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A B S T R A C T

Research on passion is burgeoning in the entrepreneurial literature, yet we still know little about
what factors drive entrepreneurial passion. Recognizing the socially embedded nature of en-
trepreneurship, we examine identity-related social forces that may fuel the fire of entrepreneurial
passion. Employing a lagged design that controls for known antecedents, we find different
pathways driving harmonious versus obsessive entrepreneurial passion. We find that harmonious
entrepreneurial passion is fueled by entrepreneurial identity centrality whereas obsessive en-
trepreneurial passion is fueled by affective interpersonal commitment. Interestingly, gender
moderates both these relationships.

Executive Summary

While work surrounding entrepreneurial passion is growing rapidly, this construct tends to be conceived as a potent force that
emerges solely from inside individual entrepreneurs. Such a portrayal obscures important interindividual social considerations that
may act to influence how passion develops and manifests among entrepreneurs. Among the most powerful of these social con-
siderations is gender. Gender norms are prevalent throughout society and can influence the ways individuals view themselves as well
as their roles as entrepreneurs. In this study, we use identity theory as a lens to integrate considerations of gender and self-construals
into the development of entrepreneurial passion.

Identity theory explicitly recognizes that consideration for other people's viewpoints and their reactions to oneself can influence
motivation and self-construal in important ways. To analyze how these interindividual forces might impact entrepreneurial passion,
we employ two constructs that bridge the gap between society and the self-concept: entrepreneurial identity centrality and affective
interpersonal commitment. We integrate these constructs with the Dualistic Model of Passion (Vallerand, 2015; Vallerand et al.,
2003) to develop a model explaining how social considerations may influence harmonious and obsessive passion among en-
trepreneurs. Harmonious entrepreneurial passion represents a passion that is engaged willingly, free of contingency or constraint,
whereas obsessive entrepreneurial passion indicates compulsion to engage a given activity. In addition to looking at how these two
types of passion develop, we analyze how these paths might differ for men versus women.

Through a two-wave, lagged survey with 166 entrepreneurs, we find that social considerations do influence the development of
entrepreneurial passion, and that these paths differ depending on the type of passion being analyzed. In particular, harmonious
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entrepreneurial passion is fueled by entrepreneurial identity centrality whereas obsessive entrepreneurial passion is driven by af-
fective interpersonal commitment. More importantly, these relationships are both moderated by gender. Along both pathways, we
find that these relationships are significant for male entrepreneurs, but not female entrepreneurs. This moderation is important
because while extant passion research often controls for gender, it is rarely included as an instrumental variable. Our results de-
monstrate that the pathways that fuel entrepreneurial passion are not identical for men and women.

Our study brings important nuance to the understanding of entrepreneurial passion and how it develops. First, we contribute to
extant passion literature by demonstrating that whereas harmonious entrepreneurial passion is fueled by autonomous consideration
of the importance of being an entrepreneur, obsessive entrepreneurial passion is driven by desires for maintaining relationships to
important others. This indicates that social forces play an important role in driving internal passions. Second, we contribute to
entrepreneurial passion research by demonstrating the importance of including gender as an instrumental variable. Our results show
that men and women do not develop entrepreneurial passion in identical ways, and it is time to begin investigating what other
affective or cognitive differences might manifest along gender dimensions. In summary, our study attempts to socialize the ex-
amination of entrepreneurial passion to better understand the important role that considerations for other people might play in
fueling the fire of individual passions.

1. Introduction

Interest in entrepreneurial passion is burgeoning. Numerous scholars have documented how it drives important outcomes such as
venture growth (Baum and Locke, 2004; Baum et al., 2001), persistence (Cardon and Kirk, 2015), creative problem-solving (Cardon
et al., 2009), employee commitment (Breugst et al., 2012), and venture investment (Chen et al., 2009; Hsu et al., 2014; Mitteness
et al., 2012; Murnieks et al., 2016), among other outcomes (Ho and Pollack, 2014; Huyghe et al., 2016). Extant scholarship tends to
conceptualize entrepreneurial passion as a potent, self-contained internal force that ignites individual behavior and the behavior of
individuals around oneself (Breugst et al., 2012; Cardon et al., 2009). Although emotionally compelling, this characterization of
entrepreneurial passion as a construct that originates in a uniquely solitary and intraindividual manner within a person may be
obscuring important interindividual considerations.

The roots of passion grow from identity theory. In their writings on passion, both Vallerand and colleagues (Vallerand et al., 2003)
and Cardon and colleagues (Cardon et al., 2009) note that experiences of passion are rooted in self-defining activities (Vallerand and
Verner-Filion, 2013) that have meaning for one's identity (Cardon and Kirk, 2015; Cardon et al., 2009). Further, identity theory
explicitly recognizes that consideration for other people's viewpoints and their reactions to oneself can influence motivation and self-
construal in important ways (Burke, 1991; Stryker and Burke, 2000). Based on this perspective, we socialize the examination of
passion by analyzing the extent to which consideration of interindividual factors is important for the study of entrepreneurial passion.
To do so, we incorporate two constructs which bridge the gap between individual self-concepts and the social environment: en-
trepreneurial identity centrality (Hoang and Gimeno, 2010) and affective interpersonal commitment (Stryker and Serpe, 1994).
Entrepreneurial identity centrality refers to the importance of the entrepreneurial identity compared to other identities the individual
holds (McCall and Simmons, 1966; Murnieks et al., 2014), while affective interpersonal commitment refers to the significance of
relationships an individual has with valued others and the potential loss if those relationships are compromised (Hoelter, 1983;
Stryker, 1968). We integrate these constructs with the Dualistic Model of Passion, which argues that individuals can develop feelings
of passion either harmoniously (autonomously) or obsessively (compulsively) (Vallerand, 2015; Vallerand et al., 2003), to examine
how social considerations may influence harmonious and obsessive passion among entrepreneurs.

In adopting an identity perspective to analyze entrepreneurial passion, we pay particular attention to the role of gender. Scholars
have universally agreed that gender identities play an important role in self-construal (Eagly et al., 2000; Frable, 1997; Ruble and
Martin, 1998), and more importantly, that key differences exist between male and female gender identities (Ely, 1995; Schmader and
Block, 2015; Wood and Eagly, 2015). Moreover, gender is an extremely important social consideration, and males and females are
routinely subjected to gender role stereotypes and face strong social pressure to behave according to those roles (Rudman et al.,
2012a, b). Given that both gender and passion infuse personal experiences through individual identities, it is somewhat surprising
that extant passion research is relatively gender-blind, especially when it comes to the role gender plays in the development of
passion. This may be a consequence of the tendency to examine passion from an intra- rather than inter-individual perspective. As a
result, we do not have a satisfactory answer to the question of whether or how an entrepreneur's gender influences the development
or experience of entrepreneurial passion. The differences between male and female roles and identities in social and occupational
environments are well-documented (Eagly and Wood, 2012; Ely, 1995; McKee and Sherriffs, 1957), so it stands to reason that the
development of entrepreneurial passion may evolve differently along gender dimensions as well. Based on the pervasiveness of
gendered social roles, and our focus on intra-individual social considerations surrounding passion, we theorize that gender plays a
critical role in moderating how social forces fuel the fire of entrepreneurial passion.

