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Would Internet Promote Opportunity Entrepreneurship?
An Empirical Study Based on Entrepreneurial Motivation
Liu Bin' * and Xin Weitao’
(1: Academy of China Open Economy Studies University of International Business
and Economics; 2: China Institute for WTO Studies University of International
Business and Economics; 3: School of International Trade and Economics
University of International Business and Economics)

Abstract: While China’ s economy is stepping into the stage of high—quality development instead
of rapid — growth only the requirements of entrepreneurship’ s quality are also constantly
improving. Based on the data from Global Entrepreneurship Monitor ( GEM) and World Bank
database this paper analyzes the impact of internet on the opportunity entrepreneurship rate. The
results indicate: Firstly the empirical evidence suggests that internet can increase the opportunity
entrepreneurship rate. Secondly from the perspective of impact mechanism internet improves the
opportunity entrepreneurship rate by promoting innovation enhancing human capital as well as
social capital and advancing the demonstration effect of entrepreneurship. Thirdly the gender and
institutional environment differences of the impact of internet on the opportunity entrepreneurship
rate has been analyzed in this paper. Compared with men internet has a greater impact on women
in improving the opportunity entrepreneurship rate. For countries ( regions) with backward
institutional environment internet has a more obvious effect on the promotion of opportunity
entrepreneurship rate.

Keywords: Internet  Entrepreneurial Motivation Opportunity Entrepreneurship — Necessity
Entrepreneurship
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