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With the growing expansion of entrepreneurial activities at the international
level, business failure has become an inevitable yet influential phenomenon
with profound economic, psychological, and social consequences. However,
failure can also serve as an opportunity for learning and growth, particularly
when learning mechanisms are effectively activated. Accordingly, this study
aims to identify and analyze the antecedents of re-entry intention into
international entrepreneurship after failure. The research employed a
quantitative—quantitative mixed approach. In the first stage, 20 potential criteria
affecting re-entry intention were extracted from the literature and expert
opinions and prioritized using the Best-Worst Method (BWM), based on
evaluations from 15 international entrepreneurship experts and practitioners. In
the second stage, the 10 most significant criteria were structured and analyzed
through Interpretive  Structural Modeling (ISM) to examine the
interrelationships and hierarchical dynamics among them. The findings reveal
that among the four main categories—cognitive, individual, organizational, and
institutional factors—the components of entreprencurial alertness, learning
from failure, fear of failure, entrepreneurial orientation, national culture,
entrepreneurial ecosystem, prior experience, entrepreneurial identity, networks,
managerial team, and family were identified as the most influential. The ISM
results classified these components into five hierarchical levels, offering a
comprehensive view of their interconnections. At the fifth level, the
fundamental factors of entrepreneurial ecosystem and prior experience act as
key enablers that provide the foundation for other components. The fourth level
includes entrepreneurial identity and learning from failure, which emerge under
the influence of the foundational factors and prepare the ground for higher-level
constructs. Networks, positioned at the third level, serve as mediating and
facilitating elements between individual and environmental dimensions. At the
second level, national culture and managerial team function as contextual social
and organizational factors that shape motivation and re-entry tendencies.
Finally, entrepreneurial alertness, fear of failure, and entrepreneurial orientation
appear at the first level, representing the ultimate outcomes of the interactions
among all preceding factors. Overall, the hierarchical structure highlights that
developing a dynamic entrepreneurial ecosystem and fostering early
entrepreneurial experiences can gradually lead to the emergence of other key
components influencing re-entry into entrepreneurship. The findings contribute
to the theoretical understanding of post-failure entrepreneurial behavior and
offer practical insights for policymakers and support institutions in designing
retraining, counseling, and empowerment programs for failed entrepreneurs
seeking to reengage in entrepreneurial activities.
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Introduction

In the contemporary era, entrepreneurship serves as a driving engine of innovation,
job creation, and sustainable economic growth, playing a prominent role in the
economic development and social stability of nations (Tahmasebi et al., 2025;
Fuentelsaz et al., 2023). With the expansion of globalization, entrepreneurship has
transcended national borders, giving rise to the concept of international
entrepreneurship—an interdisciplinary field concerned with the identification,
evaluation, and exploitation of business opportunities in international markets (Oviatt
& McDougall, 2005). In this context, not only large corporations but also startups and
small firms have become engaged in international activities (Hessels et al., 2008).

Despite the vast opportunities available in global markets, entrepreneurial activities
in international environments face higher levels of risk, complexity, and failure rates,
compared to domestic markets. Numerous studies indicate that approximately 70 to
90 percent of new ventures fail within their first five years of operation, and this rate
rises to nearly 80 percent in the international arena (Artinger & Powell, 2016).
Entrepreneurial failure is a complex and multidimensional concept that can range
from business closure to complete bankruptcy (Zacharakis et al., 1999;
Mohammadian et al., 2025). This phenomenon not only entails severe economic
consequences but also generates profound psychological effects, such as feelings of
shame, fear, regret, and hesitation to re-engage in entrepreneurial activity (Shiri &
Badpa, 2024; Shiri et al., 2021; Costa et al., 2023).

Nevertheless, failure can serve as a rich source of entrepreneurial learning. When
properly managed, such learning can foster enhanced competencies, tacit knowledge,
and new attitudes that facilitate re-entry into entrepreneurship (Cope, 2011;
Yamakawa & Cardon, 2015). Research suggests that learning from failure,
knowledge transfer, and an appropriate time interval between two entrepreneurial
experiences are key factors contributing to successful re-entry (Eggers & Song, 2015).
However, experiencing failure does not necessarily lead to the intention to re-engage
in entrepreneurship. Factors such as fear of repeated failure, social pressures, and lack
of institutional support may constitute significant barriers to the formation of such
intentions (Shiri et al., 2022; Lattacher & Wdowiak, 2020).