This study makes important contributions to both entrepreneurship and social psychology. First, we expand on the identity theory
roots of passion to understand how conceptions of self-incorporate considerations of others to impact passion. We then integrate the
study of entrepreneurial passion with the Dualistic Model of Passion (Vallerand et al., 2003) to show that the paths to harmonious
and obsessive entrepreneurial passion are different. Harmonious entrepreneurial passion represents a passion that is engaged will-
ingly, free of contingency or constraint, whereas obsessive entrepreneurial passion indicates compulsion to engage a given activity
(Vallerand et al., 2003). Since harmonious and obsessive entrepreneurial passion are distinct constructs, it should not be surprising
that they are influenced along different pathways (Mageau et al., 2009; Vallerand, 2015). That said, the pathways that comprise
identity elements related to social considerations have yet to be uncovered, and examining how social considerations relate to the
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different internalizations of identity underlying these two types of passion is important. Second, we contribute towards understanding
whether the pathways towards entrepreneurial passion are influenced by gender. Despite a growing cadre of work focused on
redressing gaps in the study of gender in entrepreneurship (e.g., Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Bullough and Renko, 2017; Eddleston et al.,
2006; Powell and Eddleston, 2013), scholars still contend that more work is needed to address the differences in the experiences of
entrepreneurs based on their gender (Brush et al., 2009; Hamilton, 2014). With respect to entrepreneurial passion, we find it in-
teresting that although gender is often employed as a control variable in these studies (e.g. Collewaert et al., 2016; Gielnik et al.,
2015; Ho and Pollack, 2014), it is rarely considered an instrumental factor, despite extensive knowledge from social psychology that
gender can impact both motivation and emotion (Chentsova-Dutton and Tsai, 2007; Johnston and Diekman, 2015; Kemp et al., 2013;
Vecchione et al., 2014) as well as identity elements (Brush et al., 2009; Wood and Eagly, 2015) differently. Examining gender effects
related to entrepreneurial passion offers the seeds for many new avenues of research.

In the sections that follow, we review the Dualistic Model of Passion and how it has been extended into the entrepreneurial realm.
We integrate the concepts of passion, identity centrality, affective interpersonal commitment and gender to develop a model of the
drivers of entrepreneurial passion. We test this model among a sample of 166 entrepreneurs in the field, with a four-month lagged
study. We then present our empirical results which support our model, and discuss their implications.

2. Theoretical development

Passion has been studied in the entrepreneurship context using two overlapping but distinct theoretical frameworks from
Vallerand et al. (2003) and Cardon et al. (2009). In the Dualistic Model of Passion (DMP) developed extensively by Vallerand and
colleagues (e.g. 2003), two different types of passion form based on the way in which an individual internalizes an identity into their
self-concept (discussed in more depth below). This model has been employed in entrepreneurship by several scholars who are
interested in understanding how harmonious and obsessive passion for being an entrepreneur influence key outcomes (e.g. Ho and
Pollack, 2014; Huyghe et al., 2016; Murnieks et al., 2014). In each of these studies, the focal identity has been the identity of being an
entrepreneur, in general. The second theoretical framework, developed by Cardon and colleagues (e.g. 2009, 2013), examines
passionate feelings associated with specific role identities (e.g., inventor, founder, developer) nested within the general en-
trepreneurial identity of the focal entrepreneur. Scholars using this framework tend to focus on the differential effects of passion for
one particular role identity versus others (e.g. Collewaert et al., 2016; Drnovsek et al., 2016; Stenholm and Renko, 2016).

The choice of which framework to use should be based upon the particular theoretical question at hand (e.g., Byron and Thatcher,
2016), particularly whether 1) the focus is on passion for the general identity of “entrepreneur” (Vallerand's approach) or for more
specific role identities such as “inventor”, “founder”, or “developer” (Cardon's approach), and 2) whether the focus is on the extent of
passionate feelings one may experience for different identities (Cardon's approach) or the way in which a passion is internalized into
one's identity (Vallerand's approach). Since we are interested in examining the identity of the entrepreneur in general (versus more
specific role identities), and how social considerations influence the way in which passion for being an entrepreneur is internalized,
Vallerand's (2003, 2015) theoretical perspective is more appropriate for our study.

Therefore, in this study, we define entrepreneurial passion in accordance with Vallerand et al. (2003) as a strong inclination
towards entrepreneurial activities that individuals like, that they find important and in which they invest time and energy. Vallerand
and his colleagues developed the DMP based on the theory that there are at least two different types of passion: harmonious and
obsessive (Vallerand et al., 2003; Vallerand, 2008). Harmonious passions emerge from autonomous internalization of an activity into
one's identity, which engenders a sense of volition and personal endorsement for the activity (Vallerand, 2015). This produces a
strong but controllable desire to engage in the activity as involvement is accepted freely, without contingencies attached to it.
Activities related to harmonious passions occupy significant, but not overpowering, spaces within the lives of individuals and exist in
harmony with other identity elements (Vallerand, 2015). Autonomy describes the sense that individuals feel as though their actions
are self-determined and have an internal perceived locus of causality (Deci and Ryan, 2000; Deci et al., 1999). In other words,
autonomy occurs when individuals perceive that they have the ability to choose, rather than be forced into, particular decisions or
courses of action with little choice. This autonomy is a hallmark of harmonious passions.

In contrast, obsessive passions are defined by controlled internalizations that originate from intrapersonal or interpersonal
pressures attached to activities (Vallerand, 2015). These pressures can emerge from contingencies such as an uncontrollable sense of
excitement or from the self-esteem attached to activity engagement. Interpersonal peer pressure or feelings associated with social
acceptance could also spur the creation of obsessive passions because individuals may feel compelled to engage as a result of the ego
affirmation provided (Vallerand and Verner-Filion, 2013). The individual does not feel the level of autonomy to engage or disengage
obsessive passions as they do with harmonious ones, because obsessive passions serve ego protective and defensive functions
(Mageau et al., 2009). Where the ego is involved, it is more difficult to disengage because individuals desire the affirmation provided
(Mageau et al., 2011). As Vallerand (2015) points out, activities related to obsessive passions occupy overwhelming spaces in in-
dividuals' identities and may create conflicts with other aspects of their lives. In summary, harmonious passions are engaged freely
and autonomously whereas individuals feel compelled to engage obsessive ones.

2.1. Fueling passion

In the DMP, an individual's identity plays a central role in the development and manifestation of passion itself. Entrepreneurial
identities are cognitive schemas involving behavioral prescriptions that inform individuals about what it means to be an entrepreneur
(Hoang and Gimeno, 2010; Shepherd and Haynie, 2009). These identities all originate from social roles (Stryker, 1968; Stryker and
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Burke, 2000). Social roles are comprised of the behaviors and meanings attached to positions throughout society such as “en-
trepreneur” (or “scholar,” “mother,” “friend,” etc.). Individuals learn what it means to be an entrepreneur by viewing what types of
behaviors and meanings tend to be ascribed to that particular social role. If society as a whole tends to think of entrepreneurs as
individuals who bring new products to market and start new companies, the entrepreneurial role is characterized by these activities.

Identities are formed when these roles are internalized by an individual into his or her own personal cognitive schema (Cast,
2004; Stryker and Serpe, 1982). Individuals become “entrepreneurs” when they begin to view themselves as people who undertake
the activities associated with being an entrepreneur (i.e., founding and starting new companies). Importantly, individuals can vary in
how they interpret the entrepreneurial identity, even within the same society. For example, as noted above, some individuals find
meaning in specific aspects of the entrepreneurial identity (such as inventing new products), and therefore focus on specific aspects of
entrepreneurship more than others (Cardon et al., 2009; Fauchart and Gruber, 2011; Mathias and Williams, 2017; Powell and Baker,
2014, 2017). That said, whether the individual is focused on specific role identities or the general identity of being an entrepreneur,
identities work to translate social expectations into personal guidelines for action, and allow individuals to derive meaning from their
activities in their social environment (Cast, 2004; Stryker and Burke, 2000).

