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ABSTRACT 

JENNIFER MORGAN LOW ADELHARDT: Distracted but Driven: How Coping Strategies 
Impact the Relationship Between ADHD Traits and Entrepreneurial Venturing 

 (Under the direction of DR. LAURA STANLEY) 

  
People with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) are nearly twice as likely 

to become entrepreneurs as their peers without ADHD (Lerner et al., 2019). Entrepreneurship 

research has increasingly explored this relationship, yet important gaps remain. Much of the 

existing literature treats ADHD as a single construct, despite evidence that hyperactive/impulsive 

and inattentive traits reflect distinct patterns that may relate differently to entrepreneurial 

venturing (Anshel, 2018; Tran et al., 2025; Wiklund et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2021). In addition, 

prior work calls for a deeper examination of coping beyond treatment-based approaches, yet little 

is known about how problem-focused and emotion-focused coping impact these relationships. 

This study addresses these gaps by examining hyperactive/impulsive and inattentive 

ADHD traits as separate predictors of entrepreneurial venturing, with problem-focused and 

emotion-focused coping as moderating variables. A cross-sectional survey of 721 adults was 

used to test the model using hierarchical regression analysis. Results indicate that 

hyperactive/impulsive traits were positively associated with entrepreneurial venturing, while 

inattentive traits were not. Problem-focused coping did not significantly moderate these 

relationships, whereas emotion-focused coping significantly moderated the relationship for 

hyperactive/impulsive traits in the opposite direction of the hypothesis. These findings highlight 

a more nuanced understanding of ADHD in entrepreneurship and the complex role of coping. 

 

KEYWORDS: Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, ADHD, Entrepreneurial Venturing, 

Coping  
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Traits such as impulsivity, distractibility, and higher risk tolerance are often viewed as 

liabilities in traditional workplace settings, where sustained attention, adhering to established 

processes, and consistency are often rewarded (Kessler et al., 2009). However, in environments 

characterized by uncertainty, time pressure, and novelty that demand higher levels of creativity, 

rapid decision-making, adaptability, and a higher level of risk-taking, these same traits can 

potentially become strategic advantages. Prior research suggests that traits commonly associated 

with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) such as impulsivity, sensation seeking, 

and a bias towards action can support opportunity recognition, rapid decision making, and 

entrepreneurial experimentation (Antshel, 2018; Wiklund et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2021). These 

qualities map closely to entrepreneurial venturing or starting a business. This raises important 

questions about how individuals with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, or ADHD, 

engage in entrepreneurship, and whether these traits shape entrepreneurial venturing in 

meaningful ways (Patton & Santuzzi, 2024). 

Entrepreneurship has long been recognized as a powerful engine for economic innovation 

and growth (Kressel & Lento, 2012; Montiel & Clark, 2018; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000) 

around the world. Successful entrepreneurs require a range of social and technical skills, 

including strengths in creativity (Boot et al., 2017, 2020), problem-solving, the ability to plan 

and organize, and relationship-building (Markel et al., 2024), to name a few. Understanding how 

entrepreneurs cope with these demands, and how individuals experiencing traits of ADHD 

manage these conditions, is vital for advancing both entrepreneurship theory and practice. 

New business ventures contribute substantially to economies around the world through 

innovation, productivity, problem solving and more, and there is increasing evidence that 
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younger generations, including Gen Z, are especially drawn to the entrepreneurial lifestyle and 

careers (ZenBusiness, 2023). At the same time, entrepreneurs face persistent uncertainty, 

complex demands, and large responsibilities for venture outcomes, which makes 

entrepreneurship a demanding and often stressful career path (Ahmed et al., 2022; Lerman et al., 

2021). Understanding how different kinds of minds navigate these demands and manage 

associated stress is important to theoretical study, theory development, and industry practice. 

ADHD is a common neurodevelopmental condition, typically diagnosed during 

childhood, that includes a spectrum of symptoms, including persistent patterns of inattention 

and/or hyperactivity and impulsivity, that can cause a range of challenges that interfere with 

daily functions (ADDA, 2024; Adler et al., 2017; Faraone et al., 2015; Hallowell & Ratey, 2021). 

Decades of psychological research (Willcutt et al., 2012), and the Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition (DSM-5), has identified three primary clinical 

presentations (Epstein & Loren, 2013) of ADHD: ADHD (predominantly) inattentive, ADHD 

(predominantly) hyperactive-impulsive, and ADHD combined. The ADHD combined 

presentation has a combination of the traits of both the ADHD inattentive and ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive types (ADDA, 2023; APA, 2022; CDC, 2024a, 2024c). The 

predominantly inattentive presentation of ADHD is characterized by difficulties sustaining 

attention, disorganization, forgetfulness, and trouble completing tasks. The predominantly 

hyperactive-impulsive type of ADHD can present as high levels of motor activity or restlessness, 

excessive talking, interrupting others, and acting impulsively, or without first fully thinking 

actions through. The third classification of ADHD, the combined type, displays symptoms of 

both the inattentive type and the hyperactive-impulsive type of ADHD. Although these 

presentations share a common diagnostic label, they represent distinctly different traits that have 
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different implications for work and entrepreneurship. Therefore, differentiating the presentations 

of ADHD traits in this research is important because the two sets of traits relate differently to 

outcomes such as decision-making, emotional regulation, and goal-directed behavior (Barkley et 

al., 2010; Faraone et al., 2015). 

ADHD is one of the most commonly diagnosed neurodivergent conditions, affecting 

more than 10% of children and an estimated 6% of adults in the United States (CDC, 2024b; 

Staley et al., 2024), and diagnoses are rising (Heidbreder, 2015). While the DSM-5 diagnostic 

criteria include the onset of symptoms prior to the age of 12, around half of the adults in the U.S. 

with ADHD were diagnosed later in life (Staley et al., 2024). Furthermore, the research on 

ADHD suggests that it is likely underdiagnosed and undertreated, amongst the US adult 

population (Adler et al., 2019). Understanding that upwards of 20% of the world’s population is 

considered to be neurodivergent (Doyle, 2020), and over half of Gen Z identify as “definitely” or 

“somewhat” neurodiverse according to a 2023 ZenBusiness survey (ZenBusiness, 2023), people 

with ADHD represent a significant minority of the world’s population with unique potential for 

major global economic impact. Adults with ADHD and ADHD traits experience challenges in 

traditional workplace environments, including executive dysfunction, sensitivity to their 

environment around them, and higher levels of perceived stress (Combs et al., 2015; Hirvikoski 

et al., 2009). At the same time, both qualitative and quantitative research on ADHD increasingly 

highlight the strengths commonly associated with ADHD traits, such as increased creativity, 

divergent thinking, novelty seeking, boundless energy, the ability to hyperfocus on the things 

they are most interested in, and more (Bort et al., 2024; Hunt et al., 2022).These strengths also 

happen to align with traits of what it takes to embark on entrepreneurial venturing. 
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Neurodivergent individuals, or individuals with conditions like ADHD, Autism, Dyslexia, 

Dysgraphia, and more, are increasingly counted among successful business founders. High-

profile entrepreneurs such as Richard Branson, founder of the Virgin Group, have been known to 

attribute the differences in their brain wiring not just to surviving, but to ultimately thriving as 

entrepreneurs (Archer, 2015a; Canits et al., 2019; Vallverdú & Alshanskaia, 2025). These 

unconventional entrepreneurs have caught the attention of the academic community in recent 

years; however, the literature continues to debate the nuances of why people with ADHD have a 

higher rate of becoming entrepreneurs than their neurotypical (people without a diagnosed 

neurodivergence) peers, especially considering the different presentations of ADHD. Some 

studies present evidence that this is a push relationship, or that the challenges of conventional 

workplaces and the higher rates of unemployment amongst these individuals push people with 

ADHD into entrepreneurship out of necessity (Antshel, 2018; Markel et al., 2024; Wismans et 

al., 2020). Other studies argue that people with ADHD are pulled towards entrepreneurship 

because of the attraction towards a career in an environment that can potentially draw on the 

strengths of the condition, like a strong desire to seek out new and novel experiences, a higher 

propensity for risk taking, and a higher rate of impulsivity (Markel et al., 2024; Wiklund et al., 

2017) than their neurotypical peers. The literature also remains undecided about the variables 

that impact the relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing, and explicitly 

calls for further investigation to better understand their impacts (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). While 

some research has been done, critical gaps still remain. 

Emerging empirical studies have begun to explore the relationship between ADHD and 

entrepreneurship. Lerner et al. found that people with ADHD are nearly twice as likely to start 

their own business and become entrepreneurs when compared with their neurotypical peers 
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(Lerner et al., 2019).  There are numerous well-documented stories of famous and wildly 

successful entrepreneurs who not only succeeded despite a diagnosis but actually attribute their 

success, at least in part, to the unique strengths of their differently wired brains, especially when 

it comes to entrepreneurial venturing. While there are very real challenges that come with ADHD 

and its traits, there are also very real strengths, especially when processes, tools, and support 

mechanisms are in place. Alongside Richard Branson are businesswoman Paris Hilton, and 

sports superstars Michael Phelps and Simone Biles, and more, who serve as living evidence that 

people with ADHD and ADHD can have a different, innovative, and even revolutionary way of 

moving through the world and thriving in business (Archer, 2015b; Kripalani, 2022; Lindzon, 

2023; Roggli, 2022). 

For too long, ADHD has been stigmatized as a disorder, a problem, and something wrong 

that requires fixing. However, emerging research is increasingly highlighting the many strengths 

of these differently wired brains. This research reveals that, with the right support systems in 

place, these differences can be strengths and advantages, especially for entrepreneurship. On one 

hand, individuals with ADHD are twice as likely as their neurotypical, or people without a 

neurodivergent diagnosis like ADHD, peers to become entrepreneurs (Lerner et al., 2019). On 

the other hand, we also see that ADHD traits are negatively associated with the performance and 

persistence of entrepreneurial ventures (Lerner et al., 2019), and there are distinct differences 

found between the ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive type and the ADHD Inattentive type. 

Specifically, studies suggest that impulsivity is associated with entrepreneurial intention, 

orientation, and venturing (Antshel, 2018; How GEM Defines Entrepreneurship; Tran, Wiklund, 

Antshel, et al., 2025; Wiklund et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2021). This research (and researcher) 
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acknowledges these differences and is especially interested in better understanding how coping 

factors can impact the relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial performance. 

Entrepreneurs play a vital role in fueling innovation and economic development in 

developed nations across the world (Kressel & Lento, 2012; Montiel & Clark, 2018), making it 

an essential driver of the global economy and this relevance only continues to grow as Gen Z 

comes of age and enters the workforce. Projections from a survey of 2023 graduates suggest that 

Gen Z may become the most entrepreneurial generation in history (ZenBusiness, 2023). This fact 

makes understanding how ADHD relates to entrepreneurship more than a clinical or personal 

issue. The wider understanding and support of neurodivergent conditions, including ADHD, have 

broad economic and social implications. 

Recent studies have suggested that ADHD may be an evolutionary adaptation, offering an 

advantage for prehistoric hunter-gatherer societies (Archer, 2015a; Barack et al., 2024; Sullivan, 

2024). The same traits that could have benefitted our nomadic ancestors now create daily 

challenges for people with ADHD in today’s world because the modern world was built for the 

neurotypical majority. In their book, ADHD 2.0, Drs. Hallowell & Ratey liken ADHD brains to 

“Ferrari engines with bicycle brakes (Hallowell & Ratey, 2021),” which, along with extensive 

other research, acknowledges the paradox of the traits of ADHD (Bort et al., 2024; Greidanus & 

Liao, 2021; Lerner et al., 2018; Patton & Santuzzi, 2024). Hallowell and Ratey go on to break 

down the traits of ADHD, which they have alternatively coined as “Variable Attention Stimulus 

Trait, or VAST, in a way that pairs the useful aspects of the traits with their problematic 

counterparts. It reveals the potential kryptonite to the superpowers and is also insightful when it 

comes to clearly seeing that the “useful” traits also look like the same or similar traits for 
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entrepreneurial venturing. Some examples of the useful versus problematic descriptors of the 

ADHD paradox, as published in ADHD 2.0 (Hallowell & Ratey, 2021), include:  

Table 1: Useful vs. Problematic Traits of ADHD 

Useful Problematic 
Can get a lot done in short amounts of time Fundamentally different sense of time; there 

is only NOW and NOT NOW in this world, 
so procrastination rules, and things rarely get 
done on time 

Naturally creative; always wanting to know 
who, what, where, why, and how; never 
satisfied until he or she gets the answer 

Easily distracted by novelty or any puzzle, 
conundrum, unsolved problem, or beguiling 
opportunity, however irrelevant it may be 

Initial surge of excitement over new plan, 
deal, idea, project relationship 

Excitement peters out in the middle phase; 
trouble sustaining interest 

Original; sees solutions where others do not; 
comes up with novel ideas 

Can seem whacky, eccentric, even “crazy”; 
can put people off by being too offbeat and 
arrogant 

Risk taker; focuses and performs best in 
situations of crisis and danger 

Needs danger in order to feel engaged with 
life and truly alive 

A life enthusiast; wants to try everything; 
can’t ever get enough 

Overcommitted; about to snap 

 
Despite the challenges associated with the more problematic aspects of ADHD, there are 

also well-documented stories of people diagnosed with ADHD and other neurodivergent 

conditions who have become wildly successful. In fact, some of these success stories share that 

some of these entrepreneurs are successful in their vocation not just in spite of their diagnosis 

and traits associated with ADHD, but that they have found success, in part, because of their 

differently wired brains, allowing them unique ways of seeing and working within the world 

(Archer, 2015b; Kripalani, 2022; Otsuka, 2023). 

In this study, I treat entrepreneurial venturing as my dependent variable. Though the 

existing literature continues to debate a singular definition, I draw on the academic knowledge 

base to define entrepreneurial venturing as the action or the process of starting a new business. 

Mahesh Bhave’s foundational research, which resulted in a process model for entrepreneurial 
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venturing, defines entrepreneurial venturing as “the process that roughly begins with the idea for 

a business and culminates when the products or services based upon it are sold to customers in 

the market” (Bhave, 1994). Entrepreneurial venturing is distinctly different from opportunity 

evaluation, entrepreneurial intention, and additional entrepreneurial outcomes such as 

performance or persistence. This research focuses on venturing because it is the realization of an 

entrepreneurial pursuit. For this research, I also observe opportunity evaluation, which is an early 

phase in the entrepreneurship lifecycle where one evaluates a potential attractive market 

opportunity, along with the investments required in pursuing that potential opportunity, and 

culminates in a decision on whether or not to ultimately proceed with entrepreneurial venturing. 

(Reynolds, 2009; Scheaf et al., 2020). Additionally, of the three primary tracks of 

entrepreneurship defined by Howard Stevenson in 1989, and republished in 2007, what, why, and 

how entrepreneurs act (Stevenson & Jarillo, 2007), this research is focused on the “why” tranche. 

This research explores the psychological side of entrepreneurship, expanding on the question of 

why people with ADHD may be more likely to embark on the entrepreneurship as their chosen 

method of employment, and what impacts different types of coping have on the relationship 

between ADHD traits and the pursuit of entrepreneurial venturing. 

 Entrepreneurship is an inherently stressful endeavor, frequently associated with 

uncertainty, resource constraints, challenging and complex work, as well as high demands 

(Ahmed et al., 2022; Lerman et al., 2021; Wach et al., 2021; Wiklund et al., 2017). Although 

stress is not necessarily harmful or detrimental for entrepreneurs in and of itself, the type of 

stressor can impact entrepreneurial outcomes (Lerman et al., 2021). Entrepreneurial success 

depends not only on the viability of a business idea for a venture, but also on the entrepreneur’s 

ability to employ effective coping mechanisms to manage this stress. 
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 Despite research that supports that individuals with ADHD are more likely to become 

entrepreneurs than their neurotypical peers (Lerner et al., 2019), studies focused on coping 

factors and how they impact this relationship remain limited, but is critical  as a 2009 study 

found that people with ADHD report significantly higher levels of self-perceived stress than their 

neurotypical peers (Hirvikoski et al., 2009). Additionally, adults with ADHD show similar 

everyday stress levels to those without ADHD, but those with ADHD have been shown to have 

stronger psychophysiological reactions to stressful situations than their non-ADHD counterparts 

(Raz & Leykin, 2015).Considering the increased perceived impact of stress on ADHD brains, it 

is vitally important to understand tools, including coping mechanisms, that a budding 

entrepreneur with ADHD can use to increase their likelihood of success in entrepreneurial 

venturing. 