In this regard, learning from failure may be considered a decisive factor influencing
the intention to re-enter entrepreneurial activity in global markets (Chandra et al.,
2009; Karimi et al., 2021). This form of learning not only facilitates the identification
of international opportunities but also plays a critical role in activating entrepreneurs’
psychological and behavioral resources after failure and is influenced by individual
humility (Mohammadian et al., 2017; 2018). Despite the substantial growth of
research on entrepreneurial intention (Ahmadi Zahrani et al., 2025; Naderi et al., 2025;
Hafezian & Mohseni Kiasari, 2025; Behrouz & Kazemi, 2023; Shiri et al., 2024;
Khalili Khezrabadi & Hassani, 2023), limited attention has been paid to the
antecedents of re-entry intention in international entrepreneurship following failure.
In other words, although prior studies have focused on the effects of failure, fear, and
learning, a comprehensive and systematic analysis of the various dimensions of failure
and the mechanisms leading to re-entry remains a significant research gap (Klimas et
al., 2020; Jenkins & McKelvie, 2016).
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Accordingly, the present study aims to identify and analyze the antecedents of re-
entry intention in international entrepreneurship after failure. It seeks to explain the
psychological, organizational, and institutional mechanisms influencing learning
from failure and to examine its impact on the intention to re-enter. The findings of this
research may contribute to the design of supportive policies, retraining programs, and
strengthening interventions aimed at increasing the success rate of returning
entrepreneurs in the international arena.

Research Background

Understanding the theoretical foundations of a study provides the basis for analyzing
and explaining the phenomena under investigation. By introducing key concepts,
theories, and prior findings, the theoretical framework offers a systematic and
scientific structure that facilitates a deeper understanding of the subject and supports
the derivation of valid conclusions. In the present study, given the importance of re-
entry intention into international entrepreneurship after failure, the relevant theoretical
foundations concerning international entrepreneurship, re-entry intention, and the
factors influencing entrepreneurial return are reviewed in order to establish an
appropriate basis for analyzing the antecedents of this phenomenon.

International Entrepreneurship
The definition of international entrepreneurship has primarily focused on new
ventures and born-global firms (Zolfaghari, 2019). Oviatt and McDougall (1995)
were among the first scholars to expand this definition, emphasizing the early
internationalization process of firms. Hisrich et al. (2008) conceptualized international
entrepreneurship as entrepreneurial activity conducted beyond national borders.

International entrepreneurship is regarded as an interdisciplinary field that
integrates international business and entrepreneurship. According to McDougall and
Oviatt (2000), it is defined as innovation, proactiveness, and risk-taking across
national borders. In their subsequent definitions, they described international
entrepreneurship as the discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities
beyond domestic markets for the purpose of creating goods and delivering services
(Oviatt & McDougall, 2005).

In essence, the ability to identify and exploit business opportunities worldwide
constitutes one of the primary determinants of success in international
entrepreneurship (Lattacher & Wdowiak, 2020).

Entrepreneurial Re-Entry
Re-entry intention in entrepreneurship refers to an individual’s willingness, after
experiencing one or more prior entrepreneurial activities, to re-engage in the process
of starting a new venture. This concept is particularly significant in the study of serial
entrepreneurs, as their behaviors, motivations, and performance outcomes provide
valuable insights into the nature and dynamics of entrepreneurship (Mohseni Kiasari
et al., 2024).

Unlike novice entrepreneurs who are at the initial stages of their entrepreneurial
careers, serial entrepreneurs are generally more likely to return to entrepreneurship
due to the human and social capital accumulated through prior experiences (Stam et



al., 2008). Research indicates that factors such as general personal skills (Morgan &
Anokhin, 2020), prior successful experience (Tipu, 2020), social networks (Presutti
et al., 2008), and the type of business exit (Fu et al., 2024) can significantly influence
re-entry intention.

Re-entry intention does not necessarily imply the actual launch of a new business;
rather, it represents a cognitive and pre-behavioral stage that may or may not lead to
concrete action. For instance, Stam et al. (2008) found that factors such as age, the
level of involvement in the previous venture, and positive prior entrepreneurial
experiences can explain the intention to return but do not guarantee actual re-entry.
Moreover, the mode of re-entry is also important. Amaral and Baptista (2011) classify
returning entrepreneurs into two categories: direct (without interruption) and indirect
(after a time gap or entry into wage employment). Their findings highlight the
fundamental role of human capital in shaping this decision.

Overall, re-entry intention constitutes a key concept in understanding
entrepreneurial career paths, the recurrence of entrepreneurial behavior, and the
influence of prior experiences on future decision-making. It enables scholars to
explain why some individuals, after exiting a venture—whether due to failure or
success—re-enter this high-risk path with renewed motivation and enthusiasm, while
others do not.

In this regard, research suggests that returning to entrepreneurship after
experiencing failure is a complex process influenced by multiple factors. For example,
De Hoe and Janssen (2022), in their conceptual model, identify psychological capital
as a key mediating variable between entrepreneurial failure and learning from failure.
They argue that components such as self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience can
mitigate the negative consequences of failure and facilitate the intention to re-enter
entrepreneurship.

Similarly, a study by Pan et al. (2022) found that intrinsic motivational factors,
income-generating capability, and family support play crucial roles in restoring the
energy of failed entrepreneurs. Their findings suggest that despite the risk of repeated
failure, entrepreneurs who benefit from psychological and social support demonstrate
a stronger tendency to restart their ventures.