As they serve this function of a bridge to society, identities also incorporate consideration of others into one's self-concept because
enactment of an identity and its associated activities often requires legitimation from the observed reactions of other people
(Goffman, 1959; Hoang and Gimeno, 2010). Entrepreneurs learn what it means to be an entrepreneur and internalize that meaning as
part of their self-concept by repeatedly acting and observing the reactions of their social environment to those actions (Burke, 1991;
Hoang and Gimeno, 2010). With respect to the DMP, identities are important because the manner in which their affiliated activities
are internalized is a core driver of each type of passion (Vallerand et al., 2003; Vallerand, 2015).

2.2. Drivers of harmonious entrepreneurial passion and obsessive entrepreneurial passion

In order to examine harmonious (HmEP) and obsessive entrepreneurial passion (ObEP), we begin with differences in the nature of
their composition. First, as mentioned above, HmEP originates from an autonomous internalization of desires to engage in en-
trepreneurial activities. These activities engender feelings of volition and personal endorsement towards their enactment (Mageau
et al., 2009). This sense of volition and endorsement is important because it emanates directly from the autonomous facet that
underlies HmEP. Given this, we draw from the work of Murnieks et al. (2014) and examine entrepreneurial identity centrality as a
key driver of HmEP. Entrepreneurial identity centrality refers to the relative importance individuals assign to their entrepreneurial
identity compared to other identities resident within the self-concept (McCall and Simmons, 1966; Murnieks et al., 2014). Although
entrepreneurs likely possess numerous identities in addition to an entrepreneurial one (Shepherd and Haynie, 2009) they are unlikely
to rank all these identities equally. For example, some entrepreneurs may rank their identity as a “sister” or “friend” as more
important than their entrepreneurial identity, whereas for others, the entrepreneurial identity is more prominent. Higher en-
trepreneurial identity centrality ratings indicate the entrepreneurial identity is viewed as more important than other identities within
the entrepreneur's individual self-concept (McCall and Simmons, 1966; Rosenberg, 1979).

We take particular note of the fact that identity centrality is a personally-ascribed rating assigned by the individual (Stryker and
Serpe, 1994) and as such, is likely developed with some degree of autonomy. Ratings based on centrality differ from those of salience
or other measures, which can be driven by the necessity of one's current situation or by external considerations and obligations
(Stryker, 1968). While centrality likely still incorporates some of these other considerations, by definition, it is fundamentally a rating
assigned according to the individual's own choice (Stryker and Serpe, 1994). As such, there is a degree of autonomy inherent in
identity centrality which blends social considerations with personal decision and choice (Hoang and Gimeno, 2010). Since centrality
is assigned with some degree of autonomy, it reflects the volition with which activities associated with that identity are engaged. As
centrality provides an indication of the autonomy reflected in the identity, it also indicates the degree to which the activities which
characterize enactment of the identity are engaged autonomously. According to Vallerand (2015) and Mageau et al. (2009), activities
deemed both important and autonomous are likely to lead to increased levels of harmonious entrepreneurial passion. Therefore we
suggest that entrepreneurial identity centrality, which indicates which activities are considered both important and autonomous,
should also be related to HmEP. In fact, in their cross-sectional study of 221 entrepreneurs, Murnieks et al. (2014) show that
entrepreneurial identity centrality is positively linked to HmEP.1 Thus, we seek to confirm this relationship by hypothesizing:

H1. Entrepreneurial identity centrality is positively related to harmonious entrepreneurial passion.

In contrast to harmonious entrepreneurial passion, obsessive entrepreneurial passion is engaged in a controlled manner, out of a
sense of compulsion or obligation (Vallerand et al., 2003). To examine this construct further, we turn to one factor which reflects the
pressure that entrepreneurs feel to engage in acts of entrepreneurship: affective interpersonal commitment. Affective interpersonal
commitment indicates the intensity of affect associated with important relationships marginalized or foregone given the loss of a
particular identity (Stryker and Serpe, 1994). It represents the significance of relationships with valued others, and the degree of
impact one might feel if those relationships are severed or diminished (Hoelter, 1983; Stryker, 1968). As Stryker (1968) points out,
relationships between people depend, to a degree, on individuals assuming certain identities. Sluss and Ashforth (2007) also theorize

1 Although Murnieks et al. (2014) used the term “entrepreneurs' passion” in their study, they operationalized entrepreneurial passion using
Vallerand et al.'s (2003) scale for harmonious passion. Thus, we contend their empirical evidence indicates a relationship between entrepreneurial
identity centrality and harmonious entrepreneurial passion.
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that certain identities are built upon key relationships. If the focal individual cares deeply about maintaining a relationship to
someone, and believes doing so requires assumption of an identity, s/he becomes more committed to that identity. Affective in-
terpersonal commitment reflects that degree of commitment as well as the emotional consequences if the identity is diminished. In
fact, recent psychological research confirms that significant emotional trauma often accompanies loss of salient or important iden-
tities, because the sense of self and ties to others are disrupted (Haynie and Shepherd, 2011; Kanji and Cahusac, 2015). It is important
for us to note that affective interpersonal commitment does not apply only to work-related relationships, but could apply to non-work
related ones as well. In his original theorizing on this construct, Stryker (1968) points out that this construct reflects the impact of
changes to all relationships predicated on a certain identity. Thus, affective interpersonal commitment reflects the intensity of affect
associated with all important relationships that are marginalized or foregone given the loss of a particular identity (see Stryker, 1968;
Hoelter, 1983).

Among entrepreneurs, we reason that higher affective interpersonal commitment may cause them to feel compelled or obligated
to continue engaging their entrepreneurial identity in order to maintain relationships they have with others based on that identity.
For example, being an entrepreneur may make someone feel important because they provide support for family, or because they
receive recognition among friends as a business owner. For some people, possessing an entrepreneurial identity makes them unique
and distinctive compared to others, and their performance in that role confers ego affirmation in various ways (Navis and Glynn,
2011; Shepherd and Haynie, 2009). This ego confirmation could be provided by both business as well as non-business associates
because all these individuals understand the salience of the entrepreneurial identity to the focal entrepreneur; this particular identity
is a central component underlying each relationship. Consequently, the loss or marginalization of the entrepreneurial identity would
imply some detrimental impact to those important relationships, which would mitigate the affirmation received (Petriglieri, 2011).
Indeed, Shepherd (2003) and his colleagues have specified the deleterious ramifications that can occur when ventures fail and an
entrepreneur's sense of who they are (i.e., their identity) is negatively impacted (Shepherd and Williams, 2018). For example, losing a
key identity such as entrepreneur or executive may require the person to alter relationships with their group of friends, financial
commitments, and community memberships, which can dramatically change their life (Newman, 1988; Shepherd and Williams,
2018). We suggest that entrepreneurs high in affective interpersonal commitment likely see their positive affective state from being
an entrepreneur as dependent on the support they receive from important others, and seek to maintain that support. This creates
pressure on the entrepreneur, pressure that emanates from the belief that their affective state would suffer adversely due to the loss of
relationships associated with their entrepreneurial identity.

