server 4 56
Motivational gift: Teacher 4 o4
Motivational gift: Encourager 4 76
Mouvatuoual gi1il. Give 4 00
Motivational gift: Ruler -+ )
Motivational gift: Mercy 5 g%
Internal locus of control 3 49
Hxternal locus of control 3 47
IEO: Risk taking 3 76
IEO. Innuvalvensss 4 77
ILO: Proactiveness 3 69

Discriminant Analysis

Hypothesis 1 stated discriminant analysis using the
seven motivational gifts of perceiver, server, teacher,
encourager, giver, ruler, and mercy predicts membership in
the entrepreneurial group as identified by a score above the
median in each of the three dimensions of the IEO—inno-
vativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness. This method of
classification has been used in social science studies (Bem,
1974; Gottfredson, 2009; Horowitz, et al., 1997) but has
lost favor because of the reduction of statistical power
when used for independent variables (MacCallum, Zhang,
Preacher, & Rucker, 2002), but since this method was used
to categorize the dependent variable, we used it here in that
it does not impact statistical power analysis. A discriminant

analysis was conducted by SPSS Version 23 on the seven
motivational gifts to predict membership in either the
entrepreneur or non-entrepreneurial member groups.
Discrimination was accomplished by calculating the
variate’s weights for each separate independent variable
to magnify the between-group variance relative to the
within-group variance. The average discriminant scores
for all the individuals within the entrepreneur group was
the mean called a centroid (Hair et al., 2010, pp. 239-
240). A two-step Wilks’ lambda was utilized to test if the
discriminant model as a whole was significant and evalu-
ated each of the seven motivational gifts (i.c., independent
variables) to ascertain which differed significantly in mean
by group (Rovai et al., 2014, p. 431). The cutting points
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Table 3: Means, Standard Deviations, and N

Variable 0 (N = 346) 1 (N=176) Total (N =422)
Motivational gift: Perceiver .61 (.16) .69 (.15) .62 (.16)
Motivational gift: Server .65 (.13) .64 (.13) .64 (.13)
Motivational gift: Teacher .62 (.16) .74 (.16) .64 (.17)
Motivational gift: .60 (.18) .68 (.19) .61 (.18)
Encourager
Motivational gift: Giver 56 (.17) .61 (.19) 57 (.18)
Motivational gift: Ruler .66 (.15) 78 (.13) .68 (.15)
Motivational gift: Mercy 53(.19) .55 (.20) 53 (.19)

Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 0 = Nonentrepreneur; 1 =
Entrepreneur.
Table 4: Classification Results®*
Predicted group membership
Entrepreneurial
0 1 Total
Original Count No 251 95 346
Yes 7 3 54 76
% No 725 27.5 100
Yes 28.9 711 100
Cross-validated® Count No 251 95 346
Yes 24 52 76
% No T8 27.5 100
Yes 31.6 68.4 100

*Cross-validation is done only for those cases in the analysis. In cross-validation,
each case is classified by the functions derived from all cases other than that case.
®Of original grouped cases, 72.3% correctly classified.

“Of cross-validated grouped cases, 71.8% correctly classified.

set ranges of the discriminant score to classify cases into
each category of dependent variable—entrepreneur or
non-entrepreneur group. If the discriminant score of the
function was less than or equal to the cutoff, the case
was classed as 0 (non-entrepreneurial) or, if above, it was
classed as 1 (entrepreneur) (Rovai et al., 2014, p. 437).
The motivational gifts above the centroid of all three
IEO scales (1) were perceiver, teacher, encourager, giver,
and ruler, predicting entrepreneurial members, while the
motivational gifts below the centroid of all three IEO
scales (0) were server and mercy, predicting non-entre-
preneurial members. The classification analysis in Table
4 reveals 72% of the cases were successful at classifying

entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial members.

Hypothesis 1 was supported. The first research ques-
tion asked if we can use the Romans 12 motivational
gifts to predict entrepreneurs. Discriminant analysis was
utilized to test Hypothesis 1 and revealed five of seven
motivational gifts (perceiver, teacher, encourager, giver,
and ruler) predicted entrepreneurial members (76) while
two motivational gifts (server and mercy) predicted non-
entrepreneurial members (346).