Coping strategies, the cognitive and behavioral efforts that individuals use to manage 

stress, are central to how entrepreneurs navigate uncertainty, setbacks, and emotional stress 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1987; Uy et al., 2013). Coping can positively impact both entrepreneurial 

well-being and entrepreneurship (Lerman et al., 2021). Two broad categories are relevant in this 

context: problem-focused coping, which involves directly addressing a stressor, and emotion-

focused coping, which involves managing the emotional responses to a stressor. Research 

suggests that problem-focused coping supports entrepreneurial persistence, self-efficacy, and 

psychological well-being (Bullough & Renko, 2013), whereas an overreliance on emotion-

focused coping strategies can potentially undermine decision quality and venture progress (De 

Cock et al., 2020). 

Considering that people with ADHD are more likely to become entrepreneurs than their 

neurotypical peers, tend to have heightened emotional reactivity (Hupfeld et al., 2019), have 
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challenges with executive functioning (Barkley et al., 2010), and report higher levels of 

perceived stress (Hirvikoski et al., 2009; Raz & Leykin, 2015), it is imperative to better 

understand the relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing, as well as the 

tools that can be used to best cope with that stress. Because people with ADHD traits are more 

likely to have stronger reactions to stressors than their neurotypical peers (Hirvikoski et al., 

2009; Raz & Leykin, 2015), I hypothesize that utilizing certain coping mechanisms can 

potentially have a significant impact on their ability to persevere through the stressors of 

entrepreneurial venturing. 

Two theoretical frameworks further support the relevance of coping in this context. 

Greidanus and Liao’s Coping-Dueling Fit (CDF) theory proposes that entrepreneurial outcomes 

are impacted by the coping mechanisms (in the case of this work, treatment/counseling) used by 

an individual exhibiting ADHD traits (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). The Conservation of Resources 

(COR) theory suggests that individuals strive to gain, maintain, and protect personal resources, 

and experience stress when those resources are threatened or depleted (Hobfoll, 1989). Together, 

these theories may imply that coping strategies, and where an entrepreneur employs their limited 

coping resources, can influence whether ADHD traits help or hinder entrepreneurial venturing. 

Considering that a significant minority of the world’s population shares a different brain 

structure in the form of ADHD, it is critically important to understand the relationship between 

those ADHD traits and entrepreneurial success. Yes, research supports a positive relationship 

between ADHD and entrepreneurial venturing (Freeman et al., 2024; Lerner et al., 2019; 

Wiklund et al., 2019). However, there is a distinct gap in the research on the impacts of a broad 

spectrum of coping mechanisms on that relationship. There are calls within the academic 

literature regarding the need for further exploration into the broader coping mechanisms used by 
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entrepreneurs with ADHD and ADHD traits, and the impact of those coping mechanisms on 

entrepreneurship (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Wiklund et al., 2018). This research responds to that 

call in a thoughtful and nuanced manner by carefully examining the impacts of problem-focused 

and emotion-focused coping mechanisms on the relationship between ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing, as separate variables. Coping mechanisms are cognitive and 

behavioral strategies individuals use to manage the demands of stressful or challenging situations 

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Coping is traditionally categorized into two broad forms, including 

problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping. Problem-focused coping involves efforts 

to directly address the source of stress. Examples of problem-focused coping mechanisms 

include planning, prioritizing tasks, acquiring resources, and developing concrete action steps. 

Problem-focused coping mechanisms focus on actionable steps that directly tackle the stressor 

itself. On the other hand, emotion-focused coping involves regulating the emotional distress 

brought about by a stressful situation. Examples of emotion-focused coping include avoidance, 

rumination, reframing, and seeking emotional relief (Carver, 1997). These coping mechanisms 

have been used in the academic literature to research behavior under conditions of uncertainty 

and risks, which are conditions that are also present in entrepreneurial venturing (Freeman et al., 

2024; Uy et al., 2013). 

Although there continues to be a growing interest in neurodiversity in entrepreneurship,  

gaps still remain in the literature, especially when it comes to separating the different subtypes of 

ADHD when looking at the relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. In 

much of the research that exists on the relationship between ADHD and entrepreneurship, ADHD 

is treated as a single binary variable. However, ADHD and the traits that go along with it are not 

that simple, as psychological literature shows that they operate as distinct presentations with 
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different behavioral outcomes (Faraone et al., 2015; Willcutt et al., 2012). ADHD is a complex 

condition that presents on a spectrum (Heidbreder, 2015). By only looking at ADHD traits as a 

monolithic, homogeneous construct, we lose the nuance in the different forms of ADHD and the 

impacts of those traits on entrepreneurial venturing. In fact, the research shows that impulsivity, 

specifically, is correlated with a higher likelihood of entrepreneurial venturing, whereas 

inattentive traits can have the opposite, sobering, effect on entrepreneurial venturing (Lerner et 

al., 2019). So, it is clearly necessary to take the next steps to separate the traits of ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive type from ADHD inattentive type for deeper investigation. Further 

exploration is required to better understand the nuances of the differing presentations of ADHD, 

associated traits, and the support systems that can potentially impact the relationships between 

each and entrepreneurial venturing. 

This research heeds the call for additional research in the ADHD entrepreneurship space 

in several ways. First, very few studies differentiate between inattentive and hyperactive-

impulsive presentation and traits of ADHD, despite evidence that these subtypes reflect distinctly 

different psychological processes and presentations (Auschra & Mai, 2024). This dissertation 

responds to this gap in the literature by examining the inattentive presentation of ADHD and the 

hyperactive-impulsive presentation of ADHD as two separate independent variables for a much 

more nuanced view into the differences and impacts on entrepreneurial venturing. 

Second, this study separates coping styles as two separate moderating variables on the 

relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. This is important especially in 

conjunction with the research and theory proposal by Greidanus and Liao in 2021, where they 

present the Coping-Dueling Fit theory. This theory studies the relationship between ADHD and 

various stages of entrepreneurship, including entrepreneurial venturing, performance, and 
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persistence and the impact of “coping” on the relationships. However, “coping” in this paper is 

specific to “treatment” in the form of medication and/or counseling/therapy. (Greidanus & Liao, 

2021) By limiting the moderator to whether an individual with ADHD takes medication for the 

condition and/or is in counseling or therapy, it limits the ability to more deeply understand a 

wider range of coping strategies that may also impact that relationship. This research not only 

studies broader coping as a moderator, but it goes even further to consider two distinct types of 

coping strategies individually and their impact on the relationship between ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing: problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping.  

This research is vitally important on multiple levels. ADHD brains are wired differently and do 

not respond in the same way and to the same rewards as neurotypical brains. ADHD brains have 

been described as running different “operating systems” than neurotypical brains, which have 

different requirements to be able to thrive (Hallowell & Ratey, 2021). Creating supportive 

environments for neurodivergent brains, which can include tools like coping mechanisms most 

likely to help an entrepreneur succeed, is an imperative to allow ADHD entrepreneurs to support 

the more challenging traits of ADHD, like executive dysfunction, to be able to leverage strengths 

to thrive. Research on tools and strategies to support the ADHD brain is crucial for supporting 

successful entrepreneurial ventures, as entrepreneurship plays a vital role in economic growth. 

Understanding and embracing the most efficient coping mechanisms can potentially help 

entrepreneurs with ADHD traits gain a competitive advantage in the entrepreneurial landscape. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

This literature review is organized into four main sections. The first section defines the 

key concept of Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, or ADHD, and its presentations: ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive type, ADHD inattentive type, and ADHD combined type, with a focus on 

how ADHD traits show up at work and in entrepreneurial contexts. The second section dives into 

the stress and coping literature, highlighting problem-focused and emotion-focused coping 

mechanisms and their relevance for entrepreneurship. Next, the third section presents the main 

theoretical frameworks guiding this dissertation: the relatively new Coping-Dueling Fit (CDF) 

theory, Conservation of Resources (COR) theory, and Neuroenergetics Theory (NeT). The final 

section provides an overview of the research model, hypotheses, and provides the logic and 

definitions behind each of the constructs and hypotheses. 

Research regarding ADHD is traditionally found in epidemiology, psychology and 

medical (psychiatry), and pathology journals (Lin et al., 2021), while entrepreneurship has its 

roots in psychology, sociology, management, and economics (Stevenson & Jarillo, 2007), but has 

now been carved out into its own academic domain (Venkataraman, 2019). In addition to ADHD 

and entrepreneurship, this study also looks at the moderating factors of coping mechanisms, and 

therefore looks at the studies regarding stress and coping. 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) Presentations and Associated Traits 

 ADHD is a common and well-known neurodevelopmental disorder that is characterized 

by persistent (at least six months or more) inattention and/or hyperactivity and impulsivity (APA, 

2022), which negatively impact daily activities, and is associated with higher rates of lower work 

performance and/or work loss, accidents and injuries, increased rates of comorbid mental 
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disorders, and shorter life spans (Ustun et al., 2017). For kids, it can also mean delayed 

development (APA, 2022). ADHD impacts more than 10% of children and approximately 6% of 

adults in the United States (CDC, 2024b). Symptoms typically begin in childhood and often 

persist into adolescence and adulthood (Young et al., 2019). Although ADHD was originally 

thought of as a childhood neurological disorder, an increasing number of individuals end up 

receiving a diagnosis later in life, and often after encountering challenges in traditional 

educational and/or workplace environments (Kessler et al., 2006; Staley et al., 2024). Even when 

diagnosed in childhood, traits frequently persist into adulthood and continue to impact 

occupational, social, and academic outcomes (Barkley, 2015; Faraone et al., 2015). This later-in-

life diagnosis is disproportionately prevalent in women, who are likely underdiagnosed in 

childhood, especially when compared to their male counterparts (Mowlem et al., 2018). 

To define ADHD, I look to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 

Fifth Edition (DSM-5), which identifies the three presentations of ADHD as predominantly 

inattentive, predominantly hyperactive/impulsive, and combined type. Predominantly inattentive 

ADHD traits include distractibility, difficulty with sustained attention, forgetfulness, 

disorganization, losing things, and trouble finishing tasks (APA, 2022; Barkley, 1997; Hallowell 

& Ratey, 2021; Willcutt et al., 2012). Predominantly hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits include 

restlessness, difficulty remaining still, excessive talking, interrupting others, acting without 

thinking those actions through first, and trouble finishing tasks (APA, 2022; Barkley, 1997; 

Hallowell & Ratey, 2021; Willcutt et al., 2012). ADHD combined type is diagnosed when an 

individual presents with a combination of both ADHD inattentive and hyperactive/impulsive 

traits (APA, 2022). 
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Research reveals that ADHD-related traits exist on a continuum in the population as 

opposed to a more simple ADHD or no ADHD (Heidbreder, 2015). It is also important to note 

that when girls and women are diagnosed with ADHD, they are more likely to be diagnosed with 

the Inattentive presentation, whereas boys and men are more often diagnosed with the 

hyperactive/inattentive presentation (Attoe & Climie, 2023). Many adults present with elevated 

levels of ADHD traits without ever receiving a formal diagnosis (Ginsberg et al., 2014), yet the 

traits can continue to influence how they think, feel, and behave. 

This dissertation focuses specifically on inattentive traits and hyperactive/impulsive traits 

of ADHD as two separate independent variables, recognizing that each presentation has different 

impacts on entrepreneurial behavior (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Wiklund et al., 2016). For the 

purposes of this specific research, I am focusing on the traits, as opposed to formal diagnoses, 

associated with the ADHD predominantly hyperactive/impulsive presentation and the ADHD 

predominantly inattentive presentation. The combined type of ADHD is not a variable in this 

research because this presentation comprises a blend of traits from both the ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive type and the ADHD inattentive type. Counting ADHD combined type as 

its own variable would be duplicative, as I am looking specifically at the various traits of the 

presentations of ADHD for the purposes of this study. This approach is consistent with academic 

research on ADHD and entrepreneurship, which treats ADHD symptoms as traits that can 

function both as liabilities and potential strengths, depending on context (Antshel, 2018; Lerner 

et al., 2019; Wiklund et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2021). 

 Emerging research is increasingly reframing ADHD as a neurological difference with 

benefits in addition to the dysfunctions, rather than as a disorder (Archer, 2015a; Boot et al., 

2017; Hallowell & Ratey, 2021). In fact, evolutionary explanations suggest that traits associated 
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with ADHD, like novelty-seeking, environmental scanning, and rapid action, may have been 

adaptive advantages in ancient contexts (Archer, 2015a; Sullivan, 2024). However, the same 

traits that may have been more advantageous for our ancestors long ago are often at odds with 

the modern institutions designed for neurotypical brains, creating challenges for neurodivergent 

brains in modern “traditional” educational and corporate settings (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; 

Hallowell & Ratey, 2021). This duality sets the stage for a better understanding of how ADHD 

traits can both enable and hinder entrepreneurial behavior, depending on environmental context 

and coping mechanisms employed. 

 Unlike preceding studies, this dissertation treats hyperactive/impulsive traits and 

inattentive traits as two separate independent variables, rather than aggregating them into a single 

ADHD variable. This dissertation breaks new ground and dives deeper than much of the 

comparative research to date. While Wiklund, Greidanus and Liao, and others have postulated 

and discussed the differences, their research has yet to split and test the variable from a 

monolithic ADHD construct in a formal way (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Wiklund et al., 2017). 

This research contributes to the academic knowledge base by doing just that: it acknowledges 

that ADHD inattentive and ADHD hyperactive/impulsive are two very different sets of traits, and 

empirically tests the relationship between each and entrepreneurial venturing in a formal way 

that other studies have not yet attempted to do. This choice allows for a more precise 

examination of how each dimension, and the traits thereof, individually relate to entrepreneurial 

venturing and how coping strategies may increase or decrease these relationships. In later 

sections, I build on this conceptualization to develop theory-driven hypotheses about the distinct 

roles each set of ADHD traits may play in entrepreneurial venturing and how coping mechanisms 

impact those relationships. 
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ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive Presentation & Traits 

 ADHD hyperactive/impulsive symptoms include high levels of energy, fidgeting, 

excessive talking, impatience, risk-taking, and impulsivity, or a tendency to act without fully 

considering the consequences of one’s actions (APA, 2022; Barkley, 1997). These traits are also 

tied closely to differences in levels of novelty-seeking, sensation-seeking, and a strong bias 

towards action, when compared with the neurotypical population (Asherson et al., 2016; Boot et 

al., 2017). While ADHD hyperactive/impulsive-type traits can show up as impulsive decisions 

and difficulties with inhibition, these same tendencies can also show up as strengths within 

entrepreneurial contexts, which often require quick decision-making during uncertain 

circumstances and a willingness to act even with incomplete information available (McMullen et 

al., 2008). “Symptoms” can even be reframed into strengths in the right environments (Moore et 

al., 2021; Wiklund et al., 2017) with the proper supports in place. 

 Adults presenting with high levels of hyperactive/impulsive traits are often described as 

energetic, restless, and driven by novelty and high levels of stimulation. They may move quickly 

from idea to action, experience difficulty tolerating boredom, and prefer high-intensity, fast-

paced environments (Asherson et al., 2016; Hallowell & Ratey, 2021). These traits can make 

working in more traditional corporate workplaces that emphasize routine, repetition, sustained 

concentration, and adherence to a more rigid set of rules more challenging than for their 

neurotypical peers. These tendencies can come across as impatience, rebellion, and/or difficulty 

conforming to structured roles (Kessler et al., 2005; Kessler et al., 2009). 