The key element regarding ObEP is the fact that affective interpersonal commitment reflects a contingent relationship that
depends upon perceptions of others. It reflects how deeply an individual feels as though their affirmation as a person is tied to
embracing the entrepreneurial identity that is valued by other people. As long as they continue to enact this identity, entrepreneurs
experience positive affect and affirmation. Accordingly, instead of autonomy, affective interpersonal commitment indicates de-
pendency. We reason that this dependency is the primary reason affective interpersonal commitment may be a key contributor
towards elevated levels of ObEP. Affective interpersonal commitment fuels ObEP because engagement in entrepreneurial activities
can provide pleasurable feelings and support to the self-concept of the entrepreneur (Vallerand et al., 2003; Vallerand and Verner-
Filion, 2013), but only so long as they continue to engage in entrepreneurial activities and maintain an identity as an entrepreneur. In
this case, individuals are not necessarily engaging in entrepreneurial activities autonomously, but rather because they feel compelled
to do so if they want to continue to receive the associated positive affect provided by others. They feel pressured and compelled to
engage. As such, affective interpersonal commitment represents the degree of contingency inherent in an entrepreneur's self-concept-
to-activity interface (Vallerand, 2015). Thus, we hypothesize:

H2. Affective interpersonal commitment is positively linked to obsessive entrepreneurial passion.

2.3. Gender as a key moderator

A rich body of literature argues that entrepreneurship is a gendered process (Bird and Brush, 2002; Eddleston and Powell, 2008)
and that the social environment does not treat male and female entrepreneurs identically (Ahl and Marlow, 2012; Eddleston et al.,
2016; Patrick et al., 2016). Men and women take fundamentally different approaches to identifying opportunities (DeTienne and
Chandler, 2007), see different barriers in their paths to forming companies (Bates, 2002; Shinnar et al., 2012), form new companies at
different rates (Adachi and Hisada, 2017), and possess different priorities when they establish new businesses (Brush, 1992; Carter
et al., 2003; DeMartino and Barbato, 2003). Indeed, entrepreneurship scholars have shown that gender theories are highly applicable
in the entrepreneurial domain because the process of starting and growing ventures is not equivalent across both men and women.
Given these acknowledged differences, we find it interesting that entrepreneurial passion theory has yet to accommodate possible
differences attributable to gender. Moreover, even though gender is often controlled for in empirical studies of entrepreneurial
passion, it is rarely considered as an instrumental factor. Our review indicates that of 14 empirical articles which have examined
entrepreneurial passion to date, 86% use gender as a control variable and none evaluate its role as a main effect or moderator. Due to
the fact that gender often plays a pivotal role in the entrepreneurial process, and there are strong societal expectations concerning
gender roles which have not been examined with respect to passion yet, we sought to examine this relationship more deeply.

Examining gender differences from a broader social perspective, we note that gender-based expectancies are among the most
pervasive stereotypes in society (Eagly, 1987; Eagly and Wood, 2012). For example, literature exploring identification and the
structure of the self-concept argues that men and women tend to build self-construals in unique and distinct manners (Cross and
Madson, 1997). Within Western culture, it is generally touted that men tend to form independent self-construals whereas women tend
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to create interdependent self-construals (Cross and Madson, 1997; Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Independent self-construals em-
phasize autonomy and place less significance on relationships whereas interdependent self-construals prioritize interrelatedness and
connectedness to others (Josephs et al., 1992).

One source for the differences in these construals emerges from society itself. Normative standards in society tend to call for men
to focus on independence and power while women are driven towards forming meaningful relationships (Swann, 1990; Wood et al.,
1997). Whereas agentic attributes (including the desire for independence) tend to be ascribed to men, communal attributes and a
focus on the care and empathy for others tend to be ascribed to women (Eagly, 1987; Eagly and Karau, 2002). This follows from the
general argument that society and culture orient men towards prioritizing agency whereas women tend to be oriented towards
communion (Bakan, 1966). Society imbues women with power to the extent they can contribute towards the care and well-being of
others (Gilligan, 1982; McClelland, 1979). Since entrepreneurship is fundamentally a social process that influences and is influenced
by the surrounding culture and social climate (Brush et al., 2009; Steyaert and Katz, 2004), it is not surprising that many of these
normative standards have permeated the depiction of the stereotypical entrepreneur (Buttner, 2001; Sullivan and Meek, 2012).

Following business in general, entrepreneurship is typically affiliated with masculine characteristics (Baron et al., 2001; Gupta
et al., 2008; Marlow, 2002). Most often, the individuals invoked as entrepreneurial role models are men (e.g., Bill Gates, Steve Jobs,
Mark Zuckerberg) and the early literature describing the role of the entrepreneur in society primarily depicts these individuals as
“men”, instead of “women” (Bird and Brush, 2002). The masculine characteristics used to describe entrepreneurs tend to align with
those assigned to male self-construals as well, emphasizing power, independence and autonomy (Gupta et al., 2009). This alignment
is important because we argue that it should lead to differences in the way in which identity centrality and affective interpersonal
commitment drive HmEP and ObEP between men and women.

In essence, we posit that differences across gender infuse and alter the strength of the ties between entrepreneurial identity
centrality, affective interpersonal commitment, HmEP, and ObEP. We have argued that entrepreneurial identity centrality will fuel
HmEP in part because the autonomy inherent in the former is a key driver of the latter. Autonomy is also an important characteristic
in masculine self-construals and in the stereotype of the entrepreneur, which traditionally follows a masculine depiction (Gupta et al.,
2009). According to theories of role congruity, individuals seek situations where they can match actual selves to relevant self-guides
(Eagly, 1987; Eagly et al., 2000). Given that society and masculine stereotypes tend to advocate autonomy and independence as a
relevant self-guide for men as opposed to women, the former should be more strongly motivated to pursue activities or occupations
that allow them to align their own self-construal with the social normative standard. For men, entrepreneurship allows this. It
provides fulfillment because the autonomy inherent in the stereotype aligns with the social self-construal of masculinity. In fact, Bird
and Brush (2002) point out that the traditional or masculine view of entrepreneurship tends to emphasize the entrepreneurial role is
one where personal gratification emanates from the fact that men who are self-employed enjoy greater autonomy (p. 53). Thus, for
individuals who hold the entrepreneurial identity as more central, men should be even more likely to develop HmEP than women,
because they value the autonomy resident within the pursuit of entrepreneurial activities to a higher degree than women.

Since the stereotypical depiction of the entrepreneur embraces masculine characteristics, it can present a tough dilemma for
female entrepreneurs. If they hold the entrepreneurial identity as central within their self-concept, and want to act in a manner that is
viewed as congruent and legitimate by observers, they may have to embrace behaviors viewed as agentic, assertive and competitive.
Unfortunately, these behaviors conflict with the normative female gender role which emphasizes community and empathy. Even if
female entrepreneurs feel more comfortable embracing an assertive or competitive personality, the normative social view of the
female gender role makes it likely that these entrepreneurs will notice the incongruity between the stereotype of the entrepreneur and
their gender role. Role incongruity (e.g. Eagly and Karau, 2002) and backlash (e.g. Rudman, 1998; Rudman et al., 2012a, b) scholars
point out that professional women risk facing backlash when they act agentically because they are behaving counterstereotypically.
As such, women who hold the entrepreneurial identity as more central may face trouble integrating this role identity harmoniously
with other role identities in their self-concept. The backlash they face could contribute to the perception that the entrepreneurial role
identity, although important, does not integrate well with their other role identities. Thus, the relationship between identity cen-
trality and HmEP is likely to be weaker among women compared to men who face little or no backlash for embracing the en-
trepreneurial role identity.

H3. Gender moderates the relationship between entrepreneurial identity centrality and harmonious entrepreneurial passion such that
the relationship is stronger for men than women.