Cluster Analysis Results: Profiles of the Romans 12
Gifts and Entrepreneurs

Hypothesis 2 stated the motivational gift clusters
of entrepreneurs will reveal several entrepreneurial gift

mixes/profiles. Cluster analysis was run to extend the
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Table 5: Final Cluster Centers

Variable Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster4  Cluster 5
Perceiving% 61.67 70.71 62.75 92.50 74.44
Serving% 61.67 55.00 64.50 80.83 67.22
Teaching% 72.22 56.43 1925 99.17 78.89
Encouraging% 58.61 80.00 51.00 85.00 82.22
Giving% 38.61 54.64 72.75 82.50 66.39
Ruling% 73.06 76.07 75.00 95.83 82.50
Mercy% 30.67 48.00 58.80 80.00 70.22
Table 6: ANOVA Romans 12 Motivational Gifts Between Clusters
Variable Cluster Error F Sig.
MS df MS Df

Perceiving% 1409.24 4 154.91 71 9.10 .00
Serving% 781.01 4 135.59 71 5.76 .00
Teaching% 2159.63 4 155.00 71 13.93 .00
Encouraging%  3688.45 4 151.85 71 24.29 .00
Giving% 3908.33 4 156.55 71 24.97 .00
Ruling% 735.73 4 138.72 71 5.30 .00
Mercy% 4884.16 4 134.00 71 36.45 .00

scholarly work of Dellavecchio and Winston (2004,
2015), Earnhardt (2014), McPherson (2008), Pierce
(2015), Tomlinson and Winston (2011), and Winston’s
(2009) Romans 12 motivational gifts to identify profiles
of entrepreneurs from the seven-scale instrument cre-
ated to measure the Romans 12 motivational gifts. The
purpose of the cluster analysis was to establish a set of
clusters (or groups of motivational gifts) minimizing
within-group variation while also maximizing between-
group variation. Following Dellavecchio and Winston’s
research and subsequent established methods (Earnhardt,
2014; McPherson, 2008; Pierce, 2015; Tomlinson, 2012;
Tomlinson & Winston, 2011), preliminary data analysis
of the tallied results was essential, particularly related

to transforming the total raw score of responses to the
Romans 12 motivational gifts into a percentage score to
avoid any statistical errors in light of unequal item num-
bers across the seven motivational gifts (Earnhardt, 2014;
Pierce, 2015).

A two-step approach was used starting with hierar-
chical cluster analysis and squared Euclidean distance
metric, then Ward’s (1963) minimum variance clustering
algorithm established initial cluster centroids; subsequent
statistical testing was run with iterative partitioning
K-means cluster analysis (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984;
McPherson, 2008; Pierce, 2015; Tomlinson, 2012). Five
entrepreneurial cluster groups emerged from the two-step
cluster analysis (see Table 5) and were confirmed by statis-
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Table 7: Independent-Sample # Test Mean and Standard Deviation Group Statistics

of the Entrepreneur and Non-Entrepreneur Groups

Variable Entrepreneurial N M SD SEM
Perceiving% No 346 60.45 16.18 .87
Yes 76 69.08 14.89 1.71
Serving% No 346 64.51 12.91 .69
Yes 76 64.01 13.04 1.50
Teaching% No 346 61.91 15.90 .86
Yes 76 73.82 16.18 1.86
Encouraging% No 346 59.65 17.66 0.95
Yes 76 68.22 18.45 2.12
Giving% No 346 56.26 17.10 92
Yes 76 60.59 18.89 2.17
Ruling% No 346 66.10 14.72 79
Yes 76 78.15 13.06 1.50
Mercy% No 346 5311 18.54 0.97
Yes 76 54.53 19.68 2.26

Table 8: Cluster Centers of Motivational Gifts Scales Using High, Medium, and Low

) Cluster ] Cluster2 Cluster3 Cluster4  Cluster 5
Variable
N=18 N=14 N=20 N=6 N=18

Perceiver Medium High Medium High High
Server Medium Medium Medium High High
Teacher High Medium High High High
Encourager Medium High Medium High High
Giver Medium Medium High High Medium
Ruler High High High High High
Mercy Low Medium Medium High High

tically strong analysis of variance (ANOVA) scores of .00
for all seven motivational gift scales (see Table 6).