 Alternatively, hyperactive/impulsive traits are also linked to characteristics that are highly 

relevant for entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial venturing, such as risk tolerance, quick 

decision making, increased creativity (White, 2020; White & Shah, 2006, 2011), and novelty-
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seeking. Research shows us that impulsivity and sensation-seeking behaviors, specifically, are 

positively related to entrepreneurial intentions, self-employment, and business opportunity 

exploitation (Antshel, 2018; Boot et al., 2017; Lerner et al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016; Wiklund 

et al., 2017). Individuals with higher levels of the hyperactive/impulsive traits of ADHD may be 

more willing to experiment with new ideas and act on a potential opportunity despite incomplete 

information when starting a new business venture. 

 Studies have found that people with higher hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits are more 

likely to engage in entrepreneurial action and venture creation activities that can lead to the 

creation of a business (Antshel, 2018; Lerner et al., 2019; Wiklund et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2021). 

This research suggests traits typically associated with ADHD, hyperactive/impulse type, can 

assist with quick opportunity recognition in the marketplace and entrepreneurial action. Pair that 

with a higher propensity for risk-taking and novelty seeking (also recognized as ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive traits), and we are now looking at some key drivers of early-stage 

entrepreneurial venturing behavior. Impulsivity can be especially helpful in environments of high 

uncertainty and resource constraints (Bort et al., 2024). These findings lead me to Hypothesis 1 

of this research: there is a positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing. 

 The same traits that are associated with the ADHD hyperactive/impulsive type and that 

can potentially be a benefit to entrepreneurial venturing can also increase vulnerability to stress, 

burnout, and unplanned pivots (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). Effective coping strategies may 

therefore strengthen the already positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing by channeling impulsivity towards adaptive action and mitigating 

stress. Conversely, emotion-focused and avoidant strategies may weaken the relationship. 
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 In this dissertation, ADHD hyperactive/impulsive traits are conceptualized as a trait-like 

tendency toward high levels of energy, rapid decision making and action, and reduced behavioral 

inhibition. Rather than assuming these tendencies are negative, I examine how they may relate to 

entrepreneurial venturing in ways that depend on context and coping mechanisms. This aligns 

with more recent studies that view ADHD traits through a nuanced lens, a lens that allows us to 

see the spectrum of traits that are yes, challenging, but that can also be productive as strengths 

and result in advantages in some environments (Antshel, 2018; Hallowell & Ratey, 2021; Lerner 

et al., 2018; Wiklund et al., 2017). 

Distinguishing between inattentive versus hyperactive/impulsive type ADHD traits is 

critical for understanding the nuanced ways that ADHD traits may influence entrepreneurial 

venturing (Rajah et al., 2021). Inattentive-related traits can undermine entrepreneurial action, 

while hyperactive/impulsive-related traits tend to facilitate early-stage entrepreneurial action and 

venturing (Wiklund et al., 2018), but can also potentially create stress-related challenges. These 

patterns and previous findings provide the foundation for this study’s dual independent variables 

and the examination of each ADHD subtype separately, as well as the moderating role of coping 

strategies in shaping their relationship with entrepreneurial venturing. 

ADHD Inattentive Presentation & Traits 

 Inattentive traits of ADHD include difficulties in sustained attention, forgetfulness, 

disorganization, distractibility, and frequently not following through on tasks or activities that 

were started (APA, 2022; Barkley, 1997). Individuals with these traits typically struggle with 

things like working memory, time management, and sustained task completion (Barkley, 2010b). 

These traits are linked to executive functioning deficits, which show up in a more traditional 

academic or workplace environment as underperformance, missed deadlines, careless mistakes, 
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and trouble with activities that rely on high levels of organization (Adler et al., 2017; Staley et 

al., 2024). Whereas traits associated with the hyperactive/impulsive presentation of ADHD are 

more outwardly visible, inattentive traits often appear as internal cognitive struggles with 

planning, focus, and forgetfulness. When diagnosed with ADHD, the inattentive presentation is 

the version that is more prevalent in women. Additionally, women who more frequently present 

with inattentive ADHD traits are also less likely to be diagnosed overall, and especially during 

childhood (Young et al., 2020). A 2006 European study by Nøvik et al. found that females are 

less likely to be diagnosed with ADHD than their male peers, ranging in rates from 3-to-1 to 16-

to-1 (Nøvik et al., 2006). 

 Research on adult ADHD consistently points out that inattentive symptoms often present 

with serious difficulties with executive functioning, otherwise known as executive dysfunction. 

Executive dysfunction impacts short-term memory, sustained attention, and the ability to manage 

complex, multi-step tasks (Adler et al., 2017; Barkley, 2015). Individuals presenting with high 

levels of inattentive traits may need to use more cognitive energy, a valuable resource that can 

aid in gaining other resources (Hobfoll, 1989; Malak & Qassim, 2025), to maintain the same 

level of organization, focus, and follow-through as their neurotypical peers (Killeen et al., 2013). 

Over time, this can contribute to increased stress, inconsistent performance, and heightened 

vulnerability, to feeling overwhelmed by complex demands, and could ultimately lead to burnout 

(Asherson et al., 2016; Kessler et al., 2005). 

 From an entrepreneurial perspective, inattentive traits may pose challenges during 

venture organization and persistence. While entrepreneurship requires creativity and openness to 

opportunity, it also requires planning, prioritization, and follow-through, all of which are areas 

where ADHD inattentive traits can cause difficulties (Barkley, 2010b; Greidanus & Liao, 2021), 
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and the challenges can become more pronounced. Keeping track of multiple moving pieces, 

remembering follow-ups, and maintaining momentum across parallel, and sometimes repetitive, 

tracks place heavy demands on the same cognitive processes that are most impacted by 

inattention (Lerner et al., 2019; Wiklund et al., 2017). 

Research suggests that ADHD inattentive traits are negatively associated with 

entrepreneurial venturing, persistence, and performance (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Lerner et al., 

2019). Entrepreneurs with high levels of these inattentive traits may struggle to maintain focus 

on their strategic goals, track multiple moving parts, or sustain effort and energy during many 

phases of entrepreneurship. This line of research provides the foundation for Hypothesis 2: there 

is a negative relationship between inattentive ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. 

Entrepreneurial Venturing 

 Entrepreneurship, as its own academic field of study, emerged in the mid-20th century, 

and has since evolved into a well-established scholarly domain (Hassel et al., 2025) that grew out 

of psychology, sociology, management, and economics (Baum et al., 2007; Stevenson & Jarillo, 

2007) into its own distinct scholarly domain. The entrepreneurship academic community found 

its more distinct foundations in the 1980s and 1990s with the emergence of its own academic 

journals, theoretical frameworks, and inclusion of new entrepreneurship-focused classes in 

business schools. Prior to it maturing into its own branch of business literature, entrepreneurship 

research was spread out across economics and psychology (Baum et al., 2007). In their 1988 

paper, Low and MacMillan called for a more focused approach to growing the research in the 

field of entrepreneurship, namely in purpose, theoretical perspective, focus, level of analysis, 

time frame, and methodology, which helped propel the field to study not just who entrepreneurs 

are, but what they do (Low & MacMillan, 1988). The discipline continued to gain even more 
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momentum with the seminal work of Shane and Venkataraman, framing entrepreneurship as the 

intersection between market opportunities and enterprising individuals who recognize and act 

upon those opportunities in the early part of the 21st century (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). 

Since the 1990s, entrepreneurship research has been featured in and shaped what are now some 

of the top academic peer-reviewed business journals, including Journal of Business Venturing 

and Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, both of which are referenced and cited extensively 

throughout this dissertation. 

Within the broader entrepreneurship universe, researchers have distinguished between 

different phases of the entrepreneurial process, and generally agree that entrepreneurship is a 

diverse, multi-stage process that takes place over time as opposed to a single event (Aldrich & 

Martinez, 2001; Bhave, 1994; Davidsson, 2006; Gartner, 1985). The academic literature in this 

space is not standardized, but four major phases, focused on outcomes, are typically mentioned: 

entrepreneurial venturing, performance, persistence, and exit (Reynolds et al., 2004). It is 

important to remember that entrepreneurship isn’t necessarily linear; that these phases are 

dynamic and each phase has its own psychological, behavioral, and resource demands. 

This dissertation focuses specifically on the entrepreneurial venturing phase, which is the 

early stage of entrepreneurship where an individual or team moves from entrepreneurial intention 

to entrepreneurial action. Because this phase involves engaging in opportunity pursuit, gathering 

resources, taking the first steps to form a venture, or actively managing a new business, it is 

classified by the “doing” of entrepreneurship instead of just thinking about it or having intentions 

to take action (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001; Reynolds, 2009). 

Entrepreneurial venturing refers to the active behavioral engagement in starting or 

managing a new business venture, and can happen with a single individual or a team of 
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individuals (Reynolds et al., 2005; Reynolds, 2009). Entrepreneurial venturing captures 

observable behavior such as: taking concrete steps to start a business, being in the process of 

launching a new venture, participating in startup activities as part of one’s job, or owning and 

actively managing an existing business. All of these behaviors commit time, effort, and resources 

towards creating or growing a new venture (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; Shepherd & Patzelt, 

2018). Reynolds operationalized entrepreneurial venturing through behavioral indicators that 

became widely adopted in global entrepreneurship, which align with a broad stream of 

entrepreneurship literature emphasizing behavior as the defining feature of entrepreneurship 

(Gartner, 1985; McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; Venkataraman, 2019). 

Entrepreneurial venturing is an important construct for two primary reasons. First, 

venturing is the entry point into entrepreneurship, and it drives economic growth, innovation, and 

job creation (Aldrich & Martinez, 2001; Reynolds et al., 2004). Understanding who engages in 

entrepreneurial venturing and the impact on that relationship is an important and interesting 

question that impacts the economy and society. Second, entrepreneurial venturing is a 

psychologically demanding phase of the entrepreneurship process. This early phase requires 

individuals to translate theoretical ideas into concrete action under stressful conditions of 

uncertainty and limited resources (McMullen & Shepherd, 2006; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018). 

Individual differences, such as ADHD-related traits, are particularly relevant during this 

phase of entrepreneurship, as the early stages of entrepreneurship require astute opportunity 

recognition, the ability to make quick decisions, a tolerance for risk and uncertainty, as well as 

the initiative to start something new. Research finds that these actions also closely align with 

traits related to ADHD, and specifically with the hyperactive/impulsive type (Lerner et al., 2019; 

Verheul et al., 2016; Wiklund et al., 2017), whereas inattentive traits are linked to challenges 
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with planning, organization, and follow-through that may hinder the act of entrepreneurial 

venturing (Lerner et al., 2019; Wiklund et al., 2017). Although this emerging literature shines a 

light on the importance of ADHD traits in shaping entrepreneurial tendencies, most of the 

existing studies focus on orientation, intentions, and/or preferences, rather than the behavior of 

venturing. Therefore, entrepreneurial venturing represents a critical but under researched 

outcome in ADHD-entrepreneurship research. By focusing on entrepreneurial venturing as the 

dependent variable, I will help expand the knowledge base around the relationship between the 

different types of ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. 

Coping 

Coping in Entrepreneurship 

 Entrepreneurship is widely recognized as a career path that is characterized by an 

environment of high uncertainty, unpredictability, risk, and stress (Ahmed et al., 2022; Wiklund 

et al., 2017). Founders regularly face stressors coming from that uncertainty, financial and 

performance risk, and personal responsibility for outcomes, including both victories and failures. 

This emotional journey can be tumultuous, involving periods of both success and 

disappointment, and has even been described as an “emotional rollercoaster” by multiple 

researchers in reference to the nature of the ups and downs of the process (De Cock et al., 2020; 

Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018). How entrepreneurs respond to and manage, or cope, with these 

demands is therefore vital to understanding an entrepreneur with ADHD traits’ ability to 

successfully navigate entrepreneurial venturing in the early stages of entrepreneurship (Lerman 

et al., 2021).  

 The concept of coping has its theoretical roots in the transactional model of stress and 

coping, developed by Richard S. Lazarus and Susan Folkman (Folkman, 1984; Lazarus & 
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Folkman, 1984, 1987). This seminal framework sees stress as a dynamic transaction between the 

individual and the environment, with mediating factors of cognitive appraisal and the coping 

strategies the person chooses to deal with the stressful situation. Coping refers to the cognitive 

and behavioral strategies that individual us to address or endure stressors that exceed perceived 

resources. Lazarus and Folkman’s model groups coping into problem-focused, which is aimed 

directly at addressing the stressor itself, and emotion-focused, which tackles the emotional 

responses to a stressor, methods of coping, which can act in different ways depending on the 

stressor (Folkman, 1984; Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004). These categories are used widely in 

empirical studies in the fields of stress and coping research (Carver, 1997; Carver et al., 1989; 

Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004). Building on the broader coping literature, Brett Eager, Susan L. 

Grant, and Alex Maritz (2019) proposed a conceptual framework that classifies coping strategies 

along two dimensions: the target of coping (problem-focused versus emotion-focused) and the 

direction of coping (approach versus avoidance). This framework highlights the diversity of 

coping behaviors entrepreneurs may employ when navigating stress and uncertainty. 

 In entrepreneurship, these coping mechanisms become particularly important. The 

uncertainty and volatility inherent in starting and running a business require entrepreneurs to be 

alert to opportunity, decide how to respond to new and novel problems, and regulate emotions to 

be able to continue to move forward, even in ambiguous environments (Uy et al., 2013). 

Entrepreneurs who are able to regulate stress effectively tend to report greater psychological 

resilience, persistence, and higher venture performance (Bullough & Renko, 2013; Bullough et 

al., 2014; Lerman et al., 2021). On the flip side, ineffective coping can impair decision quality, 

increase cognitive overload, and reduce the likelihood of continuing tasks associated with a 

venture (De Cock et al., 2020; Uy et al., 2013). 
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 Coping becomes even more critical when viewed through the lens of the Conservation of 

Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Lanivich, 2015). The COR theory stresses that 

individuals strive to acquire, protect, and retain personal resources such as time, attention, 

emotional energy, social capital, and material assets. Stress occurs when these already limited 

resources are threatened, rundown, or insufficient to meet the demands of the surrounding 

environment. 

 The work of an entrepreneur requires a steady investment of resources, and 

entrepreneurial venturing is often undertaken under conditions in which resource loss is likely. 

COR theory posits that individuals who engage in coping strategies that conserve or restore 

personal resources are better equipped to sustain entrepreneurial effort, whereas those who rely 

on resource-draining strategies, or no coping strategies at all, may experience burnout and/or 

may stop their entrepreneurial venturing altogether (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Lanivich, 2015). 

This revelation is highly relevant for individuals with ADHD traits because ADHD is associated 

with heightened perception of stress (Hirvikoski et al., 2009), reduced working memory capacity, 

and emotional regulation challenges (Burnette et al., 2020; Hallowell & Ratey, 2021). 

Additionally, the Neuroenergetics Theory (NeT) reveals that people with ADHD have only about 

75-85% of the neurocognitive energy when compared to their neurotypical counterparts (Killeen 

et al., 2013), which puts ADHD entrepreneurs at an instant resource disadvantage to tackle 

cognitively demanding tasks from the start. Together, these characteristics mean that 

entrepreneurs with ADHD traits may experience stress more acutely and begin with fewer 

cognitive and emotional resources than their neurotypical peers. Coping strategies, therefore, can 

play a significant role in determining whether ADHD-related traits function as barriers or 

facilitators in entrepreneurial venturing. 
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Problem-focused Coping 

 Problem-focused coping is a stress management strategy where an individual directly 

alters or manages a stressor by addressing and resolving its root cause, or the thing that is 

causing the stress (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). This coping 

strategy focuses on actively engaging in actions to reduce, avoid, or eliminate the stressor, 

thereby reducing the emotional distress it causes. Problem-focused coping actions include 

planning, active problem solving, seeking and using instrumental support, completing an analysis 

of the situation, acquiring new knowledge or skills, and taking concrete action towards a solution 

(Carver, 1997; Eager et al., 2019; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Within entrepreneurship, these 

strategies could translate into behaviors such as restructuring or breaking down tasks, acquiring 

new knowledge, and/or seeking expert advice or help. Empirical research in this space links 

problem-focused coping with higher entrepreneurial self-efficacy, persistence, and performance 

because it directly addresses controllable stressors (Forbes, 2005; Holland & Shepherd, 2013). 