Female self-construals tend to emphasize communal qualities and relationships more so than male ones (Gupta et al., 2009). In fact,
women tend to seek situations where they may establish meaningful connections characterized by consideration for others to a
greater degree than do men (Eddleston et al., 2006; Wood et al., 1997). Given these differences, we posit that female entrepreneurs
will care about relationships and maintaining ties to valued others more highly than their male counterparts. This may be particularly
true since female entrepreneurs operate in a male-dominated environment (Bird and Brush, 2002), where the female entrepreneur's
family and friends provide the primary support, advice, and legitimacy to her role (Robinson and Stubberud, 2009; Godwin et al.,
2006; Alonso-Galicia et al., 2015). When women have lower access to male-dominated occupations, such as with entrepreneurship,
they tend to favor and value more supportive behaviors and relationships (Conway et al., 1996; Eagly and Wood, 2012), and may be
more concerned with losing that support. In addition, if female entrepreneurs craft relational identities that fuse their entrepreneurial
role with maintaining important relationships, they will be more sensitive to and driven towards keeping these ties (Sluss and
Ashforth, 2007). Consistent with this, Alonso-Galicia et al. (2015) found that the social support entrepreneurs anticipate receiving if
they decide to start a firm has a stronger impact on entrepreneurial intentions for women than for men. The key element here is that
once the entrepreneurial role identity is internalized by women, and they see that this identity leads to valued relationships, they will
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be especially driven to maintain the entrepreneurial role identity because it is a linchpin for those relationships. Indeed, the loss of
valued relationships will likely be viewed as more detrimental for women versus men because such loss strikes at the heart of the
female entrepreneur's normative social standard. These individuals likely view the feminine stereotype as one who is supposed to
maintain relationships (Eddleston et al., 2006), and failures to do so will not only impact their role as an entrepreneur, but strike at
them more fundamentally through the feminine self-construal. Consequently, we posit the link between affective interpersonal
commitment and ObEP will be even stronger for female entrepreneurs. Women who have ties to important others predicated on their
role as an entrepreneur should be even more highly invested in working obsessively hard at entrepreneurial activities to maintain
those relationships. Essentially, women have greater challenges to overcome in validating their status as an entrepreneur in society,
given the male dominance and primarily masculine characterization of this occupation. Since the normative pressure of the female
gender role emphasizes communality and relationships with others more so than the male gender role, women are more likely to
value interpersonal commitments. This higher value they place on maintaining relationships should strengthen the link between
affective interpersonal commitment and obsessive passion when compared to that for men. Women will perceive greater risk and
greater loss if important relationships were severed, and this should drive their obsessive passion to maintain the entrepreneurial
role. Our conceptual model is depicted below (Fig. 1).

H4. Gender moderates the relationship between affective interpersonal commitment and obsessive entrepreneurial passion such that
the relationship is stronger for women than men.

3. Method & results

3.1. Sample

The sample consisted of 166 entrepreneurs in the field surveyed from around the U.S. Since we wanted to include a range of
different entrepreneurs, we followed the approach of Gielnik et al. (2015), and contacted participants through multiple channels
including entrepreneurship training programs, business directories, and founder support clubs. Our initial list included 2571 en-
trepreneurs. Each founder was contacted by phone or by email and asked to participate in an online study. 1470 founders had either
moved, closed their businesses, or did not answer the phone or open the initial email, while 1101 responded to the initial contact. Of
this latter group, 194 agreed to participate and returned an online survey at time 1, representing a 17.6% response rate. From this
group, 166 responded to the online survey again at time 2, representing an 85.6% continuation rate from time 1, and a 15.1%
response rate overall. While this response rate is slightly lower than average (Bartholomew and Smith, 2006), our sample size is
consistent with or exceeds other studies attempting to gather data using repeated measurements from surveying entrepreneurs in the
field (e.g. Batjargal, 2007; Li and Liang, 2015; Van Gelderen et al., 2015). Demographic questions in the survey confirmed that each
respondent was currently active in the process of running or launching a new venture. We examined non-response and survivor biases
using t-tests across the gender, age and entrepreneurial experience of the founder. For non-response bias on the first wave, we
compared responses on these dimensions for the first quarter (25%) received versus the last quarter received, reasoning that the latter
were more likely to resemble non-respondents (Armstrong and Overton, 1977; Covin, 1991). For survivor bias from the first to the
second wave, we compared responses on these dimensions between individuals who continued with the survey versus those who did
not. In all cases, the results were not significant.

In our sample, the entrepreneurs were 42 years old, on average, and 63% (104) were male. The majority (82%) had completed a
bachelor's degree, while 38% had completed a master's degree and 9% had completed a Ph.D. The sample possessed an average of
9 years of entrepreneurial experience and the average age of their current firm was 3 years, which aligns with research that claims the

Affective 
Interpersonal 
Commitment 

Obsessive 
Entrepreneurial 

PassionT2 

Harmonious 
Entrepreneurial 

PassionT2 

Gender 
(M=0 / F=1)  

Entrepreneurial 
Identity Centrality 

H1+

H2+

H3-

H4+

Fig. 1. Conceptual model.
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first six years of a new venture's existence are critical for development (Shrader et al., 2000). The entrepreneurs pursued opportu-
nities in a variety of industries including biotech, retail, manufacturing (e.g., food, sporting equipment), real estate, services (e.g.,
financial, investment, consulting), and software.

3.2. Measures

3.2.1. Entrepreneurial passion
Harmonious and obsessive entrepreneurial passion were assessed using a six-item scale taken from Vallerand et al. (2003) and

validated by Marsh et al. (2013). This scale has been used in numerous studies by Vallerand and his colleagues (e.g. Ratelle et al.,
2004; Mageau and Vallerand, 2007). We reduced the Marsh et al. (2013) 12-item measure (six each for harmonious and obsessive
passion in general), to six items (three for each scale) to mitigate respondent burden. Using reduced scales is common with repeated
measures such as this one because entrepreneurs are extremely busy people, and we were mindful of working carefully to gather data
without overly taxing these professionals (e.g. Foo et al., 2009; Gielnik et al., 2015; Uy et al., 2015). For HmEP, the scale consisted of
the following items: “For me, being an entrepreneur is a passion”, “The new things that I discover by being an entrepreneur allow me
to appreciate it even more”, and “Being an entrepreneur is well integrated in my life.” For ObEP, the scale consisted of the following
items: “Entrepreneurship is the only activity that really engages me”, “I have a tough time controlling my need to be an en-
trepreneur”, and “Being an entrepreneur is so exciting, that I sometimes lose control over it.” Respondents were asked to indicate the
extent to which they agreed (1= “strongly disagree”, 7= “strongly agree”) with each item. Both harmonious (α=0.76) and ob-
sessive (α=0.85) entrepreneurial passion demonstrated satisfactory reliability.