A ¢ test between the entrepreneur and non-entre-
preneur groups was run for the seven motivational gifts
determining mean percentages (see Table 7).

Based on Dellavecchio and Winston’s (2015) research,
means and standard deviations were determined, calcu-
lated by a percentage score, and converted and labeled
into three categories: high (above 67%), medium (above
33% but less than 67%), and low (less than 33%). This
was done to follow the analysis process of prior studies by
DellaVechio and Winston (2015), McPherson (2008),
Tomlinson and Winston (2011), Tomlinson (2012), and
Earnhardt (2014). Three levels of each gift produce 37, or

2,187, possible clusters compared to using the percentage
score that would be 1007, or 100 trillion possible clusters.
Table 8 demonstrates five distinct entrepreneurial cluster
groups/profiles. Of the 76 respondents classified as entre-
preneurial, 18 were assigned to Cluster 1, 14 to Cluster
2, 20 to Cluster 3, 6 to Cluster 4, and 18 to Cluster 5,
answering Research Question 3 by demonstrating five
distinct profiles of entrepreneurs.

Cluster 1 confirmed high levels in teacher and ruler
scales; medium in perceiver, server, encourager, and giver
scales; and low in the mercy scale. Cluster 2 confirmed
high levels in perceiver, encourager, and ruler scales
and a profile of medium in the remaining scales (server,
teacher, giver, and mercy). Cluster 3 confirmed high levels
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in teacher, giver, and ruler scales and medium levels in
perceiver, server, encourager, and mercy scales. Cluster
4 confirmed a profile of high levels in all seven scales.
Cluster 5 confirmed a profile of high levels in all scales
with only one scale, giver, at the medium level.

Hypothesis 2 was supported. Cluster analysis was
utilized to test Hypothesis 2 and revealed five distinct
entrepreneurial gift mixes/profiles.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this quantitative exploratory research
was to conduct discriminant and cluster analyses to see
if the Romans 12 motivational gifts and locus of control
(Brandstitter, 2011; Hansemark, 2003; J. R. Lumpkin,
1985; Mueller & Thomas, 2001; Rauch & Frese, 2007;
Rotter, 1966) predict membership in the entrepreneurial
member group and consequently discover the gift pro-
files of entrepreneurs (Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015;
Pierce, 2015).

This research contributes to and extends empirical
research; fills intriguing gaps in the literature; has signifi-
cant implications in the advancement of entrepreneurial
leadership theory; and serves as a chief building block
for future research in motivational gifts, leadership, and
entrepreneurial studies. First, for the field of leadership
and study of motivational gifts, this research responded
to Winston’s (2009) call to examine a particular group of
employees—in this instance, business leaders—to look for
motivational gift patterns of entrepreneurs. This research
confirmed entrepreneurs have unique motivational gift
clusters different from other professions previously stud-
ied. Findings from this study support Dellavecchio and
Winston’s (2015) inaugural research by exploring the seven
Romans 12 motivational gifts in the population of business
leaders who were empirically tested as entrepreneurs.

Second, for the field of entrepreneurship, findings
from this study support the psychological/sociological
approach founded by McClelland (1961) and Collins and
Moore (1964), offering a useful focus on the individual
and on the notion that individual human beings with
their background, environment, goals, values, and moti-
vations, are important objects of analysis.

Limitations
Several limitations are associated with the research

methodology presented in this research. First, this investi-

gation utilized self-report measures vulnerable to common
method variance susceptible to influence by social desir-
ability biases when respondents desire to present them-
selves in the most positive and favorable light (McPherson,
2008; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). For instance, when
collecting data, the investigators asked individuals to go
further than merely reporting a specific fact or finite event
and to engage in a cognitive, higher-order process, “a
process involving not only recall but weighting, inference,
prediction, interpretation, and evaluation” (Podsakoff &
Organ, 1986, p. 533; Tomlinson, 2012, p. 85).