From a developmental perspective, Bau et al. (2017) examined the effects of age,
gender, and multiple ownership experience on the likelihood of entrepreneurial re-
entry. Their results indicate a nonlinear relationship between age and the propensity
to re-enter entrepreneurship, moderated by individual and experiential characteristics.
Another study by Hsu et al. (2017), drawing on self-efficacy theory and prospect
theory, proposed a model to explain re-entry intention after failure. They found that
when individuals exhibit low self-efficacy but possess strong financial recovery
motivation, prospect theory provides a robust explanation for their return to
entrepreneurial activity.

In a systematic review of the literature, Tippu (2020) emphasizes the emergent
nature of the concept of entrepreneurial re-entry and highlights existing conceptual
and theoretical gaps in this domain. The study suggests that future research should
examine cultural, structural, and geographical contexts—particularly in developing
countries—to develop a more comprehensive understanding of the drivers, barriers,



and consequences of re-entry into entrepreneurial activities.

Antecedents of Re-Entry in International Entrepreneurship

Re-entry in international entrepreneurship after experiencing failure represents a
multidimensional and complex decision influenced by the interaction of factors at the
micro, meso, and macro levels (Boso et al., 2017). Contrary to the common perception
that failure marks the end of a firm’s internationalization path, many entrepreneurs
rely on prior experience, newly acquired resources, and learning from failure to
reinitiate their activities in international markets. In this regard, accurately identifying
and analyzing the determinants of such a decision can contribute significantly to the
design of effective policy and educational support mechanisms. The most influential
factors can be examined across cognitive, individual, organizational, and institutional
dimensions.

Among the cognitive processes affecting re-entry in entrepreneurship are learning
from failure, fear of failure, entrepreneurial identity, entrepreneurial alertness, and
entrepreneurial orientation (Mohammadian et al., 2025). The process of learning from
failure, unlike classical rational decision-making models, is profoundly shaped by
individual characteristics such as psychological traits, lived experiences, and
demographic features. In contrast to the assumption of full rationality in standard
economic models—where entrepreneurs enhance their performance by updating
decision-making algorithms based on failure experiences—real-world learning
processes are embedded in emotional, cognitive, and contextual influences.

Studies on fear of failure encompass diverse themes, including the impact of prior
failures (Hsu et al., 2015), the influence of close role models—both positive and
negative (Wyrwich et al., 2016), the effect of fear on future entrepreneurial intentions
(Cacciotti et al., 2016; Kollmann et al., 2017), and the antecedents of fear (Guerrero
& Pefia-Legazkue, 2018; Wyrwich et al., 2016; Shahriar & Shepherd, 2019). The
impact of fear on outcomes—whether in terms of investment levels or likelihood of
success—is highly context-dependent (Morgan & Sisak, 2016). Fear of failure can
either inhibit or stimulate entrepreneurial behavior, thereby offering deeper insight
into entrepreneurial motivations. Importantly, such fear may emerge both during the
entrepreneurial process and after its conclusion (Cacciotti et al., 2016).

Over the past three decades, entrepreneurial identity has emerged as a central
concept in understanding entrepreneurship (Anderson et al., 2019; Mmbaga et al.,
2020; Navis & Glynn, 2011). Entrepreneurial identity is associated with actions such
as opportunity recognition and exploitation, opportunity search, interpretation, and
enactment (Grimes, 2018), as well as entrepreneurs’ creative processes (Imas et al.,
2012). In today’s competitive environment, it can serve as a source of competitive
advantage in entrepreneurial activities. Identity provides a definition of the self and
functions as a sensemaking mechanism, becoming particularly salient under
conditions of uncertainty and ambiguity. In essence, identity represents an attempt to
answer the question “Who am 1?”” (Kollmann et al., 2017), and at higher levels, it may
contribute to the formation of social capital (Zarei Matin et al., 2016).

Entrepreneurial alertness refers to an individual’s ability to gather, transform, and
select information that leads to the identification of potential opportunities. Alert



entrepreneurs exhibit a stronger tendency to engage in entrepreneurial activities
(Roundy et al., 2018; Shafiei & Amiri, 2024). Kirzner was the first theorist to
conceptualize alertness as a distinguishing characteristic between entrepreneurs and
non-entrepreneurs, emphasizing its central role in opportunity discovery.

Another dimension that can influence the tendency to re-engage in
entrepreneurship after failure at any level concerns individual-level variables. In
examining entrepreneurial re-entry following failure, personal characteristics such as
age, gender, education, and prior experience play a decisive role. According to Bau et
al. (2017), the entrepreneur’s age is the most influential factor affecting the inclination
to return after failure, while gender moderates this relationship. Wang et al. (2019)
argue that the older a serial entrepreneur is, the longer the time required to relaunch a
new venture.