To validate the factor structure, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis of HmEP versus ObEP. Structural equation modeling
confirmed that a two-factor structure separating HmEP and ObEP was superior to a single factor for entrepreneurial passion in
general (Δχ2= 116.05, p<0.01). Thus, we retained the two-factor structure for HmEP and ObEP. Both scales were assessed at two
different times. First, measures were taken at the start of the project, to establish baseline values for each respondent (Keele and Kelly,
2006), especially since passion is considered to be persistent (Cardon et al., 2009, 2013; Vallerand, 2015), and then these passion
measures were assessed again four months later. The measures taken at the start of the project (HmEPT1 and ObEPT1) served as
controls, while the measures taken four months later (HmEPT2 and ObEPT2) served as the dependent variables. Separating collection
of the dependent variables from the independent variables helps to mitigate common method biases (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

3.2.2. Entrepreneurial identity centrality
This variable was assessed by using Callero's (1985) five-item scale, modified to apply to entrepreneurship. In Callero's (1985)

original study, he used this measure to study the identities of blood donors. Following the procedure of Murnieks et al. (2014) and
Cardon et al. (2013), we focused this scale on the entrepreneurial identity (e.g. “Being an entrepreneur is an important part of who I
am” and “I often think about being an entrepreneur”). We discarded one of Callero's (1985) original items (“I really don't have any
clear feelings about being an entrepreneur”) for face validity reasons because of the equivocal nature of the wording. Whereas Cardon
et al. (2013) assessed the centrality of three different role identities using a single-item measure for each, we assess the identity
centrality of the more general entrepreneurial identity as a whole, using a multi-item measure. Respondents were asked to indicate
the extent to which they agreed (1= “strongly disagree”, 7= “strongly agree”) with each item. This scale demonstrated satisfactory
reliability (α=0.76). To validate the distinction between entrepreneurial identity centrality and HmEP, we also conducted a con-
firmatory factor analysis. Structural equation modeling confirmed that a two-factor structure was significantly superior to a single
factor for both (Δχ2= 5.51, p<0.02).

3.2.3. Affective interpersonal commitment
Affective interpersonal commitment was assessed by using Stryker and Serpe's (1994) four-item scale (α=0.84), which asked

respondents how important it was that others viewed them as entrepreneurs (e.g. “It is important to me that my best friend(s) view(s)
me as a good entrepreneur”). Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed (1= “strongly disagree”,
7= “strongly agree”) with each item. To validate the distinction between affective interpersonal commitment and ObEP, we con-
ducted a confirmatory factor analysis. Structural equation modeling confirmed that a two-factor structure was superior to a single
factor for both (Δχ2= 156.64, p<0.01).

We also analyzed the factor structure of HmEP, ObEP, entrepreneurial identity centrality and affective interpersonal commitment
together. Structural equation modeling confirmed that a four-factor structure was superior to a single factor encompassing all these
items (Δχ2= 256.37, p<0.01). This gives us greater confidence that our results are not biased due to single source data (Podsakoff
et al., 2003; Baron and Tang, 2009).

3.2.4. Gender
Gender was assessed using a categorical variable (0=male, 1= female).

3.2.5. Control variables
Eight control variables were included to account for possible sources of variation: age, education level, entrepreneurial experi-

ence, location, autonomy support, entrepreneurial effort, new venture progress, and entrepreneurial self-efficacy. We considered it
important to include these control variables because previous studies have indicated that many of these factors could be antecedents
to the development of entrepreneurial passion. For example, extant work has indicated that autonomy support (Mageau et al., 2009),
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entrepreneurial effort and new venture progress (Gielnik et al., 2015); and entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Cardon and Kirk, 2015;
Dalborg and Wincent, 2015) may all be antecedents of passion. Autonomy support (α=0.64) reflects the degree to which individuals
feel free to exercise autonomous behavior, and was measured using a two-item scale taken from Mageau et al. (2009). En-
trepreneurial effort reflects exertion on entrepreneurial tasks, and was measured by recording the number of hours in an average
week the respondent spent on activities related to being an entrepreneur (Kolvereid and Isaksen, 2006; Murnieks et al., 2014). New
venture progress indicates progress towards one's venture-related goals. This was recorded by using a single item for goal progress
taken from Schmidt and Dolis (2009) where respondents indicated their perceived progress over the last month, on a seven-point
scale (1= “progress far less than goal”, 7= “progress far exceeded goal”). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy (α=0.78) reflects the
confidence individuals have in their ability to perform various entrepreneurial tasks, and was measured using Zhao et al.'s (2005)
four-item scale. Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of self-confidence in their ability to perform certain tasks (e.g.,
identifying new business opportunities, creating new products or services, thinking creatively, and commercializing an idea) on a
seven-point scale (1= “not very confident”, 7= “very confident”). In addition, demographic controls for age, education level,
geographic location and entrepreneurial experience were included (e.g., Chen et al., 2009; Gielnik et al., 2015; Vallerand et al., 2007,
2008). Analyses controlling for industry did not reveal any significant effects. All control variables were assessed at the same time
baseline measures were taken except for entrepreneurial effort and new venture progress, which were assessed at the same time as the
dependent variables (HmEPT2 and ObEPT2). Effort and new venture progress were measured in close proximity to the dependent
variables in an effort to replicate the protocol used by Gielnik et al. (2015) in their assessment of antecedents to entrepreneurial
passion.

4. Results

Table 1 provides means, standard deviations, and correlations for all control, independent and dependent variables used in this
study. Fig. 2 depicts the results of our study (boldface indicates supported hypotheses).

The conceptual model and hypotheses were tested using hierarchical regression analysis. Given the number of significant cor-
relations indicated in Table 1, we investigated the collinearity statistics of our models. All of the variance inflation factors (VIFs) for
controls and independent variables were <2.5, which is below the guideline of 10 suggested by Chatterjee and Price (1991) and
Neter et al. (1996). This suggests that multicollinearity did not pose a serious threat (Barringer and Bluedorn, 1999). We also
inspected our models for the presence of endogeneity by conducting Hausman and Durbin-Wu-Hausman (DWH) tests recommended
by Semadeni et al. (2014) and Wooldridge (2010). Across all tests, we did not find the presence of endogeneity (p>0.10).

In the first step of the regression analysis, control variables were entered with harmonious and obsessive entrepreneurial passion
(at time 2) as the outcome variables (models 1 & 4). In the next step, the main independent variables (entrepreneurial identity
centrality, affective interpersonal commitment) were added (models 2 & 5). Lastly, the moderator (gender) was added (models 3 & 6).
All independent variables were used to predict both dependent variables to show all effects. Results of these regressions are displayed
in Table 2.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that entrepreneurial identity centrality would be positively associated with harmonious entrepreneurial
passion. As shown in model 2 of Table 2, the relationship between entrepreneurial identity centrality and HmEP was significant and
positive (β=0.23, p<0.01; partial η2= 0.05; 95% CI [0.07, 0.39]). This confirms H1. Hypothesis 2 predicted that affective in-
terpersonal commitment would be positively associated with obsessive entrepreneurial passion. As shown in model 5 of Table 2, the
relationship between affective interpersonal commitment and ObEP was significant and positive (β=0.25, p<0.05; partial
η2= 0.04; 95% CI [0.06, 0.44]). This supports H2.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between entrepreneurial identity centrality and HmEP would be moderated by
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Fig. 2. Empirical model with results.
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Table 2
Hierarchical regression results.