Second, the examinations of the relationships between
primary variables of the seven Romans 12 motivational
gifts and the three behaviors of IEO through a cross-
sectional survey did not allow us to make definitive causal
inferences. Specifically, the observed statistically signifi-
cant positive relationships must be interpreted as correla-
tional, not causal, in nature; the nature of the relationship
observed serves as a baseline for future investigation or
replication of the study (D. W. Bryant, 2015).

Third, because of the cross-sectional nature of this
study, we were limited to discovering the Romans 12
motivational gifts and IEO for a designated time point;
therefore, the results cannot be used to generalize future
results. Fourth, results of the reliability test for the Brief
Locus of Control Scale did not support scale reliability.
Lastly, there were limitations in the sample demograph-
ics of this research. Although the results can be general-
ized to a Christian population in North America due to
a high percentage of Christian respondents, there were
not enough non-Christian respondents from throughout
the globe to generalize to non-Christian populations or
enough respondents outside of North America to general-

ize to other continents around the globe.

Recommendations for Future Research

Future testing is suggested with diverse populations
to achieve generalizability. Although the investigator
intentionally and actively sought a diverse population
through LinkedIn and the snowball method, respondents
in this study were predominantly Christian business lead-
ers in North America. To generalize the results to non-
Christians from throughout the globe, future examiners
must test the Romans 12 motivational gifts in other con-
tinents and on a non-Christian population.
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CONCLUSION

This quantitative, exploratory research extended the
scholarly work of Dellavecchio and Winston (2004,
2015), Earnhardt (2014), McPherson (2008), Pierce
(2015), Tomlinson and Winston (2011), and Winston’s
(2009) Romans 12 motivational gifts profiles by address-
ing the seven Romans 12 motivational gifts in a new
population—entrepreneurs (as tested by the IEO instru-
ment). Further, the purpose of this study was to conduct
discriminant and cluster analyses to see if the Romans
12 motivational gifts and locus of control (Brandstitter,
2011; Hansemark, 2003; J. R. Lumpkin, 1985; Mueller
& Thomas, 2001; Rauch & Frese, 2007; Rotter, 1966)
predict membership in the entrepreneurial member group
and consequently provide the means to discover the gift
profiles of entrepreneurs (Dellavecchio & Winston, 2015;
Pierce, 2015). Both hypotheses were supported offering
academic implications in leadership and entrepreneurial
theories, motivational gift studies, as well as practical
implications in government, for-profit and nonprofit
business, and education fields. In general, this study shift-
ed the focus of entrepreneurial activity from firms” EO to
individuals” EO.

REFERENCES

Aldenderfer, M. S., & Blashfield, R. K. (1984). Cluster analysis.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Bem, S. L. (1974). The measurement of psychological androgyny.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42(2) 155-162.

Bennett, J. J. (2014). Person-entrepreneurial leadership fitness instru-
ment (PELFI): Development and validation of a theoretical process-
based measure (Doctoral study). Available from ProQuest Studys
& Theses database. (UMI No. 1562709181)

Bolton, D. L., & Lane, M. D. (2012). Individual entrepreneur-
ial orientation: Development of a measurement instrument.

Education+ Training, 54(2/3), 219-233.

Brandstitter, H. (2011). Personality aspects of entrepreneurship: A
look at five meta-analyses. Personality and Individual Differences,
51(3), 222-230.

Bryant, C. (1991). Rediscovering our spiritual gifis. Nashville, TN:
Upper Room Books.

Bryant, D. W. (2015). Exploring the differences of faith manifesta-
tions and entrepreneurial orientations of Catholics and Protestants
(Doctoral study. Available from ProQuest Studys and Theses
database. (UMI No. 1666453248)

Bugbee, B. (2005). Discover your spiritual gifis the network way.
Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan.

Castelli, P. A., Egleston, D. O., & Marx, T. G. (2013). Social
media: A viable source for collecting research data. Business

Education Innovation Journal, 5(2), 30.

Collins, O. F., & Moore, D. G. (1964). The enterprising man. East

Lansing: Michigan State University Bureau of Business Research.

Darling, J. R., & Beebe, S. A. (2007). Effective entrepreneurial
communication in organization development: Achieving excel-
lence based on leadership strategies and values. Organization

Development Journal, 25(1), 76-93.