Gender also plays a significant role in the likelihood of failure. Evidence suggests
that failure rates are higher in women-led businesses than in those led by men.
According to Yang and del Carmen (2017), after two years, approximately 15 percent
of women-managed businesses fail, compared to 10 percent of men-managed firms.
This gap widens over time: after five years, failure rates reach 26 percent for women
versus 15 percent for men, and after ten years, 49 percent compared to 36 percent,
respectively.

The entrepreneur’s level of education and knowledge constitutes another important
individual factor, influencing the ability to analyze environmental conditions and
solve problems, thereby increasing the likelihood of success in subsequent attempts.
Prior experience—particularly experience of failure—also plays a dual role in
entrepreneurial re-entry. Some entrepreneurs attribute failure to external factors and
subsequently change their industry or field of activity, which may render prior
experience less transferable or even ineffective (Eggers & Song, 2015). Thus,
individual-level variables may function as moderating or facilitating factors in the
decision to return to entrepreneurship after failure.

In the field of international entrepreneurship, organizational factors represent a key
determinant of business success or failure. These factors include characteristics of the
top management team, tangible and intangible resources, international experience,
organizational age and size, geographic location, and business reputation (Zahra &
George, 2002). Empirical evidence indicates that such factors not only influence the
likelihood of entry or re-entry into international entrepreneurship but also play a
critical role in entrepreneurial learning processes, particularly following failure.

From a learning-from-failure perspective, a management team possessing diverse
and international experience can facilitate more accurate analysis of the causes of
failure and more effective transfer of tacit knowledge into new processes (Oviatt &
McDougall, 1995). Teams with exposure to foreign training environments are
typically better equipped to understand cultural and structural differences across
international markets and are more likely to interpret failure as a valuable learning
resource, rather than as the end of a trajectory.

Moreover, organizational resources—both tangible (e.g., financial capital and
human resources) and intangible (e.g., reputation, brand equity, and relational
networks)—enable firms to reassess their environment, develop new strategies, and



re-execute international activities after failure. Organizational legitimacy and access
to broad social and commercial networks can substantially facilitate learning from
failure and the reconstruction of entrepreneurial pathways (Zahra & George, 2002).

Organizational age and size are also important in this process. Younger firms are
generally more agile and flexible, demonstrating greater readiness to learn and adapt,
whereas larger organizations may possess more substantial resources to manage and
absorb the consequences of failure. Overall, organizational factors can be argued to
directly influence the quality and depth of learning from entrepreneurial failure by
creating capacities for analysis, reflection, strategic redesign, and adaptation.

At this level, the identification of international entrepreneurial opportunities is
conceptualized as an iterative process in which entrepreneurs repeatedly reassess
opportunities based on intuition, formal and informal feedback, and lessons derived
from errors. Decision-making regarding entry into foreign markets involves both
rational and non-rational elements. Opportunity recognition is closely linked to
success in foreign markets and the speed of internationalization. Opportunities in
international markets can be identified through the use of entrepreneur-specific
competencies such as networks and prior experience (Oviatt & McDougall, 2005).
Indeed, international entrepreneurship fundamentally concerns the recognition and
exploitation of opportunities in foreign markets—specifically how entrepreneurs
discover and capitalize on such opportunities (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000).

Recent research in international entrepreneurship has increasingly emphasized
international opportunities, highlighting the fact that entrepreneurial behavior is
inherently opportunity-focused, which is vital for international entrepreneurial
activity. Entrepreneurial opportunities play a fundamental role in firm
internationalization. Several factors contribute to opportunity discovery, including
prior experience, the structure of international networks, and entrepreneurial
orientation (Chandra et al., 2009). It is therefore unsurprising that an entrepreneur’s
social network plays a central role in a firm’s resource base. The role of networks in
selecting and entering international markets suggests that the development of
international entrepreneurial opportunities is a process of discovery, rather than
merely the outcome of rational strategic decision-making or systematic information
gathering.

The inclination to re-engage in entrepreneurship after failure is significantly
influenced by institutional factors which are embedded within the broader social,
cultural, economic, and legal environment (Zahra & George, 2002). At the family and
societal levels, cultural orientations toward failure can either hinder or facilitate
learning. In societies where failure carries a negative connotation or social stigma, or
1s perceived as a sign of incompetence, entrepreneurs may avoid critical reflection on
the causes of failure in order to preserve their personal or social identity. Conversely,
in contexts where failure is viewed as a valuable and instructive experience, the space
for reflection and learning is strengthened.

From the perspective of the entrepreneurial ecosystem and the prevailing
institutional environment, the maturity and supportiveness of structures such as
advisory institutions, financial resources, market infrastructure, and open,
encouraging policies that facilitate entrepreneurial re-entry, play a crucial role in



enabling learning from failure (Bird & Wennberg, 2016). McDougall (1989) argues
that competitive intensity, domestic market constraints, and international pressures
are environmental factors that may compel entrepreneurs to more carefully analyze
the causes of failure and apply acquired lessons in subsequent endeavors (Bai et al.,
2021).