Furthermore, the COR theory supports that in environments of high uncertainty, like 

entrepreneurship, these problem-focused coping mechanisms can also conserve and help to 

restore personal resources (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989; Lanivich, 2015). By 

addressing the stressor head-on and turning stress-inducing situations into solvable problems, 

problem-focused coping, through planning, information seeking, and active problem solving, 

helps transform ambiguous, stressful situations into more structured, solvable problems, which 

increases clarity and reduces uncertainty (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004; Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984, 1987). As a result, individuals experience fewer losses from their resource pool, spending 

less time and effort on alternative (emotion-based) coping mechanisms that may instead draw on 

that pool without producing constructive outcomes that reduce or eliminate the stressor (Carver, 
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1997; De Cock et al., 2020; Eager et al., 2019). When problem-focused coping mechanisms are 

successful, individuals may experience gains in personal resources, such as increased efficacy 

and control, according to COR theory (Bullough & Renko, 2013; Hobfoll, 1989). 

The problem-focused coping mechanism has direct repercussions for individuals with 

ADHD traits. Entrepreneurs with ADHD hyperactive/impulsive traits may benefit because 

problem-focused coping provides structure, intentionality, and direction for action. Problem-

focused coping can help to organize an individual’s energy into deliberate entrepreneurial action. 

For individuals with the inattentive traits of ADHD, problem-focused coping can be a basis for 

planning, organization, and structured problem-solving, which can be stabilizing in trying to 

overcome a stressor. This dissertation sees problem-focused coping as an adaptive moderator that 

may buffer the negative effects of inattentive ADHD traits and further strengthen the positive 

effects of hyperactive/impulsive traits on entrepreneurial venturing. 

Emotion-focused Coping 

 Emotion-focused coping involves strategies aimed at emotional processing and emotional 

expression in response to stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987). Unlike problem-focused coping, 

which directly targets the source of stressors, emotion-focused coping mechanisms target the 

emotions generated by the stressor. Examples of emotion-focused coping include venting, 

positive reframing, humor, self-blame, using emotional support, acceptance, religion, substance 

abuse, denial, and self-distraction (Carver, 1997; Eager et al., 2019).  

 A career in entrepreneurship exposes entrepreneurs to countless uncontrollable stressors, 

including anything from market shocks and regulatory shifts to unexpected financial issues and 

more. Emotion-focused coping can provide temporary relief, making it possible for 

entrepreneurs to stabilize their emotions and continue functioning (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004; 
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Thompson et al., 2020) in the short term. However, emotion-focused coping can also impair 

entrepreneurial effectiveness when used excessively (Uy et al., 2013). While emotion-focused 

coping can increase feelings of life satisfaction, a 2010 study by Drnovšek et al. alternately 

suggests that entrepreneurs should engage in problem-focused coping rather than emotion-

focused coping to achieve better outcomes (Drnovšek et al., 2010). Additionally, maladaptive 

emotional regulation, like denial and self-distraction, may go on to decrease the cognitive 

resources that are already limited, but ultimately necessary for entrepreneurial problem-solving 

(Lanivich, 2015), thereby reducing decision quality, weakening persistence, and can undermine 

entrepreneurs’ ability to take timely action (De Cock et al., 2020; Uy et al., 2013). 

 From a COR perspective, many emotion-focused coping strategies consume precious 

cognitive and emotional resources without solving for the stressor itself (Halbesleben et al., 

2014; Lanivich, 2015). For example, rumination drains additional mental capacity, venting can 

provide temporary relief from discomfort, but does not solve the problem, denial delays action 

and can increase stress over time, and self-distraction uses cognitive bandwidth that could be 

directed towards productive problem solving. When emotion-focused coping fails to address the 

stressor, individuals may experience additional resource loss, where stress increases because the 

individual’s resources are depleted without any reduction in the stressor (Lanivich, 2015). 

 Emotion-focused coping may be especially impactful for individuals with ADHD traits. 

ADHD is associated with heightened emotional reactivity (Hupfeld et al., 2019), which puts 

individuals with ADHD in a more compromising state than their neurotypical peers from the 

outset. Additionally, the Neuroenergetics Theory (NeT) has found that neurons in the brains of 

people with ADHD regularly don’t receive sufficient energy (Killeen et al., 2013) compared to 

their neurotypical peers, which is required for executive functioning, emotional regulation, and 
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cognitive processing. So, ADHD brains have a more limited energy supply than their 

neurotypical peers, creating an even more limited supply of cognitive resources required for 

problem-solving necessary for entrepreneurship. When individuals with ADHD invest their 

already limited cognitive resources into emotion-focused coping strategies, fewer resources are 

available for the planning, organizing, and follow-through required for entrepreneurial venturing. 

These mechanisms demonstrate why emotion-focused coping is expected to moderate the 

relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing differently than problem-

focused coping. 

Coping-Dueling Fit Theory 

 The Coping-Dueling Fit (CDF) Theory, developed by Greidanus and Liao in their 2021 

paper, “Toward a coping-dueling-fit theory of the ADHD-entrepreneurship relationship: 

Treatment's influence on business venturing, performance, and persistence,” addresses the 

paradoxical nature of ADHD (Hallowell & Ratey, 2021), treatment, and its impact on 

entrepreneurial action (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). This theory builds on the transactional model 

of stress and coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, 1987) as well as the person-environment (P-E) 

fit theory (Antshel, 2018; Lerner et al., 2018) literature, which is has been used to explain the 

relationship between ADHD and entrepreneurship (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Verheul et al., 2015; 

Wiklund et al., 2016). The Coping-Dueling Fit (CDF) theory draws heavily on and extends the 

person-environment (P-E) fit theory literature. CDF theory takes the paradoxical nature of 

ADHD into account, arguing that ADHD traits can act as both an asset and a liability for 

entrepreneurs and emerging entrepreneurs with the condition (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). 

 CDF highlights that the adaptive coping mechanism of ADHD treatment moderates 

whether ADHD traits are more likely to become strengths or liabilities, and how treatment 



32 
 

influences entrepreneurial venturing, persistence, and performance. Greidanus and Liao’s 

empirical study and theory-building paper specifically defined coping as treatment for ADHD. 

 
Figure 1: Coping-Dueling-Fit model (Greidanus & Liao, 2021, p. 4) 

The Greidanus & Liao (2021) paper also calls for future research that expands the 

parameters of “coping,” and this dissertation heeds that call. The moderator in Greidanus and 

Liao’s empirical research and theory development was labeled as “coping,” but was defined as 

two distinct types of ADHD treatment: medication prescribed for ADHD and/or if an individual 

ever saw a psychiatrist or psychologist. Both medication and counseling/therapy are two types of 

coping that fall into the “problem-focused” coping category. However, this study did not take 

other types of coping, which I hypothesize can also have impacts on the relationship between 

ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing, into account. This dissertation looks to fill this gap 

and extend the knowledge base in this line of academic research by exploring a broader view of 

coping strategies, both problem-focused and emotion-focused, that may also influence how 

entrepreneurs with ADHD traits engage in venturing. 
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Conservation of Resources (COR) Theory 

 The Conservation of Resources (COR) theory complements the CDF theory and coping 

literature for this research by offering insights into why coping and coping style matter for 

entrepreneurial behaviors and outcomes. COR theory helps to explain how individuals use, 

protect, and restore their personal resources like time, energy, and support from others, when 

dealing with stress (Halbesleben et al., 2014). According to this theory, stress occurs when 

individuals perceive a threat of resource loss, actually lose those resources, or don’t gain new 

resources after investing effort (Williams, 1985). Entrepreneurs consistently “spend” from their 

cognitive and emotional resources to navigate things like uncertainty, make quick decisions, and 

sustaining their motivation. From this perspective, coping strategies act as mechanisms for 

conserving or replenishing the limited personal resources that founders rely on to continue 

pushing forward in their ventures (Lanivich, 2015). 

 Research from the neuroscience field provides a complementary biology-based 

explanation for these resource limitations, and specifically the larger impact of the constraints on 

ADHD brains. Neuroenergetics theory (NeT) suggests that neurons in the brains of individuals 

with ADHD receive less consistent energy supply (less efficient glucose metabolism) than 

neurotypical brains (Killeen et al., 2013). Less energy can contribute to slower response rates, 

inconsistent focus, and difficulty with sustained attention, especially when it comes to more 

cognitively demanding tasks. When viewed through the lens of COR theory, ADHD is a 

condition of chronically limited cognitive resources. The work of starting a new business 

requires sustained concentration, planning, and self-regulation. For entrepreneurs with ADHD, 

the limitations of a less consistent energy supply may heighten the vulnerability to resource 

depletion, making effective coping strategies that much more critical. 
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 Together, COR theory, and NeT highlight both the psychological and biological 

foundations for the need for coping in entrepreneurial venturing, and the impact that it can have 

on the relationship between ADHD traits and venturing. Entrepreneurs with ADHD traits not 

only face external demands for time and effort, but also internal energy constraints that can 

reduce their capacity to maintain attention, regulate emotion, and ultimately restock their even 

more limited supply of personal resources. Coping strategies that conserve or restore cognitive 

and emotional energy, such as structured planning, active coping, and using instrumental support 

mechanisms, can play an important role in determining whether individuals with ADHD trails 

continue or disengage from entrepreneurial venturing activities. 

Hypotheses and Overview of the Hypothesized Model 

Drawing on the theoretical foundations laid out in the previous section, particularly CDF 

theory (Greidanus & Liao, 2021) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), this research examines the 

relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing, and how problem-focused and 

emotion-focused coping mechanisms moderate that relationship. In line with previous research 

showing that ADHD is not a monolithic construct, but instead a spectrum of traits with distinct 

behavioral and cognitive impacts (Heidbreder, 2015), this research separately examines ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive traits and ADHD inattentive traits as two independent variables. This 

novel approach addresses a gap in the entrepreneurship literature, which often treats ADHD as a 

single category despite evidence that the two different presentations relate differently to 

entrepreneurial outcomes (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Lerner et al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016; 

Wiklund et al., 2017). 

Traits associated with the hyperactive/impulsive presentation of ADHD are frequently 

associated with rapid action, high energy, and a higher risk-taking propensity, which are all 
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characteristics that may facilitate entrepreneurial venturing, especially in uncertain and fast-

moving environments (Barkley, 1997; Hallowell & Ratey, 2021; Wiklund et al., 2017). In stark 

contrast, ADHD inattentive traits are characterized by difficulties in sustained attention, 

organizing tasks, and follow-through (APA, 2022), which can undermine the structured, complex 

process required to move from entrepreneurial intentions to entrepreneurial venturing (Barkley, 

2010b; Killeen et al., 2013). Previous research has revealed that the differing ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive versus inattentive traits have different entrepreneurial venturing outcomes: 

impulsive traits tend to support entrepreneurial entry and action, whereas inattentive traits have 

been found to hinder them (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). 

Because entrepreneurship is a resource and emotionally-intensive process, coping 

strategies also play a major role in the relationship between these ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing (Lerman et al., 2021; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2018). According to the 

COR theory, coping strategies may protect, conserve, or deplete the limited cognitive and 

emotional resources that individuals bring to the activities associated with entrepreneurial 

venturing. This research focuses on two coping categories, problem-focused coping and emotion-

focused coping, as separate moderators. This separation is supported by both theoretical 

precedent (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) as well as empirical evidence from the academic 

entrepreneurship literature that espouses that the two mechanisms play different roles in 

managing stress, uncertainty, and volatility (Eager et al., 2019; Uy et al., 2013). The hypotheses 

presented below empirically test how the traits of each of the ADHD presentations relate to 

entrepreneurial venturing and how coping strategies moderate these relationships. 

The hypotheses are presented in three sections. The first section addresses the 

relationship between ADHD traits (with inattentive traits and hyperactive/impulsive traits as two 
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separate independent variables) and entrepreneurial venturing. The second section addresses the 

moderating role of coping mechanisms (with problem-focused and emotion-focused coping 

mechanisms as two separate moderators) on this relationship. The proposed model and 

hypotheses are clearly represented in Figure 2 in this chapter. 

ADHD Traits and Entrepreneurial Venturing 

Hyperactive/Impulsive ADHD traits: relationship with entrepreneurial venturing 

 There is a growing body of evidence that suggests that hyperactive/impulsive traits of 

ADHD are positively associated with the selection into entrepreneurship (Rajah et al., 2021), a 

preference for an entrepreneurial career (Wiklund et al., 2017), and entrepreneurial venturing 

(Lerner et al., 2019). Individuals who identify with having traits of ADHD hyperactive/impulsive 

type are also typically seen as having high energy, being action-oriented, and having a higher 

tendency toward risk-taking and novelty-seeking behaviors (Barkley, 1997, 2010b; Hallowell & 

Ratey, 2021; Hupfeld et al., 2019). Empirical studies consistently show that impulsivity is 

positively associated with entrepreneurial intentions, opportunity recognition and pursuit, and 

entrepreneurial venturing (Lerner et al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016; Wiklund et al., 2017). These 

characteristics can be beneficial for entrepreneurs by aiding in entrepreneurial action through 

rapid decision-making and a greater tolerance for uncertainty (Pietersen & Botha, 2021; Wiklund 

et al., 2017), especially in certain environments. For example, Wiklund et al. (2017) 

demonstrated that impulsivity facilitates opportunity exploitation under conditions of uncertainty, 

where rapid decision-making can mean the difference between successful competitive 

advantages. 

Hyperactivity and impulsivity may also result in motivational advantages, such as 

enthusiasm and energy that is needed for sustained effort, and could offset the potential 
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downsides of ADHD hyperactive/impulsive traits, including impatience or distractibility/varying 

attention, in the early stages of venturing (Wiklund et al., 2017). This action-orientation may 

provide the necessary drive to overcome inertia and risk aversion that may prevent other, 

neurotypical, peers from pursuing similar entrepreneurial opportunities. Ultimately, the 

alignment between trait tendencies and the demands of creating a new business suggests that 

individuals with higher hyperactive/impulsive traits are more likely (Lerner et al. show us nearly 

twice as likely) to engage in entrepreneurial venturing (Lerner et al., 2019). 

 Existing literature supports the positive association between ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing. Wiklund et al. found that ADHD-related impulsivity was significantly 

associated with entrepreneurial intentions and behavior, especially in conditions of high 

uncertainty, where rapid action resulted in advantages with opportunity exploitation (Wiklund et 

al., 2017). Lerner et al. went on to further demonstrate that individuals with ADHD are nearly 

twice as likely to start their own business when compared to their neurotypical peers. Similarly, 

studies on behavioral activation and sensation-seeking, both of which are traits that are closely 

associated with the ADHD hyperactive/impulsive type, show positive correlations with 

opportunity recognition, exploitation, and venture creation (Antshel, 2018; Pietersen & Botha, 

2021; Yu et al., 2021). Together, these findings suggest that ADHD hyperactive/impulsive traits 

can operate as behavioral catalysts for entrepreneurship, inspiring the movement from initial idea 

to entrepreneurial venturing. From a theoretical perspective, both the CDF and COR theories 

help explain why hyperactive/impulsive traits may benefit entrepreneurial venturing. CDF theory 

proposes that individuals experience greater Person-Environment (P-E) Fit when their cognitive 

and behavioral tendencies align with the pressing demands of their environment (Greidanus & 

Liao, 2021).  
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In summary, research shows that individuals with high impulsivity, one of the primary 

traits of the hyperactive/impulsive presentation of ADHD, are more likely to go from 

entrepreneurial intention to venturing (Lerner et al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016; Wiklund et al., 

2017). Therefore, I expect a positive association between the hyperactive/impulsive traits of 

ADHD and entrepreneurial venturing based on the CDF theory’s indication that impulsive, 

action-oriented behavior is well-suited to the fast, uncertain environment of entrepreneurial 

venturing. Based on the information and arguments laid out, I propose the following hypothesis: 

H1: There is a positive relationship between Hyperactive/Impulsive ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing. 