Dellavecchio, D., & Winston, B. E. (2015). A seven-scale instru-
ment to measure the Romans 12 motivational gifts and a propo-
sition that the Romans 12 gift profiles might apply to person-
job fit analysis. International Journal of Leadership Studies, 9(1),
1-22.

Dorsa, P. R. (2007). Orientation of attitudes found in businesspeople:
A review of entrepreneurial attitudes found in entrepreneurs and

nonentrepreneurs (Doctoral study). Available from ProQuest

Studys and Theses Global. (UMI No. 304707552)

Earnhardt, M. P. (2014). Romans 12 motivational gifts in the
military: An exploration of person-job fit, job performance,
and job satisfaction. Journal of Biblical Integration in Business,

17(1), 159.

Flynn, L. B. (1974). 19 gifis of the spirit. Colorado Springs, CO:
David C Cook.

Fortune, D., & Fortune, K. (2009). Discover your God—gz'vm gifts.
Grand Rapids, MI: Chosen Books.

Fritz, D. A. (2000). Entrepreneurial behaviors and performance:
An empirical investigation into the components of entrepreneurial
orientation and their impacts and interactions with environmental
munificence and performance in a non-profit context (Doctoral
study). Available from ProQuest Studys and Theses Global.
(UMI No. 304910237)

JBIB * Volume 20, #2 * Fall 2017 @

ERBINR. 1Y



Gottfredson, Linda S. (2009). Logical fallacies used to dismiss the
evidence on intelligence testing. In Phelps, Richard F. Correcting
fallacies about educational and psychological testing. Washington
(DC): American Psychological Association.

Hair, J. F., Black, B., Babin, B., & Anderson, R. E. (2010).
Multivariate data analysis (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ:

Pearson Prentice Hall.

Hansemark, O. C. (2003). Need for achievement, locus of control
and the prediction of business start-ups: A longitudinal study.
Journal of Economic Psychology, 24(3), 301-319.

Horowitz, M. ]., Siegel, B., Holen, A., Bonanno, G. A., Milbrath,
C.., & Stinson, C. H. (1997). Diagnostic Criteria for
Complicated Grief Disorder. American Journal of Psychiatry
154(7) 904-910.

Kinghorn, K. C. (1976). Gifis of the spirit. Nashville, TN:
Abingdon Press.

Levenson, H. (1974). Activism and powerful others: Distinctions
within the concept of internal-external control. journal of
Personal Assessment, 38, 377-383.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepre-
neurial orientation construct and linking it to performance.

Academy of Management Review, 21(1), 135-172.

Lumpkin, J. R. (1985). Validity of a brief locus of control scale for
survey research. Psychological Reports, 57(2), 655-659.

Lyon, D. W., Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (2000). Enhancing
entrepreneurial orientation research: Operationalizing and mea-

suring a key strategic decision making process. Journal of
Management, 26(5), 1055-1085.

MacCallum, R. C., Zhang, S., Preacher, K. L. & Rucker, D. D.
(2002). On the Practice of Dichotomization of Quantitative
Variables. Psychological Methods, 7(1), 19-40

McClelland, D. C. (1961). The achieving society. New York, NY:
Van Nostrand Reinhold.

McPherson, C. E. (2008). A consideration of the relationship of the
Romans 12 motivational gifis to job satisfaction and person-job fit

in law enforcement (Doctoral study). Available from ProQuest
Studys and Theses Global. (UMI No. 304800463)

McRae, W. J. (1976). The dynamics of spiritual gifts. Grand Rapids,
MI: Zondervan Publishing House.

Miller, D. (1983). The correlates of entrepreneurship in three types
of firms. Management Science, 770-791.

Miller, D., Kets de Vries, M. F. R., & Toulouse, J. (1982). Top
executive locus of control and its relationship to strategy-
making, structure, and environment. Academy of Management
Journal, 25(2), 237. Retrieved from http://0-search.proquest.
com.library.regent.edu/docview/199798500?accountid=13479

Mueller, S. L., & Thomas, A. S. (2001). Culture and entrepre-
neurial potential: A nine-country study of locus of control and

innovativeness. Journal of Business Venturing, 16(1), 51-75.