At the legal and industrial levels, factors such as the transparency of bankruptcy
regulations, the feasibility of re-entry into the market, industry growth and
profitability rates, and economies of scale also shape entrepreneurs’ decisions to
reflect upon failure and redesign their future trajectory (Bloodgood, 1996; Uriarte et
al., 2023). In environments where re-entry into the economic cycle is institutionally
supported, learning from failure is perceived as a form of capital for renewed action
rather than as a threat to reputation and resources.

Accordingly, learning from failure should not be viewed solely as an individual or
psychological process; rather, it constitutes an institutionalized phenomenon that
emerges within broader structural arrangements and environmental orientations
(Espinoza Benavides et al., 2021). Table 1 presents the dimensions and factors that
have been explicitly identified and categorized based on the literature review and

theoretical foundations of the study.

Table 1. Summary of Prior Studies and the Conceptual Model of the Research

Main Dimension

Sub-Dimension

Relevant Sources

Learning from Failure

Boso et al. (2017)

Fear of Failure

Hsu et al. (2015); Wyrwich et al. (2016); Kollmann et al.
(2017); Guerrero & Pefia (2018); Shahriar & Shepherd
(2019); Morgan & Sisak (2016); Cacciotti et al. (2016)

Cognitive . . Anderson et al. (2019); Mmbaga et al. (2020); Navis &
Factors Entrepreneurial Identity 101 2011): Grimes (2018): Imas et al. (2012)
Entrepreneurial . . . .
Alertness Rondi et al. (2018); Shafiei & Amiri (2024)
Entrepreneurial
Orientation Chandra et al. (2009)
Age Bau et al. (2017); Wang et al. (2019)
Gender Yang & Aldrich (2017)
Individual Education Bau et al. (2017); Wang et al. (2019)
Factors Prior Experience Eggers & Song (2015); Bau et al. (2017)
Opportunity
Orientation Chandra et al. (2009)
Management Team Oviatt & McDougall (1995); Zahra & George (2002)
Capital (Tangibleand . o George (2002)
. . Intangible Resources)
Organizational Organizational Age and
Factors & Size & Zahra & George (2002); Oviatt & McDougall (1995)
Strategic Orientation  Shane & Venkataraman (2000); Oviatt & McDougall (2005)
Product Characteristics ~ Oviatt & McDougall (2005); Zahra & George (2002)
Networks Chandra et al. (2009); Zahra & George (2002)
National Culture Zahra & Qeorge (2002); McDougall (1989); Bloodgood
Institutional (1996); Uriarte et al. (2023)
;a:to:s Family Zahra & George (2002); Bruton & Ahlstrom (2016)
Industry Bloodgood (1996); Bai et al. (2022)
Entrepreneurial Zahra & George (2002); McDougall (1998); Espinoza et al.
Ecosystem (2021)
Research Method

Research designs can be classified into three main categories based on data collection



and analysis methods: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods. Within the
framework of Saunders’ research opinion, the use of multiple quantitative techniques
to analyze a single phenomenon is categorized as a mono-method quantitative
approach. Accordingly, both stages of the present study employ quantitative methods
(Wang et al., 2019).

In the first stage, the data were analyzed using the Best-Worst Method (BWM), a
multi-criteria decision-making technique, in order to determine the weights and
prioritize the key factors. In the second stage, Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM)
was employed to examine the structural relationships among the high-priority factors.
This method, through numerical scaling and quantitative matrices, identifies the levels
of influence and hierarchical relationships among the variables.

The supplementary information regarding the study participants is presented in
Table 2.

Table 2. Participants’ Information

Category Food Industry Industrial Sector Mining Sector Other Total

N % N % N % N % N %
Gender
Female 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6
Male 3 75 5 100 4 100 2 100 14 94
Age

Under 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
25-35 2 50 2 40 1 25 0 0 5 34
Above 35 2 50 3 60 3 75 2 100 10 66

To collect data, a questionnaire was designed and distributed to 15 entrepreneurs,
each of whom had experienced at least one entrepreneurial failure. As previously
mentioned, the data were analyzed using the Best-Worst Method (BWM) (Rezaei,
2016), a well-established multi-criteria decision-making technique. In this method,
the decision-maker identifies the best and worst criteria, and pairwise comparisons are
conducted between these two criteria and all other criteria. At the end, the priorities
of the research criteria are determined based on the geometric mean of the
comparisons and the consistency ratio. These analyses require linear programming,
for which an Excel-based software was employed.

Additionally, Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM) was used to address complex
decision-making problems in research, particularly to capture interdependencies
among multiple criteria related to structuring research objectives. Specifically, this
method was applied to evaluate 10 key factors influencing the intention to re-enter
entrepreneurship, providing a clear representation of their precedence,
interrelationships, and hierarchical structure.