Inattentive ADHD traits: relationship with entrepreneurial venturing 

 In contrast to the hyperactive/impulsive presentation of ADHD, inattentive traits are most 

closely linked with difficulty sustaining focus, organizing tasks, and following through on plans 

(APA, 2022; CDC, 2024e). These traits can present as working memory deficits, distractibility, 

and slower task execution (Barkley, 2010a; Killeen et al., 2013). In contrast, entrepreneurship 

requires sustained attention, planning, and the ability to manage simultaneous, competing 

demands. As such, inattentive traits may hinder the transition from entrepreneurial intention to 

venturing. 

Empirical research supports that ADHD inattentive traits are negatively associated with 

entrepreneurial behavior. Lerner et al. found that inattentive symptoms predicted lower 

entrepreneurial venturing, in contrast with hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits predicting the 

opposite (Lerner et al., 2019). Verheul et al. saw similar results when they reported a negative 

link between inattention and entrepreneurial intentions, which is a precursor to entrepreneurial 

venturing (Verheul et al., 2016). Additionally, Wiklund et al. argued that inattentive traits impair 
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goal setting, prioritization, and strategic follow-through, which are competencies that are critical 

for sustaining entrepreneurial activities (Wiklund et al., 2017). These findings are in alignment 

with broader evidence showing that working memory deficits and executive functioning 

challenges contribute to inefficiencies in complex decision-making environments (Barkley, 

2010a; Killeen et al., 2013). 

 The COR theory reinforces this understanding by explaining many inattentive traits as 

sources of ongoing resource loss cycles. When individuals must expend a disproportionate 

amount of cognitive energy to maintain focus or complete basic tasks, they have fewer resources 

available for highly demanding entrepreneurial activities (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 

1989). The CDF theory makes the connection that inattentive traits are not a good fit with the 

entrepreneurial environment’s need for self-regulation and sustained attention (Greidanus & 

Liao, 2021). Without effective coping mechanisms to help support these deficiencies, individuals 

with high levels of ADHD inattentive traits may experience higher rates of psychological stress 

with negative impacts on entrepreneurial venturing. So, while individuals with ADHD inattentive 

traits may feel more pushed towards entrepreneurship due to an insufficient fit with the 

traditional workplace, their inattentive traits may limit their ability to embark on the action of 

entrepreneurial venturing due to the lack of urgency, which is only associated with ADHD 

hyperactive/impulsive traits. 

 In summary, inattentive traits predict lower entrepreneurial intention, persistence, and 

venturing (Lerner et al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016; Wiklund et al., 2017), and so I expect to see a 

negative relationship between ADHD inattentive traits and entrepreneurial venturing. The COR 

theory helps to explain that inattention increases resource depletion and slows cognitive 
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processing, while the CDF theory explains the poor fit between inattentive tendencies and 

entrepreneurial demands. With that being said, I propose the following hypothesis: 

H2: There is a negative relationship between Inattentive ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing. 

The Moderating Effects of Coping 

The impact of problem-focused coping as a moderator on the relationship between 

hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing 

 Problem-focused coping involves active efforts to manage or resolve stressors through 

planning, information seeking, and direct action (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). These active 

coping mechanisms involve assessing a stressful situation and then taking direct action to 

address or remove its root cause (Uy et al., 2013). In the context of entrepreneurship, problem-

focused coping strategies can include behaviors like developing structured plans, seeking 

mentorship, or reallocating resources to address challenges (Forbes, 2005; Holland & Shepherd, 

2013). By increasing clarity and reducing uncertainty by addressing the stressor at hand, 

problem-focused coping enables entrepreneurs to maintain forward momentum during 

particularly stressful phases of entrepreneurial venturing. 

 When applied to hyperactive/impulsive traits associated with ADHD, problem-focused 

coping may play a role in increasing their benefits while reducing potential costs. 

Hyperactive/impulsive traits are characterized by high energy levels, the propensity to take quick 

(or impulsive) action, and a willingness to take risks (Barkley, 1997; Hallowell & Ratey, 2021). 

These characteristics can be advantageous to early-stage entrepreneurs, like those embarking on 

entrepreneurial venturing. Entrepreneurs exhibiting high impulsivity may be better equipped to 

respond quickly to market opportunities. On the other hand, that same impulsivity may lead to 
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neglect in more detailed planning, premature decisions, or disorganized action if not 

appropriately paired with strategies that can help to alleviate stress and channel the energy 

productively. 

Problem-focused coping strategies can help to channel this energy towards more 

constructive entrepreneurial action when faced with stressors. By breaking down tasks, clarifying 

next steps, and emphasizing active solutioning to combat the stress of tight timelines, quick 

decision making, and more, these problem-focused coping mechanisms can help to alleviate the 

stressor while sustaining momentum. Empirical studies support this line of thinking and show 

that entrepreneurs who engage in problem-focused coping experience both better psychological 

well-being and business outcomes (Bullough & Renko, 2013; Uy et al., 2013). Drawing from 

CDF theory, this alignment can create a fit between trait-driven tendencies, such as high energy 

and increased risk-taking behaviors, and coping strategies that create more direction and 

structure, therefore strengthening the link between hyperactive/impulsive traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing. In this way, problem-focused coping can act as a stabilizing force that 

supports the day-to-day executive demands of entrepreneurship. 

The COR theory further explains how problem-focused coping can help to conserve 

valuable cognitive and emotional resources in uncertain environments. Taking action reduces 

ambiguity, interrupts rumination, can help to prevent additional cognitive resource losses, and 

continue the entrepreneur on the mission trajectory (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989). 

Prior entrepreneurial research suggests that action-focused tendencies are most beneficial when 

paired with self-regulation strategies that help transform urgency in to goal-oriented progress 

(Antshel, 2018; Yu et al., 2021). For individuals with hyperactive/impulsive traits of ADHD, who 

may act quickly in response to stress, problem-focused coping may reduce the likelihood that 
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impulsive behavior leads to wasted effort or resources. The CDF theory also predicts a 

strengthening effect. Because early venturing environments reward fast experimentation and 

initiative, the pairing of impulsive tendencies with strategies that can potentially increase 

structure and clarify enhances P-E fit as well (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). 

Through this lens, problem-focused coping can increase the strength of the relationship 

between entrepreneurial venturing and entrepreneurial venturing. In summary, the research 

shows that traits associated with the hyperactive/impulsive presentation of ADHD are positively 

associated with entrepreneurial venturing. I expect that the positive relationship will be stronger 

when individuals engage in problem-focused coping. Thus, I propose the following hypothesis: 

H3a: The positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing is positively moderated by the use of problem-focused coping 

mechanisms, such that the use of problem-focused coping mechanisms will strengthen 

the existing positive relationship. 

The impact of problem-focused coping as a moderator on the relationship between inattentive 

ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing 

While problem-focused coping can amplify the benefits of hyperactive/impulsive ADHD 

traits in the context of entrepreneurial venturing, it may help to weaken the negative relationship 

with entrepreneurial venturing (meaning, making the negative relationship less negative) for 

ADHD inattentive traits by providing tools for organization and focus. Inattentive traits involve 

difficulties with sustained attention, task organization, planning, and working memory (APA, 

2022; Barkley, 2010a). These challenges can undermine entrepreneurial venturing, which 

requires the ability to prioritize tasks, coordinate complex activities, and maintain consistent 

progress across multiple domains. Empirical evidence shows that inattentive symptoms are 
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negatively related to entrepreneurial persistence, intentions and venturing behaviors (Lerner et 

al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016). Wiklund et al. go on to further note that inattention reduces 

clarity in goal setting and complicates strategic follow-through, both of which are foundational to 

entrepreneurial venturing (Wiklund et al., 2017). 

Problem-focused coping may serve as a mechanism that can help to offset these 

challenges. By breaking down complex problems into manageable parts and emphasizing 

structured approaches to challenge resolution, problem-focused coping can help individuals 

offset some of the executive functioning challenges associated with inattention when faced with 

a stressor. Research on coping and self-regulation suggests that structured problem-solving 

strategies can improve task engagement and reduce feelings of overwhelming situations 

requiring attention and planning (Carver, 1997; Eager et al., 2019). In entrepreneurial 

environments, problem-focused coping may thus help individuals with those ADHD inattentive 

traits maintain momentum while under stress by providing external scaffolding for tasks that 

would otherwise strain their cognitive resources. 

Problem-focused coping can interrupt the resource-loss cycle, as discussed in Lazarus & 

Folkman’s COR theory, and replace inefficient or avoidant responses with actions that help to 

mitigate or remove a stressor, and ultimately conserve energy. The NeT further suggests that the 

limited and fluctuating neural energy available to individuals with ADHD makes efficient 

allocation of cognitive resources incredibly important for this population (Killeen et al., 2013). 

The CDF theory predicts that individuals experience more favorable outcomes when their 

behaviors align with entrepreneurial demands. While inattentive traits initially create 

misalignment, with the structured demands of entrepreneurship, problem focused coping can 

partially correct that mismatch by introducing actions that are constructive in directly addressing 
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the stressor. In this way, problem-focused coping may weaken the negative relationship between 

ADHD inattentive traits and entrepreneurial venturing. 

In summary, the research shows that ADHD inattentive traits hinder entrepreneurial 

venturing. I expect that employing problem-focused coping mechanisms will reduce the strength 

of this negative relationship. I therefore propose the following hypothesis: 

H3b: The negative relationship between inattentive ADHD traits and entrepreneurial 

venturing is negatively moderated by the use of problem-focused coping mechanisms, 

such that the use of problem-focused coping mechanisms will weaken the existing 

negative relationship. 

The impact of emotion-focused coping as a moderator on the relationship between 

hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing 

 Not all coping is built the same and, contrary to popular belief, not all coping is 

productive. Emotion-focused coping involves attempting to regulate an emotional response to 

stress rather than working to alleviate or alter the stressor itself (Carver, 1997; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984). Emotion-focused coping strategies may include venting, positive reframing, 

humor, turning to religion, denial, substance abuse, and more in the attempt to regulate the 

emotions related to the stressor (Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In 

the context of entrepreneurship, where ambiguity and stress are unavoidable, emotion-focused 

coping can provide short-term relief by reducing the immediate emotional discomfort. However, 

emotion-focused coping strategies may also hinder problem-solving and quick action aimed at 

reducing or removing the stressor (De Cock et al., 2020; Uy et al., 2013). When emotion-focused 

coping takes over, it may divert focus from problem-solving, thus reducing cognitive and 
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emotional resources available in the brain for more constructively navigating entrepreneurial 

demands. 

 For individuals with high levels of hyperactive/impulsive traits, the use of emotion-

focused coping, especially excessively, may be particularly detrimental. While 

hyperactive/impulsive tendencies can provide energy, initiative, and a willingness to take risks, 

these same traits may also amplify emotional reactivity and stress sensitivity (Hupfeld et al., 

2019). Emotion focused coping can exacerbate these patterns by encouraging responses that 

redirect attention inward rather than toward the external demands and stressors of the venture. As 

a result, emotion focused coping may undermine the potential strengths of impulsivity by 

increasing distractibility, reducing goal directed-focus, and weakening follow through, especially 

during stressful situations. 

The COR theory offers that emotion-focused coping, especially the maladaptive types, 

can be resource-depleting due to the fact that they use up cognitive and emotional energy without 

resolving the underlying challenges (Lanivich, 2015). This is especially true when strategies such 

as Rumination, self-blame, or avoidance failed to address the underlying stressor (Halbesleben et 

al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989). Because people with higher rates of impulsivity often act quickly and 

may expend energy rapidly, redirecting resources towards emotional management rather than 

problem-solving may further deplete their already limited cognitive resources. NeT provides an 

additional mechanism in that individuals with ADHD already operate with restricted neural 

energy availability (Killeen et al., 2013). Focused coping, particularly when it involves 

rumination, can deplete energy resources without improving clarity or reducing task demands, 

thereby leaving less capacity for entrepreneurial venturing activities. The CDF theory also 

predicts a weakening effect of the moderator. Although impulsive tendencies align well with high 
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action, fast-paced entrepreneurial environments, emotion-focused coping disrupts this alignment 

by shifting attention and energy away from externally oriented action and towards managing 

internal emotional states (Greidanus & Liao, 2021). This misalignment reduces P-E fit and 

undermines the potential benefits of impulsive traits for entrepreneurial venturing. 

In summary, research shows that hyperactive/impulsive traits support entrepreneurial 

venturing. Based on the existing literature, I expect the positive relationship will weaken when 

individuals rely heavily on emotion-focused coping. I therefore propose the following 

hypothesis: 

H4a: The positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing is negatively moderated by the use of emotion-focused coping 

mechanisms, such that the use of emotion-focused coping mechanisms will weaken the 

existing relationship, thus making it less positive. 

The impact of emotion-focused coping as a moderator on the relationship between inattentive 

ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing 

 The relationship between ADHD inattentive traits and entrepreneurial venturing is 

already characterized by difficulties with sustained attention, organization, planning, and task 

completion (APA, 2022; Barkley, 2010a). These challenges undermine the ability to execute the 

complex actions required for early venturing, and research consistently shows that inattentive 

symptoms are negatively associated with entrepreneurial intentions, persistence, and venturing 

behaviors as well (Lerner et al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016). For individuals presenting with 

ADHD inattentive traits, the use of emotional coping may divert attention from the more 

productive problem-focused coping and intensify resource loss from a brain type that is already 

at a disadvantage when it comes to the limited energy for neurons from the start (Killeen et al., 
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2013). Though emotion-focused coping may help an individual feel better in the moment, 

strategies such as denial, distraction, venting, rumination, or self-blame steal precious cognitive 

and emotional resources, redirecting them towards internal emotional states instead of more 

productively towards solving for the outward stressor (Carver, 1997; Folkman & Moskowitz, 

2004). For individuals already struggling with attention and organization, this shift can 

exacerbate cognitive overload and further reduce the capacity to engage in entrepreneurial tasks. 

Rather than alleviating inattention-related challenges, excessively employing emotion-focused 

coping may deepen them. The research goes even further to support this point, in that excessive 

emotional coping predicts lower persistence and greater burnout amongst entrepreneurs 

(Shepherd, 2003; Uy et al., 2013). 

 The COR theory offers a strong theoretical basis for this pattern. Inattentive traits require 

substantial cognitive effort to manage even routine tasks. Emotion-focused coping can fuel 

resource loss cycles by putting the limited energy resources towards a form of coping that may 

help to temporarily alleviate discomfort, but ultimately fails to take action to reduce or remove 

the stressor itself (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989). NeT reinforces this mechanism. 

Because individuals with inattentive traits already operate with reduced neurological energy 

reserves, excessive use of emotional coping strategies can serve to misallocate already scarce 

resources that could potentially be used for more constructive coping (Killeen et al., 2013). The 

CDF theory predicts a similar outcome. Inattentive traits are already misaligned with the high-

demand, self-regulated nature of entrepreneurial work. Emotion-focused coping widens this 

misalignment by reducing task engagement and delaying action, thereby worsening P-E fit 

(Greidanus & Liao, 2021). As a result, the negative association between inattentive traits and 
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entrepreneurial venturing may become even stronger with higher levels of reliance on emotion-

focused coping tactics. 

In summary, research shows that inattentive traits hinder entrepreneurial venturing. I 

expect to find that emotion-focused coping will strengthen the already negative relationship 

between traits aligned with the inattentive presentation of ADHD and entrepreneurial venturing. I 

therefore propose the following hypothesis: 

H4b: The negative relationship between inattentive ADHD traits and entrepreneurial 

venturing is positively moderated by the use of emotion-focused coping mechanisms, 

such that the use of emotion-focused coping mechanisms will strengthen the existing 

negative relationship, thus making it more strongly negative. 

Theoretical Model 

With these hypotheses and supporting theoretical and empirical evidence, I aim to further 

the knowledge base on this topic and propose the following research model, guiding the work in 

this dissertation: 
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Figure 2: Theoretical model of the proposed hypotheses.  

Depicts the relationship between two ADHD subtypes and entrepreneurial venturing, with the 

relationships moderated by problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODS 

 The methods chapter outlines the methodological approach used to examine how ADHD 

traits relate to entrepreneurial venturing and how coping strategies moderate these relationships. 

A quantitative, cross-sectional survey design was employed using validated self-report measures. 