Nunally, J. C., & Bernstein, 1. H. (1994). Psychometric theory (3rd
ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Pierce, A. M. (2015). A correlation analysis of person-job fit, job
satisfaction and motivational gifts of entrepreneurs (Working
paper). Virginia Beach, VA: Regent University School of

Business and Leadership.

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in
organizational research: Problems and prospects. Journal of
Management, 12(4), 531-544.

Rauch, A., & Frese, M. (2007). Let’s put the person back into
entrepreneurship research: A meta-analysis on the relationship
between business owners’ personality traits, business creation,
and success. European Journal of Work and Organizational

Psychology, 16(4), 353-385.

Rauch, A., Wiklund, J., Lumpkin, G. T., & Frese, M. (2009).
Entrepreneurial orientation and business performance: An
assessment of past research and suggestions for the future.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 761-787.

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus
external control of reinforcement. Psychological Monographs:

General and Applied, 80(1), 1.

Rovai, A. P., Baker, J. D., & Ponton, M. K. (2014). Social science
research design and statistics: A practitioner’s guide ro research
methods and IBM SPSS. Chesapeake, VA: Watertree Press LLC.

Shapero, A. (1975). The displaced, uncomfortable entrepreneur.
Psychology Today, 9(6), 83-88.

@ JBIB * Volume 20, #2 * Fall 2017



Stevenson, H. H., & Jarillo, J. C. (1990). A paradigm of entrepre-
neurship: Entrepreneurial management. Strategic Management
Journal, 11(4), 17-27.

Strong, J. (1890). Smong’s exhaustive concordance of the Bible.
Nashville, TN: Abington.

Tomlinson, J. C. (2012). Romans 12 motivational gifts and nurses:
An investigation of job satisfaction, person-job fit, and the Clifton
StrengthsFinder® assessment (Doctoral study). Available from
ProQuest Studys and Theses Global. (UMI No. 1022644968)

Tomlinson, J. C., & Winston, B. E. (2011). Romans 12 motiva-
tional gifts and college professors: Implications for job satisfac-
tion and person-job fit. Christian Higher Education, 10(1),
45-56. doi:10.1080/15363751003609085

Walker, P. (2002). Holy Spirit gifts and power. In J. W. Hayford,
P. G. Chappell, and K. C. Ulmer (Eds.), New spirit-filled life
Bible (p. 1854). Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson.

Ward, J. H. (1963). Hierarchical grouping to optimize an objec-
tive function. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 58,

236-244.

Winston, B. E. (2009). The Romans 12 gifts: Useful for person-job
fit. Journal of Biblical Perspectives in Leadership, 2(2), 114-134.

Zhao, H., Seibert, S. E., & Lumpkin, G. T. (2010). The relation-
ship of personality to entrepreneurial intentions and perfor-
mance: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Management, 36(2),
381-404.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

4] Lydia R. Knopf, PhD, is chair
of the College of Business

and Management at Hope
International University. As a
catalyst for innovation and a doc-
tor for organizational health, Dr.
Knopf has launched, led, direct-
ed, and managed eight start-ups that have demonstrably
benefited society. Her research interests include entrepre-
neurship, organizational behavior, identity, culture, and
servant leadership. In addition to chairing and teaching at
the undergraduate and master’s levels, she supervises the
internship program and the Sigma Beta Delta Honors and
Phi Beta Lambda business student societies.

Dr. A. Gregory Stone is a profes-
sor in the School of Business &
Leadership (SBL) assigned to pri-
marily teach marketing and entre-
preneurship courses in Regent
University’s MBA  program.
Joining the Regent University fac-
ulty in 1995, he received his A.B.,
MS, EdS, and PhD degrees from Indiana University. He
is characterized as a creative new-program designer/builder
and an innovator in his approach to online instruction.

Bruce E. Winston, PhD, is a
professor of business and leader-
ship at Regent University’s School
of Business and Leadership. His
research interests include entre-
preneurship, servant leadership,
person-organization, and person-
job fit. In addition to teaching at
the master’s and doctoral-level, he is the director for the
PhD in Organizational Leadership Program.

JBIB * Volume 20, #2 * Fall 2017 @

ERBIER.AY