Results

Part 1: Best-Worst Method

As previously mentioned, the Best—Worst Method (BWM) was employed to prioritize
the antecedents of the intention to re-enter international entrepreneurship after failure.
The procedural steps of this method are described below:

Step 1: Define the Set of Decision Criteria

In this step, a set of criteria considered relevant for decision-making is identified, and
each criterion is assigned a symbol for reference. In the present study, based on prior
literature and the theoretical framework, 20 criteria were determined (see Table 3).



Table 3. Decision Criteria (Antecedents of Re-Entry into Entrepreneurship)

Cognitive Individual Organizational Institutional
Factors syl Factors Siel Factors S El Factors Syl
Learning from -, Age 6 Management 11 Nggonal Culture C16
Failure Team
Fear of Failure C2 Gender C7 Capital Cl12 Family C17
Entrepreneurial . .
Alertness C3 Education C8 Age & Size C13 Industry C18
Entrepreneurial Prior Strategic
Identity c4 Experience 0 Orientation Cl4 Networks C19
Entrepreneurial Opportunity Product Entrepreneurial
Orientation cs Orientation C10 Characteristics C15 Ecosystem €20

Step 2: Identify the Best (Most Important) and the Worst (Least Important) Criteria
In this step, the decision-maker identifies the most and the least important criteria. No
comparisons between other criteria are made at this stage. For example, according to
the first expert, the most important criterion was Learning from Failure, while the least
important criterion was Education.

Step 3: Determine the Preference of the Best Criterion over All Others
The decision-maker rates the relative importance of the best criterion, compared to
each of the other criteria using a scale from 1 to 9.

Step 4: Determine the Preference of All Criteria Relative to the Worst Criterion
Similarly, the decision-maker rates the relative importance of each criterion in
comparison with the worst criterion using the same 1-to-9 scale.

The preferences provided by the first expert are summarized in Table 4. For
instance, the expert considered Fear of Failure to be nine times more important than
Education (the least important criterion).

Table 4. Preferences of the First Expert

a a a Q Q a a a

= @ =. W =. 7] = wn =. 78 = 74 =. 72 =. 7]
§% £ &8 § &8 § & § & § & E g8 & ¢t
= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =
= o = o = e 5 e = e 5 o = e = e
=} = = =} =} =} =} =}

Comparison with Best Criterion Comparison with Worst Criterion

c1 1 C6 6 Cl1 5 Cl6 4 Cl 8 Co6 2 Cl1l 6 Cl6 6
c2 2 ¢C¢7 6 C12 5 cC17 4 C2 8 Cc7 2 Cl2 6 Cl17 6
C3 2 C8 8 CI3 6 CI18 4 C3 8 C8 1 C13 3 C18 6
c4 3 C9 3 Ci4 5 C19 4 C4 8 C9 6 Cl4 5 C19 6
C5 3 Clo 3 Ci15 6 C20 4 C5 8 CI0 6 CI5 4 C20 o6

Step S: Calculation of Optimal Weights

In this step, the optimal weights for each criterion and the consistency index (¢*) were
calculated for the data provided by the first expert using the formulas and procedures
described in the Best-Worst Method. The resulting values are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Analysis of Preferences — First Expert

Cognitive . Individual . Organizational . Institutional .

Fagctors Wesht Factors Weight gFactors Weight Factors Weight
C1 0.122 C6 0.029 Cl1 0.035 Cl6 0.044
C2 0.089 C7 0.029 Cl12 0.035 C17 0.044
C3 0.089 C8 0.008 Cl13 0.029 CI18 0.044
C4 0.059 C9 0.059 Cl4 0.035 C19 0.044
C5 0.059 C10 0.059 CI15 0.029 C20 0.044

For the first expert, the consistency index (&*) was calculated as 0.057. The
consistency ratio (CR) was then determined using the formula:



consistent.

Following the same procedure, the weights of each criterion were calculated based
on the opinions of all other experts. The final prioritized antecedents of the intention
to re-enter international entrepreneurship, obtained using the Best—Worst Method, are
presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Prioritization of Criteria Based on Weights

Cognitive Factors Individual Factors Organizational Factors Institutional Factors
C1 0.088 2 Co6 0.026 16 Cl11 0.051 9 Cl6 0.061 5
C2 0.081 3 Cc7 0.019 17 C12 0.030 14 C17 0.050 10
C3 0.093 1 C8 0.018 18 C13 0.028 15 C18 0.041 11
C4 0.057 7 c9 0.059 6 Cl4 0.038 12 C19 0.056 8
C5 0.063 4 CI10 0.049 11 C15 0.034 13 C20 0.059 6

Regarding the consistency ratio, all the obtained ¢*values were below 0.1,
indicating that the comparisons made are consistent and reliable. Based on Table 5, in
relation to the antecedents of the intention to re-enter international entrepreneurship,
the most important factors identified were entrepreneurial alertness, learning from
failure, fear of failure, entrepreneurial orientation, national culture, entrepreneurial
ecosystem, prior experience, entrepreneurial identity, networks, management team,
and family.