This chapter describes the sample, data collection and screening procedures, construct 

measurement, and the analytical approach used to test the hypotheses set forth in Chapter II. 

 Hierarchical multiple regression was used to test the hypothesized relationships. Using 

multiple regression for the analysis is appropriate based on the continuous operationalization of 

the entrepreneurial venturing dependent variable and the study’s focus on assessing the 

incremental contribution of control variables, independent variables, moderators, and interaction 

terms. 

Sample and Procedures 

A total of 1,976 survey responses were collected from adult participants (ages 18+) 

through an online survey administered to an audience selected by Prolific® and social media 

recruitment. Following data screening procedures, including the removal of responses that failed 

attention checks or were identified as suspicious, the final analytic sample consisted of 721 valid 

responses, including 507 Prolific® responses and 214 social media responses. The two different 

samples were controlled for and the analysis, discussed in detail later in this paper, shows that 

survey source was not found to be a statistically significant predictor.  A summary of the data 

screening process is presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Data Screening – Getting to N 

Step Description Removed Remaining (N) 

Initial dataset Total downloaded records 0 1,976 

Attention check failures Failed ≥ 1 attention check 15 1,961 

Suspicious submissions Suspicious response patterns 1,240 721 

Final analytic sample Valid responses retained 0 721 
 
Note: Suspicious submissions were identified based on timing patterns, response uniformity, and 

duplication indicators.  

An A priori power analysis was conducted using G*Power 3.1.9.7 to determine the 

minimum sample size required for a hierarchical multiple regression model. Using an F test for 

linear multiple regression (fixed model, R² increase), with an effect size of f² = .03, α = .05, 

power = .80, one tested predictor, and 13 total predictors, the analysis indicated a minimum 

required sample size of 264 (Creswell & Creswell, 2023). The final analytic sample of 721 

exceeded this threshold. A screenshot of the inputs and outputs of the G*Power analysis 

conducted is shown in Figure 3 below. 
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Figure 3: G*Power analysis to determine sample size. 

In addition to the G*Power analysis, I considered the events-per-variable (EPV) rule, 

otherwise known as the “rule of ten,” to determine the appropriate sample size for this study 

(Peduzzi et al., 1996). The G*Power analysis comfortably exceeds the more general guidelines 

of 10 observations per predictor, therefore reaffirming that a sample size of 264 or more is 

sufficient for this study. This sample size provides adequate statistical power to detect small 

effects in linear regression. 

To test the model, data were collected from a survey targeting individuals aged 18 and 

older. This sample included both neurotypical and neurodivergent entrepreneurs, as well as 

individuals who were not in the process of starting a business. This survey was shared via 

professional LinkedIn network (https://www.linkedin.com/in/jenniferadelhardt/), which consists 

of more than 1,600 connections. In addition to sharing the survey request with my LinkedIn 

network, I also employed snowball sampling by requesting that my network share the survey 
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with others who may be interested in taking it. The survey was also shared with a UNC Charlotte 

undergraduate class, where it was made clear that participation was appreciated but entirely 

voluntary, and these responses were included in the non-Prolific® population. Finally, Prolific® 

was used to recruit participants from diverse backgrounds, demographics, and levels of 

entrepreneurial experience, including those with and without known ADHD diagnoses. 

The survey questions, along with details regarding the associated scales and measures, 

can be found in Appendices A and B. The survey was a point-in-time survey, open from February 

20, 2026, at 7:30 a.m. Eastern, to March 2, 2026, at 8:00 a.m. Eastern. All of the scales used in 

the survey have been validated by previous studies published in peer-reviewed journals (Carver, 

1997; Edelman & Yli–Renko, 2010; Kessler et al., 2005; Reynolds, 2009), and are listed in detail 

in Appendix B. 

The participant sample consisted of 43.5% male, 50% female, and 6.5% identifying as a 

gender other than male or female, or preferring not to answer the question. Participants ranged in 

age from a minimum of 20 to a maximum of 73 years old, with a mean age of 37.08 years old, a 

median age of 37.0 years old, and a standard deviation of 7.67. Approximate ages were 

calculated by subtracting the participants’ year of birth from 2026. 
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Figure 4: Demographics – Gender Distribution 

 

Figure 5: Demographics – Age Distribution 

Female 
52.3% 

Male 
42.2% 

Other 
5.5% 
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Figure 6: Demographics – Education Level Distribution 

All methods and required documentation, including the data security plan, were 

submitted to the UNC Charlotte Institutional Review Board (IRB) and approved on February 19, 

2026. Prior to receiving IRB approval, a Data Security Plan (DSP) needed to be created and 

approved by the UNC Charlotte Belk College of Business Data Security Officer. This DSP was 

signed off on and approved on February 12, 2026. Details regarding these documents are 

available in Appendices C and D. 

Data Collection 

A custom survey platform was developed for the data collection process and hosted at 

https://www.strategiccuriosity.com/survey/dissertation-study via Heroku© (a Salesforce© 

company). The survey was open from February 20, 2026, at 7:30 a.m. Eastern to March 2, 2026, 

at 8:00 a.m. Eastern, and respondents were recruited primarily from Prolific®, social media 

(LinkedIn) sharing, and via email distribution. Snowball sampling techniques were also 
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employed by inviting respondents to share with prospective participants. Before starting the 

survey, all participants were required to read a brief introductory message and agree to an 

informed consent statement. If the respondent agreed to participate, they continued to the full 

survey. Participants could discontinue their participation at any time by exiting the survey by 

closing the browser window. 

In addition to this informed consent page, the survey consisted of 8 main sections, 

including: (1) demographics, (2) exposure to entrepreneurship, (3) entrepreneurial venturing, (4) 

entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation (if applicable), (5) level of entrepreneurial effort (if 

applicable), (6) ADHD-related traits (using the ASRS 1.1), (7) ADHD diagnostics (if applicable), 

and (8) Brief COPE inventory. Three attention checkers questions were embedded in sections 

four, six, and eight. Participants who completed the survey were also offered the option to share 

their name and email address if they were interested in being entered into a raffle for one of ten 

$100 Amazon gift cards, if they were interested in learning more about the study when complete, 

and/or if they wanted to be contacted for potential future research opportunities. Participants also 

had the option to decline, and no contact information was collected from those who were not 

interested. Prolific® participants were also compensated for their time at a rate of $3.25 upon 

completion of the survey. The completed survey data was downloaded from a secure custom 

admin site (https://www.strategiccuriosity.com/admin/login) as a CSV file. 

Attention Check Screening 

There were three attention check questions included throughout the survey: Section 4, 

question 8 (S4Q8): “Please select "Neutral" (3) for this question.” Section 6, question 10 

(S6Q10): “Please select "Sometimes" (3) for this question.” Section 8, randomly placed 

(S8Q30): “Please select "Sometimes" (3) for this question.” Responses failing one or more 
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attention checks were removed due to evidence of inattentive responses. The exception to this is 

if the fields are blank because the question was not required based on a previous answer. Four 

out of 511 Prolific responses and 11 of the social media responses had at least one attention 

checker question answered incorrectly. These 15 records were removed from the analysis entirely 

during the initial review of the raw data using Microsoft Excel. 

Identification of Suspicious Submissions 

A substantial subset of survey responses (n = 1,240) via the social media recruitment 

channel was identified as potentially invalid during data screening. These responses were 

submitted within a highly concentrated time window between approximately 2:45 am and 7:00 

am Eastern Time on February 21, 2026, within 24 hours of the survey launch. Several patterns 

observed within this subset raised concerns regarding data validity. Responses exhibited highly 

consistent and repetitive answer patterns, including near-identical responses across key sections 

of the survey. Completion times were also notably similar, with the majority of these 

submissions being completed in approximately 320 seconds. In contrast to other respondents, 

none of these responses included at least one response to an open-ended question. Additionally, 

nearly all of the responses in this group of responses indicated no ADHD diagnosis, which is 

inconsistent with established prevalence rates in the general population of up approximately 10% 

(CDC, 2024b; Staley et al., 2024). Additionally, all but three entries answered “yes” to all four 

entrepreneurial venturing questions. While this is not impossible, these questions have to do with 

entrepreneurial venturing, and only about 16% of the US adult population is engaged in 

entrepreneurial activity, and a little over half of the adult population has started a business at 

some point in their lives for nearly 100% of this population to indicate they are currently 

engaged in entrepreneurial venturing activity is highly unlikely and suggests that these responses 
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are not valid for analysis. Following the identification of these suspicious patterns, a CAPTCHA 

mechanism was implemented to mitigate the risk of automated submissions in subsequent data 

collection. 

Analytical Procedures 

  Data analysis for this dissertation was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 28.0 and 

Jamovi 2.6.44. A multi-stage analytical approach was utilized to evaluate the construct validity 

and test the hypothesized relationships. This process included preliminary data screening and 

diagnostics, reliability analysis, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, and hierarchical 

multiple regression. 

 Initial analyses were conducted to assess data quality and suitability for hierarchical 

multiple regression, including an examination for missing data, an assessment of normality using 

skewness and kurtosis, and an assessment of multicollinearity using variance inflation factors 

(VIF) and tolerance values. No missing data points were observed, as all survey questions 

required a response. Participants who did not wish to answer specific questions had the option to 

discontinue the survey. 

Descriptive statistics, including means, frequencies, standard deviations, and correlations, 

were calculated for all study variables. Internal consistency reliability for multi-item constructs 

was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha (α) (Cronbach, 1951), commonly used in psychology, 

entrepreneurship, and management research, to check for the reliability of the composite scales 

being used. Reliability was evaluated for inattentive ADHD traits, hyperactive/impulsive ADHD 

traits, problem-focused coping, and emotion-focused coping. A threshold of α ≥ 0.70 was used as 

an indicator of acceptable reliability (Hair et al., 2019). 
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In addition to the reliability check of the composite scales, exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were conducted to evaluate the underlying 

structure of the coping and ADHD constructs. EFA was used to explore the dimensionality of the 

Brief COPE items and inform the identification of problem-focused and emotion-focused coping 

factors. CFA was subsequently conducted to evaluate the factor structure of both the ADHD and 

coping constructs prior to inclusion in the regression models. 

Composite scores were calculated for all multi-item constructs based on validated and 

empirically derived factor structures. All continuous variables were mean-centered prior to 

analysis to reduce the chance for multicollinearity. The interaction terms were created by 

multiplying the mean-centered independent variables and the moderator variables. 

Finally, hierarchical multiple regression was used to test the hypothesized relationships. 

Variables were entered in four steps to assess incremental variance explained. Step 1 included 

control variables. Step 2 added the independent variables of hyperactive/impulsive and 

inattentive ADHD traits. Step 3 introduced the moderator variables of problem-focused and 

emotion-focused coping. Step 4 included interaction terms to test moderating effects. Changes in 

R² (ΔR²) were examined at each step to evaluate the contribution of each block of variables. 

Measures 

 All measures and scales used for this research were drawn from peer-reviewed academic 

literature and have been repeatedly tested and cited over time. This section describes the 

operationalization, scoring, and reliability of the independent variables, dependent variable, 

moderator variables, and control variables used in the analysis. Additional details on the original 

sources and subsequent citations for the selected scales can be found in Appendix B. 
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Independent Variables 

To assess ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive and Inattentive traits, this study uses the 18-item 

Adult ADHD Self-Report Scale (ASRS 1.1) (Kessler et al., 2005). Kessler’s ASRS 1.1 was 

initially developed by the World Health Organization (WHO) to assess DSM-IV Criterion A 

symptoms in adults and is widely used in self-reported adult ADHD research in the academic 

literature, having been cited more than 4,000 times since its initial publication in 2005, according 

to Google Scholar. This scale’s items permit the analysis of Hyperactive/Impulsive traits 

separately from Inattentive traits (Stanton et al., 2018), which is critical to this research. 

An alternate, abridged measure for ADHD traits, the ASRS-6, a 6-question version of the 

ASRS 1.1, was also considered for use in this study. The ASRS-6 would cut the number of 

questions asked about ADHD traits to one-third, and is considered a reliable instrument for 

determining if an individual has ADHD traits generally (Ustun et al., 2017). However, it was 

ultimately decided to use the ASRS 1.1 for the robustness of the instrument. While the ASRS-6 is 

used significantly throughout the ADHD/entrepreneurship literature, this study takes direction 

from Hunt et al. in using the 18-item scale, as the abbreviated 6-item screener is considered to 

provide “a thinner measure (Hunt et al., 2022).”  Because this research dives more deeply into 

the nuances of ADHD hyperactive/impulsive versus inattentive type, it was important to ensure 

the measure being used was sensitive enough to distinguish between the two. 

The 18 items are divided into two subscales: one aligned with hyperactive/impulsive type 

traits, and the other aligned with inattentive type traits. The response to each question is 

measured using a 5-point Likert scale, where 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, and 

5 = very often. Table 3 details a breakdown and mapping of hyperactive/impulsive vs. inattentive 

trait scale items. 
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Table 3: ASRS 1.1 Screener Questions 

ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive-Related ADHD Inattentive-Related 
1. How often do you fidget or squirm 

with your hands or your feet when you 
have to sit down for a long time? 

2. How often do you leave your seat in 
meetings or other situations in which 
you are expected to remain seated? 

3. How often do you feel restless or 
fidgety? 

4. How often do you have difficulty 
unwinding and relaxing when you 
have time to yourself? 

5. # How often do you feel overly active 
and compelled to do things, like you 
were driven by a motor? 

6. How often do you find yourself 
talking too much when you are in a 
social situation? 

7. When you’re in a conversation, how 
often do you find yourself finishing 
the sentences of the people that you 
are talking to, before they can finish 
them themselves? 

8. How often do you have difficulty 
waiting your turn in situations when 
turn-taking is required? 

9. How often do you interrupt others 
when they are busy? 

1. How often do you make careless 
mistakes when you have to work on a 
boring or difficult project? 

2. How often do you have difficulty 
keeping your attention when you are 
doing boring or repetitive work? 

3. How often do you have difficulty 
concentrating on what people say to 
you, even when they are speaking to 
you directly? 

4. How often do you have trouble 
wrapping up the fine details of a 
project, once the challenging parts 
have been done? 

5. How often do you have difficulty 
getting things in order when you have 
to do a task that requires organization? 

6. When you have a task that requires a 
lot of thought, how often do you avoid 
or delay getting started? 

7. How often do you misplace or have 
difficulty finding things at home or at 
work? 

8. How often are you distracted by 
activity or noise around you? 

9. How often do you have problems 
remembering appointments or 
obligations? 

 
ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive Traits. 

 The hyperactive/impulsive traits of ADHD are measured using the 

Hyperactive/Impulsive-related items of the Adult ADHD Self-Report Scale (ASRS) v. 1.1 (Hunt 

et al., 2022; Kessler et al., 2005). The questions associated with ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive 

traits capture behavioral tendencies such as restlessness, difficulty staying still, excessive talking 

or interrupting others, and acting without fully considering the consequences. These behaviors 

reflect the DSM-5 diagnostic criteria associated with hyperactivity and impulsivity (APA, 2022). 
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Participants rate nine items on a 5-point frequency Likert scale ranging from 1-5, where 1 = 

“Never,” 2 = “Rarely,” 3 = “Sometimes,” 4 = “Often,” and 5 = “Very Often.” Cronbach’s alpha 

for the ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive construct was 0.852. 

This research is consistent with previous uses of this scale in Kessler et al. (2005), 

measuring the nine hyperactive/impulsive items from the ASRS 1.1 and then taking the average 

to create a continuous hyperactive/impulsive trait score. The higher the reported score, the 

stronger the associated ADHD traits. This continuous scoring approach aligns with ADHD 

research that positions hyperactivity/impulsivity as a behavioral tendency that is along a 

continuum or spectrum, with entrepreneurship research studying how these traits relate to 

pursuing opportunities in the marketplace, quick action, and entrepreneurial behavior (Antshel, 

2018; Yu et al., 2021). This subscale score serves as the first independent variable in the model. 

ADHD Inattentive Traits. 