Dependent variable Harmonious entrepreneurial passion
(HmEPT2)

Obsessive entrepreneurial passion
(ObEPT2)

Independent variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Β SE β SE Β SE β SE β SE β SE

Constant 1.78⁎ 0.68 1.17 0.69 0.61 0.72 1.01 1.12 0.77 1.16 0.53 1.20
Gender 0.03 0.13 −0.01 0.12 1.83⁎ 0.83 −0.26 0.21 −0.32 0.21 1.57 0.96
Age 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.02 0.01 −0.02 0.01 −0.01 0.01
Education level −0.01 0.06 −0.01 0.06 −0.01 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.10
Entrepreneurial experience 0.00 0.01 −0.01 0.01 −0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Location 0.38⁎ 0.15 0.27† 0.15 0.28† 0.15 0.73⁎⁎ 0.25 0.63⁎ 0.25 0.67⁎⁎ 0.25
Entrepreneurial effort 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01† 0.01 0.01† 0.01 0.01 0.01
New venture progress 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.07
Autonomy support 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.12 0.05 0.12 0.06 0.12
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy 0.12 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.14 −0.03 0.14 0.02 0.14
HmEPT1 0.45⁎⁎ 0.08 0.26⁎⁎ 0.09 0.27⁎⁎ 0.09 −0.02 0.13 −0.14 0.15 −0.17 0.15
ObEPT1 −0.02 0.05 −0.02 0.04 −0.03 0.04 0.54⁎⁎ 0.08 0.53⁎⁎ 0.08 0.53⁎⁎ 0.08
Entrepreneurial identity centrality (H1) 0.23⁎⁎ 0.08 0.32⁎⁎ 0.09 0.07 0.14 0.05 0.14
Affective interpersonal commitment (H2) 0.14⁎ 0.06 0.13⁎ 0.06 0.25⁎ 0.10 0.35⁎⁎ 0.11
Entrepreneurial identity centrality× gender (H3) −0.30⁎ 0.13
Affective interpersonal commitment× gender (H4) −0.37⁎ 0.18
F-ratio 8.74⁎⁎ 9.21⁎⁎ 9.13⁎⁎ 10.46⁎⁎ 9.69⁎⁎ 9.47⁎⁎

Adj. R2 0.34 0.39 0.41 0.39 0.41 0.42
ΔR2 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.01

Note: N= 166. Unstandardized regression coefficients are shown.
† p<0.10.
⁎ p<0.05.
⁎⁎ p<0.01.
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gender, such that the relationship would be stronger for men versus women. As shown in model 3 of Table 2, gender significantly
moderates this relationship (β=−0.30, p<0.05; partial η2= 0.03; 95% CI [−0.56, −0.03]). Furthermore, as Fig. 3 indicates, the
change in HmEP is different for men versus women, providing support for H3. Simple slope analyses reveal that the relationship
between entrepreneurial identity centrality and HmEP is significant for men (t=2.46, p<0.05) but not for women (t=−0.48, ns).

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the relationship between affective interpersonal commitment and ObEP would be moderated by
gender as well, such that this relationship would be stronger for women versus men. As shown in model 6 of Table 2, gender
significantly moderates this relationship (β=−0.37, p<0.05; partial η2= 0.03; 95% CI [−0.73, −0.01]), but in a direction op-
posite that of our prediction. Fig. 4 indicates that the change in ObEP is stronger for men versus women, which does not support H4.
Simple slope analyses reveal that the relationship between affective commitment and ObEP is significant for men (t=3.56, p<0.01)
but not for women (t=−0.38, ns). Data points for plotting the lines in both Figs. 3 and 4 are computed using ±1SD for en-
trepreneurial identity centrality and affective interpersonal commitment. 95% confidence intervals are shown in each figure. The
effect sizes demonstrated for men with respect to both HmEP and ObEP meet or exceed those seen in other studies examining
antecedents to entrepreneurial passion (e.g., Cardon and Kirk, 2015; Gielnik et al., 2015).

Given the correlation in our dependent variables (HmEP and ObEP), we replicated our empirical model (including controls) using
path analysis (AMOS 22.0). All main effects and interactions were significant (p<0.05) and occurred in the same direction as
reported above, which provides support for the robustness of our results.

5. Discussion

Although popular accounts tend to paint the journey of the entrepreneur as a solo endeavor undertaken by a lone heroic actor
(e.g. Bruni et al., 2004; Hennessey, 2016), in reality, entrepreneurs operate from a position embedded within a social network
(Davidsson and Honig, 2003; De Carolis and Saparito, 2006; Parker, 2008). In this study, we consider how these social influences can
be associated with different types of entrepreneurial passion through identity-related mechanisms. This is important because the
environment in which entrepreneurship occurs can have profound effects on individuals (Busenitz and Lau, 2001; Murnieks,
McMullen, & Cardon, in press; Powell and Baker, 2014; Santos et al., 2016). Our results indicate that the bridges between valued
others in the social environment and individual entrepreneurs impact entrepreneurial passion. Through a four-month lagged study,
we find dual pathways fueling harmonious and obsessive entrepreneurial passion. There are several implications of our work.

First, our findings uncover a significant relationship between the internalization of the entrepreneurial identity into a central
place in one's own self-concept and HmEP. This confirms the findings of Murnieks et al. (2014). Our analysis of the moderating effect
of gender in this relationship extends their work as we found the relationship between identity centrality and the development of
HmEP was significant for men, but not women. Murnieks et al. (2014) did not test for differences in this relationship across men and
women. However, it is noteworthy that the group of entrepreneurs sampled by Murnieks et al. (2014) was more heavily populated by
men (76%) than women (24%). Upon review of the literature, we find that samples weighted more heavily towards men are prevalent
(e.g. Mueller et al., 2017; Thorgren and Wincent, 2015), which is perhaps a reflection of the fact that most small businesses tend to be
owned by men (McManus, 2017). Even though our sample is also composed primarily of men (63%), we have a higher percentage of
women (37%) than each of these previous studies. As indicated by our significant moderation effect, we observe that identity
centrality drives harmonious passion in men, but not in women. This is an important extension to extant work around entrepreneurial
passion because it demonstrates why gender is an important variable to consider.

The lack of a significant finding between identity centrality and HmEP for women in our sample is noteworthy. A number of scholars
argue that women tend to pursue entrepreneurship because it allows for flexible scheduling that can reduce work-family conflicts
(Parasuraman and Simmers, 2001; Sullivan and Meek, 2012). This motive is interesting because it indicates female entrepreneurs may
choose entrepreneurship as a vocation because it allows them to reduce conflicts between important roles in their lives. This raises the
possibility that female entrepreneurs may develop more HmEP for activities related to entrepreneurship, not because the en-
trepreneurial identity is more central to their self-concept, but rather because other identities (such as spouse or family) are more
central. Harmonious passions, in contrast to obsessive ones, allow disengagement without feelings of compulsion or guilt. Thus, HmEP
would allow female entrepreneurs to disengage from startup activities whenever they felt the pull to engage in alternate central or
salient identities. Perhaps, for women who prioritize flexibility in dealing with family obligations, the development of HmEP may be
tied to the centrality of identities outside the entrepreneurial one. Conversely, as backlash scholars have noted (e.g., Rudman, 1998;
Rudman et al., 2012a, b), perhaps female entrepreneurs find more difficulty than men integrating central entrepreneurial identities
harmoniously within their self-concepts. While we did not collect any data on identities outside the entrepreneurial one, this represents
a fascinating area of theory to explore in future work. Extant passion literature (e.g., Vallerand, 2015; Cardon et al., 2009) almost
universally analyzes passions tied to identities that are directly related to similar activities. Scholars have not yet explored the possibility
that other identities not affiliated with the focal identity under study (such as entrepreneur), but that are still central to the self-concept,
may play an important role in the development of the focal passion. Analyzing differences in the identity structures of male versus
female entrepreneurs represents a promising first step towards extending our understanding of entrepreneurial passion, and uncovering
how a constellation of related identities, rather than just one, influences passion development.