Part 2: Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM) Analysis
To better understand the relationships among key factors and to structure the
complexities present in the studied system, Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM)
was employed. This approach is a systematic, expert-judgment-based method that
allows for the identification, analysis, and hierarchical structuring of influential
factors. By using ISM, a precise hierarchical structure of the interactions between
variables can be obtained, which plays a crucial role in strategic decision-making and
the design of effective policies.

For this purpose, the 10 key factors identified in the previous stage were considered
as the decision-making elements (see Table 7).

Table 7. Priority Factors for Re-Entry into Entrepreneurship

Criterion Symbol Criterion Symbol
Entrepreneurial Alertness F1 Entrepreneurial Ecosystem F6
Learning from Failure F2 Prior Experience F7
Fear of Failure F3 Entrepreneurial Identity F8
Entrepreneurial Orientation F4 Networks F9
National Culture F5 Management Team F10

Next, to create the Self-Interaction Matrix (SSIM), the relationships among the
antecedents of re-entry into entrepreneurship were specified using the symbols V, A,
X, and O (Darabi et al., 2017). These symbols indicate the nature of the pairwise
relationships in terms of dependence and driving power between the factors, as listed
in Table 7. Based on the expert opinions collected, this matrix was constructed by
appropriately assigning these symbols (see Table 8).
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Table 8. Self-Interaction Matrix (SSIM)

Factors F1 F2 F3 F4 FS F6 F7 F8 F9 F10
F1 - v A v A A A A% v O
F2 - A \Y o O v v v O
F3 - A A A A A o O
F4 - A A O v v v
F5 - X A A A A
F6 - v v v v
F7 - v v v
F8 - v \Y
F9 - \Y

F10 -

After constructing the Self-Interaction Matrix (SSIM), the next step is to convert it
into the Initial Reachability Matrix. In this step, the symbols V, A, X, and O are
replaced with binary values (0 and 1) to quantitatively specify the causal relationships
among the variables. This conversion follows the rules defined in the Interpretive
Structural Modeling (ISM) method and forms the basis for subsequent level
partitioning and the final hierarchical structuring of the model (see Table 9).

Table 9. Initial Reachability Matrix

Factors F1 F2 F3 F4 F5S Fé F7 F8 F9 F10
F1 - 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
F2 0 - 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0
F3 1 1 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F4 0 0 1 - 0 0 0 1 1 1
FS 1 0 1 1 - 1 0 0 0 0
Feé 1 0 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 1
F7 1 0 1 0 1 0 - 1 1 1
F8 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 - 1 1
F9 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 - 1

F10 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 -

After preparing the Initial Reachability Matrix, the next step is to obtain the Final
Reachability Matrix. In this stage, the concept of transitive closure is applied to
account for indirect relationships between the elements. In other words, if factor A
influences factor B, and if factor B influences factor C, it is assumed that factor A also
affects factor C. This process produces a more comprehensive matrix, capturing all
direct and indirect relationships among the factors, which serves as the basis for level
partitioning in the subsequent stages of the Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM)
analysis.

Table 10. Final Reachability Matrix

Factors F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 F10 Driving Power
F1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 9
F2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 9
F3 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 7
F4 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 8
F5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10
F6 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10
F7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10
F8 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 9
F9 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 7

F10 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 6
Dependence 10 8 10 10 9 6 6 8 9 9 -




After constructing the Final Reachability Matrix, the next step is level
partitioning. In this stage, for each factor, its dependence and driving power are
extracted. By comparing these two sets, factors whose reachability set is equal to
their intersection set are identified and assigned to the highest level. This process
1s repeated iteratively until all factors are categorized into different levels. Level
partitioning provides a clearer understanding of the hierarchical structure of the
factors and identifies which factors play key and foundational roles in the system
(see Table 11).

Table 11. Level Partitioning of Variables
Factor Dependence Driving Power Level Factor Dependence Driving Power Level

F1 10 9 1 F6 6 10 5
F2 8 9 4 F7 6 10 5
F3 10 7 1 F8 8 9 4
F4 10 8 1 F9 9 7 3
F5 9 10 2 F10 9 6 2

Based on the results obtained from the Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM)
process, the components influencing re-entry in entrepreneurship were classified
into five hierarchical levels. These levels provide a structural depiction of the
relationships among the antecedents and offer a clearer understanding of the
influence and dependence of each factor.

Level 5 includes the two foundational factors including Entrepreneurial
Ecosystem and Prior Experience. These factors are recognized as key drivers,
providing the context and groundwork for the development of other factors.

Level 4 consists of Entrepreneurial Identity and Learning from Failure, which
are primarily shaped by the foundational Level 5 factors and, in turn, set the stage
for the emergence of higher-level factors.

Level 3 is represented by Networks which plays an intermediary and facilitative
role between individual and environmental factors.