 ADHD inattentive traits are being treated as a separate variable from the ADHD 

hyperactive-impulsive presentation traits, and are measured using the nine inattentive-focused 

items from the ASRS 1.1 (Kessler et al., 2005). Survey respondents reported how frequently they 

experience behaviors associated with the ADHD inattentive presentation, which include 

distractibility, difficulty with sustained attention, forgetfulness, and challenges with follow-

through, on a frequency scale of 1-5, where 1 = “Never,” 2 = “Rarely,” 3 = “Sometimes,” 4 = 

“Often,” and 5 = “Very Often.” Cronbach’s alpha for the ADHD Inattentive construct was 0.880. 

A Cronbach’s alpha over 0.70 is considered to have acceptable reliability (Hair et al., 2019). 

Responses were averaged to generate a continuous inattentive trait, where higher values 

indicate more frequent occurrence of self-reported inattentive behaviors. The scoring is 

consistent with research demonstrating that inattentive traits vary across individuals who present 
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with ADHD traits, regardless of diagnostic status, and influence entrepreneurial behavior 

(Antshel, 2018; Lerner et al., 2019). This subscale score serves as the second independent 

variable in the model. 

Dependent Variable 

Entrepreneurial Venturing.  

To identify and measure the dependent variable of entrepreneurial venturing, I consulted 

the academic literature. In a thorough analysis of the existing methodology for detecting 

emerging entrepreneurs, published in Small Business Economics, Dr. Paul Davidson Reynolds 

put the measures for detecting nascent entrepreneurs to the test. His research focused on the most 

effective survey questions to use when screening for nascent entrepreneurs, or people who are 

“actively involved in the creation of a new firm (Reynolds, 2009).” For this research, I am 

interested in individuals who are in the process of starting a new business venture. In his 

research, Reynolds shows that words matter when drafting survey questions and that the 

questions used can have a tangible impact on the data collected, and carefully tested the most 

effective ways of asking about whether someone is in the process of entrepreneurial venturing. 

Based on this research, I confidently start by utilizing the screening questions Reynolds 

specifically recommends being standardized when identifying venturing entrepreneurs. These 

same questions were used as screening logic to identify venturing entrepreneurs, and consisted 

of: 

1. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business, including any 

form of self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? (Yes/No) 

2. Are you, alone or with others, now trying to start a new business or a new venture for 

your employer, an effort that is part of your normal work? (Yes/No) 
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3. Are you, alone or with others, currently the owner of a business you help manage, 

including self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? (Yes/No) 

 Entrepreneurial venturing was screened for using these three items adapted from 

Reynolds (2009) that capture: (1) nascent startup activity, (2) corporate entrepreneurship, and (3) 

current business ownership (Reynolds, 2009). For the research presented here, question 1 was 

utilized to identify the population of entrepreneurs who are currently in the process of 

entrepreneurial venturing, to subsequently show four additional questions.  

 For participants who indicated they are in the process of starting a business (section 3, 

question 1 answered “yes”), the survey then presented a series of four additional questions to 

assess the level of effort the nascent entrepreneur has expended on the venture. In line with a 

2010 study by Edelman & Yli-Renko, the participant is asked about four key indicators of 

entrepreneurial effort, including: (1) “Has a business plan been prepared for this start-up?” (2) 

“Has a start-up team been organized?” (3) “Have financial institutions or other people been 

asked for funds?” and (4) “Have any employees or managers been hired for pay (workers that 

would not share ownership)?” (Edelman & Yli–Renko, 2010). These questions were not 

presented to anyone who indicated that they were not in the process of nascent entrepreneurship, 

and a score of zero was assigned to the (expectedly) “missing” values. Also, as Edelman & Yli-

Renko (2010) had done, the scores for these questions were summed, and a continuous variable 

was created for each entry. The scores ranged from 0-4, where 0 indicated no entrepreneurial 

venturing effort, and 4 indicated that all the key indicators were answered “yes,” and that there 

was a high level of entrepreneurial venturing effort. The four-item entrepreneurial venturing 

measure demonstrated strong internal consistency reliability, where Cronbach’s α = 0.87. 
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Moderator Variables 

Coping. 

I am including coping as a moderator, split into two distinct variables (and therefore two 

moderators): problem-based coping and emotion-based coping. Research has shown that the two 

categories of coping can result in different outcomes (Carver, 1997; Folkman & Moskowitz, 

2004; Patzelt & Shepherd, 2011), and so I’m therefore assessing each separately for the purpose 

of this research. 

Coping is being measured by the Brief Coping Orientation to Problems Experienced, or 

COPE, Inventory (Carver, 1997), which contains 28 questions aligned to 14 distinct categories of 

coping, including active coping, use of instrumental support, behavioral disengagement, 

planning, self-distraction, denial, substance use, the use of emotional support, venting, positive 

reframing, the use of humor, acceptance, turning to religion, and self-blame. 

Each of the 28 questions on the COPE Inventory is also mapped to either problem-

focused or emotion-focused as the coping mechanism category (Eager et al., 2019). The response 

to each question is measured using a 5-point Likert scale, where 1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = 

sometimes, 4 = often, and 5 = very often. Table 4 is a detailed breakdown of each question 

included in the Brief COPE Inventory, along with its alignment to both the COPE Category and 

the area of focus (problem-focused or emotion-focused). The detailed Brief COPE Survey 

questions, with associated categories and areas of focus (Carver, 1997; Eager et al., 2019), can be 

found in Table 4. 
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Table 4: Brief COPE Inventory 

COPE 
Category 

Associated Questions on Brief COPE Focus 

Active coping 2. I’ve been concentrating my efforts on doing something about 
the situation I’m in. 
7. I’ve been taking action to try to make the situation better. 

Problem 

Use of 
instrumental 
support 

10. I’ve been getting help and advice from other people. 
23. I’ve been trying to get advice or help from other people 
about what to do. 

Problem 

Behavioral 
disengagement 

6. I’ve been giving up trying to deal with it. 
16. I’ve been giving up the attempt to cope. 

Avoidant 

Planning 14. I’ve been trying to come up with a strategy about what to 
do. 
25. I’ve been thinking hard about what steps to take. 

Problem 

Self-distraction 1. I’ve been turning to work or other activities to take my mind 
off things. 
19. I’ve been doing something to think about it less, such as 
going to movies, watching TV, reading, daydreaming, sleeping, 
or shopping. 

Avoidant 

Denial 3. I’ve been saying to myself, “This isn’t real.” 
8. I’ve been refusing to believe that it has happened. 

Avoidant 

Substance use 4. I’ve been using alcohol or other drugs to make myself feel 
better. 
11. I’ve been using alcohol or other drugs to help me get 
through it. 

Avoidant 

Use of 
emotional 
support 

5. I’ve been getting emotional support from others. 
15. I’ve been getting comfort and understanding from someone. 

Emotion 

Venting 9. I’ve been saying things to let my unpleasant feelings escape. 
21. I’ve been expressing my negative feelings. 

Emotion 

Positive 
reframing 

12. I’ve been trying to see it in a different light, to make it seem 
more positive. 
17. I’ve been looking for something good in what is happening. 

Emotion 

Humor 18. I’ve been making jokes about it. 
28. I’ve been making fun of the situation. 

Emotion 

Acceptance 20. I’ve been accepting the reality of the fact that it has 
happened. 
24. I’ve been learning to live with it. 

Emotion 

Religion 22. I’ve been trying to find comfort in my religion or spiritual 
beliefs. 
27. I’ve been praying or meditating. 

Avoidant 

Self-blame 13. I’ve been criticizing myself. 
26. I’ve been blaming myself for things that happened. 

Emotion 
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Figure 7: Problem-focused and emotion-focused groupings (Eager et al., 2019, p. 497) 

Figure 7 above depicts the categorization by Eager et al. (2019) of the Brief COPE items into 

problem-focused and emotion-focused categories, and was used as a reference point during the 

EFA and CFA for coping.  

Moderator 1: Problem-focused coping. 

 Problem-focused coping represents resource-preserving behaviors that allow 

entrepreneurs to actively manage controllable stressors. It aligns with higher levels of executive 

control, organization, and persistence, which are all skills that pose a challenge to individuals 

with ADHD but are critical for ultimate entrepreneurial success. Empirical evidence shows that 

entrepreneurs who use problem-focused coping report greater business persistence, higher self-

efficacy, and improved psychological well-being (Bullough & Renko, 2013; Uy et al., 2013). 

Within the CDF framework, this coping style can strengthen the positive impact of ADHD 
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hyperactive/impulsive traits by converting energetic tendencies into productive action, while also 

reducing the negative impact of inattentive traits through structure and goal-directed behavior. 

Therefore, problem-focused coping is hypothesized to act as an adaptive moderator that supports 

resilience and entrepreneurial action (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Lanivich, 2015). 

Problem-focused coping is measured using questions from the Brief COPE Inventory. 

Specifically, the categories of active coping, use of instrumental support, and planning. The 

following questions were identified for potential utilization to measure problem-focused coping 

mechanisms for this study: 

Table 5: Problem-focused COPE categories and associated questions on the Brief COPE 

COPE Item Associated Questions on Brief COPE Inventory 
Active coping 2. I’ve been concentrating my efforts on doing something about the 

situation I’m in. 
7. I’ve been taking action to try to make the situation better. 

Use of instrumental 
support 

10. I’ve been getting help and advice from other people. 
23. I’ve been trying to get advice or help from other people about 
what to do. 

Planning 14. I’ve been trying to come up with a strategy about what to do. 
25. I’ve been thinking hard about what steps to take. 

 
The six-item problem-focused coping scale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency 

reliability (Cronbach's α = 0.77). 

Moderator 2: Emotion-focused coping. 

Emotion-focused coping centers on regulating emotional responses to stress rather than 

changing the stressor itself (Lazarus & Folkman, 1987). This form of coping includes both 

adaptive strategies, like positive reframing, humor (which can be adaptive or maladaptive), 

acceptance, and use of emotional support, as well as maladaptive (or avoidant) strategies such as 

denial, venting or substance abuse. While adaptive emotion-focused coping techniques can help 

to protect entrepreneurs’ mental health and sustain motivation under uncertainty (Folkman & 
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Moskowitz, 2004), maladaptive strategies can sabotage decision quality and persistence, even if 

it might provide some short-term relief (De Cock et al., 2020; Uy et al., 2013). 

For entrepreneurs who exhibit ADHD traits, heightened emotional reactivity (Hupfeld et 

al., 2019), and limited regulatory capacity (Killeen et al., 2013) make emotion-focused coping 

particularly significant. Overreliance on emotional regulation at the expense of problem-focused 

coping, or problem-solving, may exacerbate inattentive tendencies and weaken entrepreneurial 

action. Therefore, emotion-focused coping is expected to moderate the relationship between 

ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing in a way that can potentially hinder action, depending 

on which strategies are utilized (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Lanivich, 2015). 

The following questions were identified for potential utilization in the measurement of 

emotion-focused coping mechanisms for this study (Eager et al., 2019), as can be seen in Table 

6: 

Table 6: Emotion-focused COPE categories and associated questions on the Brief COPE 

COPE Item Associated Questions on Brief COPE Inventory 
Use of emotional 
support 

5. I’ve been getting emotional support from others. 
15. I’ve been getting comfort and understanding from someone. 

Positive reframing 12. I’ve been trying to see it in a different light, to make it seem more 
positive. 
17. I’ve been looking for something good in what is happening. 

 
Because the categorization of the 14 items (derived from the answers to the 28 questions) 

included in the Brief Inventory is debated in the academic literature (CITE), an Exploratory 

Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were conducted. From these 

analyses, which are described in greater detail in a section later in this paper, the COPE items 

“use of emotional support” and “positive reframing” (and associated questions) were utilized in 

the construction of the emotion-focused coping moderator variable. The four-item emotion-



70 
 

focused coping scale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's α = 

0.72). 

Control Variables 

 Several control variables were used to account for the effects on the constructs. These 

control variables include: survey source, ADHD diagnosis and treatment, exposure to 

entrepreneurship, gender, and age. 

Control Variable 1: Survey source. Survey data was collected from two primary sources: 

a social media campaign and Prolific®. Each source was assigned a unique URL to distinguish 

the two populations. The type of respondent was tracked based on which of the two URLs was 

utilized: “https://www.strategiccuriosity.com/survey/dissertation-study” for social media and 

“https://www.strategiccuriosity.com/survey/dissertation-study/?s=p” for Prolific® users. 

Prolific® users were coded “1,” and social media entrants were coded “0.” This enabled tracking 

of the survey participants' origin. Frequencies and percentages of the total population can be 

found in the table below: 

Table 7: Survey Source – Frequencies and Percentages 

Survey Source 

Source Frequency % 

Social Media 214 29.7% 

Prolific 507 70.3% 

 
Control Variable 2: ADHD treatment. Reflecting on the work done in the paper 

exploring CDF theory, ADHD treatment was controlled because it meaningfully changes the 

context in which ADHD traits show up in work and entrepreneurship. Prior research proposes 

and finds that treatment functions as a coping mechanism that can curb impulsivity and increase 

focus. In turn, it moderates the relationship between ADHD and key entrepreneurial outcomes, 
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including entrepreneurial venturing. ADHD treatment was associated with a lower likelihood of 

business ownership, better business performance, and differences in entrepreneurial persistence 

(Greidanus & Liao, 2021). 

Including treatment as a control helps to ensure that the observed relationships between 

ADHD traits, coping styles, and entrepreneurial venturing are not just byproducts of the 

treatment. To measure ADHD treatment, the following yes/no questions were asked on the 

survey to capture whether the subject uses medication for ADHD and/or receives therapy or 

counseling for ADHD: 

1. During the past 12 months, have you received counseling or therapy from a mental health 

professional to help you with your ADHD? (yes/no) 

2. During the past 12 months, were you prescribed medication to help you with your 

ADHD? (yes/no) 

 In order to avoid attributing treatment-related differences to ADHD traits or to self-

reported coping styles, treatment status was controlled through this inquiry. The responses to 

these questions were recorded as binary: 0 for “no,” and 1 for “yes.” Frequencies and 

percentages of the breakdown can be found in the table below: 

Table 8: ADHD Diagnosis & Treatment 

ADHD Diagnosis & Treatment 

ADHD Status Frequency % 

No ADHD diagnosis 383 53.1% 

ADHD; no treatment 89 12.3% 

ADHD; treated 249 34.5% 

 
ADHD diagnosis/treatment status was represented using dummy variables, with "no ADHD 

diagnosis" serving as the reference category. 
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Control Variable 3: Exposure to entrepreneurship. In alignment with Krueger, exposure 

to entrepreneurship was measured by utilizing three yes/no questions (Krueger, 1993): 

1. Have your parent(s) or guardian(s) ever started a business? (Yes/No) 

2. Do you know anyone else who has ever started a business? (Yes/No) 

3. Have you ever worked for a small or new company? (Yes/No) 

The question “Have you ever, alone or with others, started a new business or owned a business, 

including any form of self-employment or selling any goods or services to others?” from section 

3 of the survey was also included in assessing exposure to entrepreneurship. This was then 

coded, where a “yes” value was assigned 1 and a “no” value was assigned 0. The values were 

subsequently summed for a score of 0 to 4 for a four-item index to capture the level of exposure 

to entrepreneurship as a control variable. 