We also find a significant positive relationship between affective interpersonal commitment and ObEP. As with the relationship
between identity centrality and HmEP, the moderating effect of gender here shows the tie between affective interpersonal commitment
and ObEP is significant for men, not women, contrary to our predictions. This indicates that male entrepreneurs are more likely to
experience higher obsessive passion when they associate the entrepreneurial role with receiving support from important friends and
family members in their lives. Whereas male entrepreneurs may believe that social support is important to lifting their spirits and
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motivating them to continue in the face of adversity (e.g. Robinson and Stubberud, 2009; Godwin et al., 2006), our findings indicate
that this support may also constrain male entrepreneurs because they may feel more compelled to continue to engage in en-
trepreneurship out of fear of losing key relationships if they stop. Rather than boosting their autonomy and freedom to act, this support
may bind them to the occupation of entrepreneurship. Ironically, individuals who seek to support male entrepreneurs through en-
couragement may be fostering an emphasis on obligations and compulsions at the same time, which adds to the stress associated with
founding a venture. This is an important, and somewhat counterintuitive, implication from our findings. The development of obsessive
passion originating from close acquaintances to the focal entrepreneur may arise unintentionally, and be detrimental. More broadly, this
relationship between affective interpersonal commitment and ObEP among men emphasizes that the construct of passion is influenced
by social components which need to be modeled in addition to the intraindividual factors that are traditionally considered.

We note that while we expected the moderating effect of gender to be significant on the relationship between affective inter-
personal commitment and ObEP, it occurred in the direction opposite to that which we hypothesized. Although prior research has
found that women tend to be more dependent on social support in considering whether or not to start a firm (Alonso-Galicia et al.,
2015), our results suggest that this social support is not an important factor fueling ObEP in women after founding. Some additional
discussion of this unexpected finding is warranted. The literature on gender-based differences in views towards entrepreneurship
points out that men tend to put greater emphasis on the status conferred by entrepreneurial roles. Men, as opposed to women, tend to
care more about prestige, social status, and being highly regarded as entrepreneurs (DeMartino and Barbato, 2003; Eddleston et al.,
2006; Eddleston and Powell, 2008). The scale we used to capture affective interpersonal commitment (taken from Stryker and Serpe,
1994) may have tapped into this desire for status in addition to the value of the relationships associated with the role. Since the
questions in the scale ask how important it is that the focal entrepreneur be well-regarded by a spouse or family and friends, it is
possible we captured the desire for prestige in addition to the value of relationships. It is also possible that men are more dependent
on the social support of important others once they become entrepreneurs and that our results captured this effect. Research on
gender in entrepreneurship cites the importance women place on forming relationships with stakeholders such as employees (Bird
and Brush, 2002; Eddleston and Powell, 2008) whereas our scale captured the salience of relationships to spouses or friends, which
may be more pertinent to self-affirmation or status. As such, using different scales to assess the importance of close confidantes versus
employees or other venture stakeholders presents an opportunity to explore in future research.

Even though the relationships discussed above were non-significant for the female entrepreneurs in our sample, this does not imply that
harmonious and obsessive passion are not experienced by female entrepreneurs, or that identity centrality and affective interpersonal
commitment are not important to both men and women. Indeed, in our sample, means comparisons indicate that female entrepreneurs
experience both HmEP and ObEP at levels equivalent to those of male entrepreneurs. Fundamentally, our study indicates that the pathways
that fuel both harmonious and obsessive entrepreneurial passion differ based on gender, and that more work in this area is needed.

5.1. Limitations and opportunities for future research

Just as with any research project, there are limitations to our study. First, our sample was based in the United States, and therefore
our results may not be generalizable to other cultures, such as ones with lower degrees of individualism. We know gender roles vary
based on culture (e.g., Baughn et al., 2006; Jones and Tullous, 2002), so evaluation of the relationships in this study in other countries
could provide important insights. Empirical evidence surrounding entrepreneurial passion around the world is growing (e.g., Clarysse
et al., 2015; de Mol and de Jong, 2015; Yitshaki and Kropp, 2016), and we encourage more comparative work in this area. Second, even
though our interest lies in examining the social roots of entrepreneurial passion, all our variables were collected from the perspective of
the focal entrepreneur. We selected this design because we were interested in how the focal entrepreneur views and internalizes the
pressure imparted by social forces. Nevertheless, this perspective does not include data from other people (such as friends or spouses),
and does not allow us to investigate how accurately the focal entrepreneur perceives the influence of important others. Future research
could explore this more explicitly by collecting data from both the focal entrepreneur and significant others. Finally, as noted earlier, we
focused our study on the general entrepreneurial role, but we acknowledge that there are different levels of identities that could also be
studied. For example, Sluss and Ashforth (2007) note that relational identities exist at higher and lower levels of abstraction, and
Shepherd and Haynie (2009) note that the general entrepreneurial role identity could be comprised of numerous other micro-identities.
While there is a substantial body of work surrounding the entrepreneurial identity (e.g. Ho and Pollack, 2014; Murnieks et al., 2014),
future work could examine how social influences and gender impact passion formation among lower-level identities such as different
entrepreneurial identities (e.g. inventor, founder, developer; Cardon et al., 2009), or different founder identities (e.g. Fauchart and
Gruber, 2011), or other identity configurations (e.g. Mathias and Williams, 2017; Powell and Baker, 2014, 2017).

It is our foremost hope that this study opens conversation into future research possibilities. Given the fact that we demonstrate
differences in the factors which influence HmEP and ObEP, it would be interesting to examine what other social influences might
augment or mitigate manifestation of these two forms of passion. In this study, our focus was oriented at affective interpersonal
commitment instead of affective organizational commitment (Allen and Meyer, 1990, 1996).2 That said, we know affective

2 Affective organizational commitment characterizes an individual's emotional attachment to or identification with an organization (Allen and
Meyer, 1990, 1996; Bergman, 2006). The key distinction between affective interpersonal and organizational commitment is that the former is an
interpersonal construct that indicates the strength of ties between individuals whereas the latter relates individuals to organizations. While the
relationship between one's ties to an organization and the degree to which it impacts entrepreneurial passion may be interesting to study in the
future, it nevertheless lies beyond the scope of our current work.
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organizational commitment can be a powerful force motivating innovative behaviors (Ng et al., 2010) and performance (Wright and
Bonett, 2002). It would be interesting to know whether the ties entrepreneurs feel towards their own firms might influence passion in
a manner similar to what was shown herein with affective interpersonal commitment. In addition, we operationalized gender by
using the self-reported sex of the respondent. However, we know that sex and gender are not the same thing (Bruni et al., 2004;
Money and Ehrhardt, 1972). Whereas the sex of an individual is a biological trait, gender involves the construction of roles from
cultural and social expectations, qualities and behaviors that tend to be categorized as masculine or feminine (Bird and Brush, 2002;
Eddleston and Powell, 2008). Accordingly, men may possess a feminine gender or women may possess a masculine gender. It would
be interesting to investigate whether the socially constructed and personally ascribed aspects of masculine or feminine genders alter
the relationships we explored in this study. Unfortunately, our research instrument was not capable of capturing these factors, but
future research could be designed to test for these elements.

6. Conclusion

The study of passion is expanding rapidly in both entrepreneurship and social psychology. As this body of knowledge gains
momentum, we argue the time has arrived to increase the focus on those elements that drive entrepreneurial passion as well as those
focused on its effects. More importantly, we take note of the fact that the foundations of both the Dualistic Model of Passion
(Vallerand, 2015; Vallerand et al., 2003) as well as the prevailing theory of entrepreneurial passion (Cardon et al., 2009) rest on
identity theory. Identity theory emphasizes that self-concepts are social constructions. Vallerand and his colleagues have theorized
that passions may develop and evolve in distinct manners owing to differences in the social environment (Mageau et al., 2009;
Vallerand, 2015; Vallerand et al., 2006), but empirical examination of these contentions has not been undertaken. In this study, we
attempt to redress this balance and argue for the need to broaden our investigation of passion constructs beyond the boundaries of the
individual founder. We need further inquiry to understand how social influences play a role in fueling the fire of entrepreneurial
passion.
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