Level 2 includes National Culture and Management Team, acting as social and
organizational contextual factors that can either strengthen or weaken the
motivation for returning to entrepreneurship.

Finally, Level 1 comprises Entrepreneurial Alertness, Fear of Failure, and
Entrepreneurial Orientation which appear mainly as outcomes influenced by the
interactions of all lower-level factors.

Overall, this hierarchical structure indicates that to foster re-entry in
entrepreneurship, attention to foundational factors—such as creating a supportive
entrepreneurial ecosystem and providing initial entrepreneurial experiences—can
gradually lead to the formation of other critical components that shape
entrepreneurial behavior. The results of the final ISM model are presented in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Hierarchical Structure of Antecedents Influencing Re-Entry Intention in International
Entrepreneurship After Failure

Conclusion and Recommendations

The present study aimed to identify and analyze the antecedents of the intention to
re-engage in international entrepreneurship after failure. This research employed a
complementary two-stage approach: first, 20 potential factors were prioritized
using the Best-Worst Multi-Criteria Decision-Making technique; subsequently,
the 10 highest-weighted factors were used as inputs in the Interpretive Structural
Modeling (ISM) analysis to uncover structural relationships and hierarchical levels
among them.

The findings from the first stage revealed that components such as entrepreneurial
alertness, learning from failure, fear of failure, entrepreneurial orientation, national
culture, entrepreneurial ecosystem, prior experience, entrepreneurial identity,
networks, management teams, and family represent the most influential factors in
shaping the intention to re-enter international entrepreneurship. These results align
with the existing literature, confirming the role of human, psychological, and social
capital in decisions to resume international entrepreneurial activities (Pan et al.,
2022).

At a deeper analytical level, the ISM approach clarified the structural
relationships among key factors. The results showed that variables such as national
culture and the entrepreneurial ecosystem are positioned at the foundational level
of the model, consistent with institutional theories and structural perspectives such
as the entrepreneurial ecosystem framework (Isenberg, 2010). These factors serve
as macro-level enablers or barriers to the formation of re-entry intentions,
highlighting the importance for policymakers to give special attention to these
foundational conditions.

At the intermediate level, factors such as learning from failure and
entrepreneurial alertness were identified. These variables act as bridges between
contextual conditions and an individual’s behavioral readiness to re-enter



entrepreneurship. According to experiential learning theory, learning from failure
is a necessary condition for leveraging international opportunities. Entrepreneurial
alertness, which describes the ability to identify opportunities (Kirzner, 1997), also
plays a decisive role in forming the intention to return.

At higher levels of the model, components such as fear of failure,
entrepreneurial orientation, and entrepreneurial identity were positioned, reflecting
psychological dimensions. These findings are consistent with prior research on
psychological capital (De Hoe & Janssen, 2022) and Bandura’s self-efficacy
theory. In particular, fear of failure can act as a significant deterrent to re-entry,
especially in cultural contexts where failure is socially stigmatized (Tipu, 2020;
Costa et al., 2023; Guerrero & Espinoza-Benavides, 2021; Fu et al., 2024).

Finally, management teams, networks, and family factors occupy the top level
of the model as social and interpersonal variables. From the perspective of social
capital theory, these elements are crucial as they provide supportive resources,
market access, and enhanced confidence, thereby facilitating the re-entry of
entrepreneurs. Presutti et al. (2008) similarly emphasize the vital role of networks
in the successful re-entry of international entrepreneurs.

Based on the study’s findings, several practical measures can facilitate the
effective re-entry of failed entrepreneurs in international ventures. First, revising
bankruptcy laws and market re-entry regulations is essential to minimize legal and
financial barriers for restarting a business. In parallel, national programs under the
title “Return to Entrepreneurship,” offering financial, psychological, and
educational support for entrepreneurs with prior failure experiences, can be a key
policy intervention. Promoting a culture of learning from failure through media,
educational institutions, and entrepreneurial events can also play a significant role
in changing societal attitudes and strengthening resilience within the
entrepreneurial community.

At the ecosystem level, developing supportive infrastructure and venture capital
networks, establishing specialized international incubators, and creating global
collaboration platforms can enhance the international entrepreneurial ecosystem
and facilitate re-entry. In the educational dimension, redesigning university and
professional programs based on experiential learning, continuous reflection, and
teaching skills such as resilience, fear management, and entrepreneurial alertness
is critical.

At the organizational and operational levels, creating mentoring systems
between experienced and novice entrepreneurs, forming multidisciplinary and
international management teams, and designing organizational learning
mechanisms from failures can enhance the capacity for regeneration and
innovation in startups. Additionally, establishing a national database of
entrepreneurial failures would allow systematic analysis of these experiences,
providing a foundation for evidence-based policymaking. Finally, raising
awareness among families about their supportive role—particularly in
psychological and social dimensions—can significantly complement efforts to
improve resilience and the likelihood of successful re-entry.
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