The academic literature shows that it is important to include this as a control to ensure 

that differences in entrepreneurs’ past exposure to entrepreneurship don’t obfuscate the results 

and, in turn, this study. It accounts for the fact that people who have been around entrepreneurs 

may think or act differently about starting a business than those who have not had that same 

exposure (Krueger, 1993). Frequencies and percentages of the total population can be found in 

the table below: 

Table 9: Exposure to Entrepreneurship – Frequencies and Percentages 

Exposure to Entrepreneurship 

Level of ent. exposure Frequency % 

0 56 7.8% 

1 85 11.8% 

2 123 17.1% 

3 165 22.9% 

4 292 40.5% 
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Control Variable 4: Gender. Capturing gender as a control variable for this study is 

important for multiple reasons. First, there are systematic gender gaps reported in 

entrepreneurship (Simmons et al., 2024; Tran, Wiklund, Yu, et al., 2025). Additionally, there are 

serious inconsistencies in diagnosing males and females with ADHD (Bruchmüller et al., 2012), 

where females are far less likely to be diagnosed with ADHD than males and/or diagnosed later 

in life (Martin, 2024).  And so, it is important to capture gender as a control variable for this 

study. As is standard, this study captures gender as a selection between male, female, and 

nonbinary. Participants’ options are male, female, non-binary, and other. This variable is dummy-

coded, using “1” for male and “0” for non-male responses (Magliozzi et al., 2016; Restar et al., 

2024). Frequencies and percentages of the total population can be found in the table below: 

Table 10: Gender – Frequencies and Percentages 

Gender 

Gender Frequency % 

Male 304 42.2% 

Not male 417 57.8% 

 
Control Variable 5: Education level. In this study, education level was included as a 

control variable. From an entrepreneurial perspective, previous research shows that higher 

education is systematically related to entrepreneurial venturing and venture performance 

(Davidsson & Honig, 2003). From an ADHD perspective, educational attainment can be 

impacted by ADHD-related attention and impulsivity challenges. Individuals with ADHD traits 

are more likely, on average, to experience challenges in the traditional schooling environment 

like having to repeat grades, leaving schooling prior to graduation, and overall years of schooling 

(Kuriyan et al., 2013). Traditionally, ADHD/entrepreneurship research typically adjusts for 

education as a variable (Antshel, 2018; Lerner et al., 2019; Patel et al., 2021; Wilson et al., 
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2007), and needed to be accounted for in the study. Education level was captured by asking the 

question "What is the highest level of education you have completed?" Respondents were given 

the option to select one of the following seven options: Less than high school; High school 

diploma or equivalent (GED); Some college, no degree; Associate's degree; Bachelor's degree; 

Master's degree; Professional degree or doctoral degree. This variable was coded as follows: (1) 

less than high school, (2) high school diploma or equivalent (GED), (3) some college, no degree, 

(4) Associate’s degree, (5) Bachelor’s degree, (6) Master’s degree, (7) Professional degree or 

doctoral degree. Ordinal coding was used for education level, ranging from “1” as the lowest 

level of formal education, “less than high school,” to “7,” which represents a doctoral degree. 

Frequencies and percentages of the total population can be found in the table below: 

Table 11: Education Level – Frequency and Percentages 

Education 

Level education Frequency % 

1: Less than high school 3 0.4% 

2: high school diploma 79 11.0% 

3: some college 117 16.2% 

4: Associate’s degree 76 10.5% 

5: Bachelor’s degree 244 33.8% 

6: Master’s degree 135 18.7% 

7: Professional degree / Doctorate 67 9.3% 

 
Exploratory Variables 

Opportunity Recognition. Opportunity recognition is an important precursor to 

entrepreneurial action. While this research is not specifically focused on business opportunity 

recognition, I did want to collect data that indicates the recognition of entrepreneurial 

opportunity and the decision to start a business. This information will also be useful in future and 
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exploratory research studying the role of opportunity recognition and entrepreneurial venturing 

in future research. Data regarding business opportunity recognition is collected via 14 questions 

that were identified as the most significant when researching opportunity evaluation (Scheaf et 

al., 2020). These questions are answered on a Likert scale ranging from one to five, where 1 = 

“Strongly disagree,” 2 = “Disagree,” 3 = “Neutral,” 4 = “Agree,” and 5 = “Strongly agree.” 

1. I see large potential gains for myself in pursuing this business opportunity. 

2. The potential upside in pursuing this business opportunity is large for me. 

3. Pursuing this business opportunity would result in big profits for me. 

4. I want to learn more about pursuing this business opportunity. 

5. I would love working on making this business opportunity a reality. 

6. Pursuing this business opportunity would be enjoyable for me. 

7. I have what it takes to create this business opportunity. 

8. I am well-equipped to pursue this business opportunity. 

9. At this point in my life, it would be easy for me to go after this business opportunity. 

10. At this point in my life, I have no barriers preventing me from pursuing this business 

opportunity. 

11. For me, the potential for loss in pursuing this business opportunity is high. 

12. The overall riskiness of pursuing this business opportunity is high for me. 

13. The size of the potential loss in pursuing this business opportunity is large for me. 

14. For me, the exposure to loss in pursuing this business opportunity is sizeable. 

Past entrepreneurial behavior. This research is specifically looking at individuals currently 

building a new business, as well as those who are currently entrepreneurs. In addition to those 

demographics, I am collecting information regarding those who have done so in the past, not 
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only for the “exposure to entrepreneurship” control variable, but also for future research 

purposes. The survey utilizes this question to identify people who may have launched 

entrepreneurial ventures in the past, but who may not currently be in the process of doing so 

now. For this, a fourth question, in the same styling and wording as the previous three regarding 

entrepreneurial venturing, was added to Section 3 of the survey, measuring entrepreneurial 

venturing. 

3. Have you ever, alone or with others, started a new business or owned a business, 

including any form of self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? 

(Yes/No) 

The full, detailed survey administered can be found in Appendix A. 

Testing the Research Model 

  Hierarchical multiple regression was then utilized to test the hypothesized relationships. 

Before testing the hypothesis, I carefully look at the data to ensure the appropriateness for 

hierarchical multiple regression, which is appropriate for this social science study, considering 

that the dependent variable of entrepreneurial venturing, which I’m measuring as nascent 

venturing effort (Edelman & Yli–Renko, 2010), is continuous (Hair et al., 2019).  Because the 

research model includes interaction terms to capture the moderating roles of problem-focused 

and emotion-focused coping, all of the continuous variables were standardized using mean-

centering before creating the interaction terms. This reduces the risk of multicollinearity, which 

is assessed using the variance inflation factor (VIF). 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

 An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the 28 questions associated with the 14 

Brief COPE items to examine the dimensionality of coping in this sample, given variation in how 
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the Brief COPE has been grouped in prior literature (Eager et al., 2019; Nahlen Bose et al., 2015; 

Rodrigues et al., 2022). This started with an EFA as a diagnostic exploration, using all 28 

questions from the Brief COPE Inventory, conducted with maximum-likelihood extraction and 

oblimin rotation to account for theoretically correlated factors. The factor loadings for this first 

pass of the EFA can be found in Table 12. 

 The initial analysis produced a multi-factor structure that did not align cleanly with the 

two higher-order coping constructs proposed in the study (problem-focused coping and emotion-

focused coping). Several items formed distinct factors corresponding to coping domains such as 

substance use and religion, while other items clustered into avoidant coping behaviors, like 

behavioral disengagement and denial. These patterns are consistent with some prior research and 

theory asserting that the Brief COPE often produces multiple coping dimensions rather than a 

single unified higher-order structure (Eager et al., 2019; Nahlen Bose et al., 2015). The overall 

MSA for this EFA was 0.802, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was found to be significant, where 

χ² = 7792 (df = 378) and p < 0.001. 
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Table 12: COPE Inventory EFA – Factor Loadings 
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Factor 1 primarily mapped to problem-focused items, especially the questions associated 

with active coping, planning, and using instrumental support. There were also several 

“traditionally” emotion focused items that focused on using emotional support and positive 

reframing. Factor 2 sees items that include self-blame and behavioral disengagement. Factor 3 

exclusively consisted of using drugs or alcohol to cope, and factor 4 was specific to turning to 

religion or religious/spiritual practices to cope. 

In the second run of the EFA, the factor loadings were reduced to 12 instead of the full 

28, representing coping strategies aligned with problem-focused and emotion-focused coping as 

per the coping academic literature, and identified as part of factor 1 in the initial EFA. These 

items included indicators of active coping, planning, instrumental support, emotional support, 

positive reframing, and acceptance. KMO MSA = .849; Bartlett’s test of sphericity was found to 

be significant, where χ² = 2906 (df = 66) and p < 0.001. 

The analysis supported a two-factor structure (Eigenvalues for both factors >1), which is 

consistent with problem-focused and emotion-focused coping. Items reflecting active coping, 

planning, and instrumental support loaded onto the problem-focused coping factor, whereas 

items reflecting emotional support, positive reframing, and acceptance loaded onto the emotion-

focused coping factor. These two primary factors were subsequently evaluated using 

confirmatory factor analysis to validate the measurement structure prior to constructing the 

moderator variables used in the regression analyses. The items that did not align with the two 

factors were eliminated and were not used in the subsequent Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA). 
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Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) 

ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive and ADHD Inattentive independent variables 

 Although many prior studies have used the ASRS-6 as a brief screening measure, this 

study employed the full 18-item Adult ADHD Self-Report Scale (ASRS) to better capture the 

heterogeneous nature of ADHD-related traits. This decision was theoretically important because 

the study sought to examine whether inattentive and hyperactive/impulsive trait dimensions may 

relate differently to entrepreneurial venturing. To validate the measurement structure of ADHD-

related traits used as independent variables in this study, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

was conducted on the 18 items of the Adult ADHD Self-Report Scale (ASRS). Consistent with 

the theoretical structure of the ASRS (Kessler et al., 2005; Kessler et al., 2007), a two-factor 

model was specified, representing inattentive and hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits. 

 The CFA was performed using the lavaan module in Jamovi 2.6.44 (Rosseel et al., 2025). 

The model specified nine items loading on the ADHD inattentive factor and nine items loading 

on the ADHD hyperactive/impulsive factor. Results indicated that all items loaded significantly 

on their intended latent constructs. Standardized factor loadings, shown in greater detail in Table 

13, ranged from 0.662 to 0.804 for inattentive traits and from 0.623 to 0.842 for 

hyperactive/impulsive traits, indicating strong relationships between the observed indicators and 

their respective latent constructs. The estimated correlation between the two latent factors was r 

= 0.743, suggesting that the dimensions are related but empirically distinct. 

 Model fit indices indicated acceptable fit of the two-factor model to the data (CFI = 

0.878, TLI = 0.861, RMSEA = 0.081). Although the CFI and TLI values were slightly below the 

commonly cited threshold of 0.90 for an “excellent” fit, the pattern of factor loadings and overall 
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model structure were consistent with the established dimensional structure of ADHD reported in 

prior research (Barkley, 2015; Kessler et al., 2007). 

 Taken together, the results support the use of two correlated constructs representing 

inattentive ADHD traits and hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits. Composite scale scores for 

each dimension were calculated by averaging the corresponding items. These composite 

independent variables were subsequently mean-centered and used in the regression analyses 

examining the relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. 

Table 13: ADHD traits CFA – Factor Loadings 
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Problem-focused and emotion-focused moderators 

 To validate the coping constructs identified through the exploratory factor analysis, a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on the refined set of twelve coping indicators 

derived from the Brief COPE inventory. The CFA specified two correlated latent variables 

representing problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping. Problem-focused coping was 

modeled using six indicators representing active coping, planning, and instrumental support. 

Emotion-focused coping was modeled using six indicators representing emotional support, 

positive reframing, and acceptance. These constructs reflect the two higher-order coping 

strategies proposed in the research model and supported by the literature review. 

 The CFA was conducted to evaluate whether the measurement structure identified in the 

Exploratory Factor Analysis adequately represented the relationships among the retained coping 

indicators. Model fit was assessed using commonly reported goodness-of-fit indices, including 

the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA). 

 The results of the initial CFA indicated that additional pruning of the indicators was 

required. Specifically, the acceptance indicators (S8Q20 and S8Q24) exhibited standardized 

factor loadings below 0.50, suggesting that these items were weak indicators of the emotion-

focused coping construct within this sample. As a result, these two indicators were removed, and 

the CFA was re-estimated using the remaining coping indicators. The factor loadings for the 

initial CFA model are presented in Table 14, while the updated CFA model after removing the 

acceptance indicators is presented in Table 15. 



83 
 

Table 14: Initial COPE Inventory CFA Factor Loadings 

 

Table 15: Final COPE Inventory CFA Factor Loadings 

 

 In the re-estimated CFA model, the instrumental support indicators (S8Q10 and S8Q23) 

demonstrated strong standardized loadings on the problem-focused coping factor, while the 

indicators associated with active coping and planning exhibited moderate loadings. For the 
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emotion-focused coping factor, the emotional support indicators (S8Q5 and S8Q15) 

demonstrated strong standardized loadings, whereas the indicators associated with positive 

reframing (S8Q12 and S8Q17) exhibited moderate loadings. All indicators loaded significantly 

(p < 0.001) on their respective latent constructs. Table 15 above depicts the final indicators that 

were used for the problem-focused and emotion-focused moderator variables, respectively. 

 Consistent with coping theory, the two coping constructs were allowed to correlate, 

reflecting the possibility that individuals may simultaneously employ both problem-focused and 

emotion-focused coping strategies when responding to stressors. The fit for the re-estimated CFA 

model was modest (CFI = 0.667, TLI = 0.559, RMSEA = 0.188). Although the re-estimated 

model did not demonstrate strong global fit, the factor structure remained theoretically consistent 

with the coping constructs identified in the exploratory analysis and supported by prior coping 

literature. Based on these results, composite scores were calculated for both problem-focused 

coping and emotion-focused coping. These composite variables were subsequently mean-

centered and used as moderator variables in the regression analyses examining the relationship 

between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. 

 Table 16 presents the means, standard deviations, internal consistency reliability 

estimates, and bivariate correlations for the primary study variables. These results provide a 

preliminary view of the relationships among the variables included in the study and help inform 

interpretation of the regression analyses that follow. No bivariate correlations were of a 

magnitude that suggested problematic multicollinearity. 
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Table 16: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 
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Test of the Research Model 

To examine the relationships proposed in the research model, this study employed 

hierarchical multiple regression. This analytical approach allows for the step-by-step entry of 

variables into the model in order to evaluate the incremental explanatory power of theoretically 

relevant predictors and interaction effects. Hierarchical multiple regression is commonly used 

when testing moderation effects because it enables researchers to examine changes in model fit 

as interaction terms are introduced after the inclusion of main effects and control variables. 

The regression analysis was conducted in multiple stages. In the first stage, control 

variables were entered to account for demographic and background characteristics that could 

influence entrepreneurial venturing. These controls included age, gender, education level, prior 

entrepreneurial experience, survey source (Prolific® or social media), and whether or not 

treatment was being used when an ADHD diagnosis was present. Including these variables 

allowed the analysis to isolate the effects of the focal constructs while accounting for potential 

confounding influences. 

In the second stage, the primary independent variables representing ADHD-related traits 

were introduced. Specifically, the analysis included measures of inattentive traits and 

hyperactive/impulsive traits as separate predictors. These constructs represent two distinct 

dimensions of ADHD-related cognitive and behavioral tendencies that may influence 

entrepreneurial behavior in different ways. 

In the third stage, the moderating variables representing coping strategies were entered 

into the model. Consistent with the theoretical framework of this study, two forms of coping 

were examined: problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping. These coping strategies 
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represent distinct approaches individuals use when responding to stressors or challenges and 

were hypothesized to influence how ADHD-related traits relate to entrepreneurial outcomes. 

Finally, interaction terms were created to test the moderating effects of coping strategies 

on the relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. Interaction terms were 

generated by multiplying the centered predictor variables with the centered moderator variables 

in order to reduce multicollinearity and improve the interpretability of the coefficients. These 

interaction terms were entered in the final stage of the hierarchical regression model. 

Model fit and explanatory power were evaluated using changes in R² values across steps 

of the regression analysis. Statistical significance of individual predictors and interaction terms 

was assessed using standardized regression coefficients and associated p-values. 

Regression Analysis 

 A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to test the model about individuals 

exhibiting ADHD traits who may decide to start a business. This analysis utilizes a hierarchical 

multiple regression analysis, conducted via SPSS, to be able to carefully observe the change in 

variance, and its significance (Guimaraes et al., 1992). 

Model 1 

The first model included the control variables: age, survey source, gender, ADHD 

diagnosis status (treated and untreated), level of entrepreneurial exposure, and education level. 

Model 1 was statistically significant (p < .001) and explained 13.6% of the variance in 

entrepreneurial venturing (R² = .136, Adjusted R² = .128). 

Among the control variables, level of entrepreneurial exposure demonstrated a strong and 

statistically significant positive relationship with entrepreneurial venturing (β = .304, p < .001), 

as expected from the literature. Individuals reporting higher levels of prior entrepreneurial 
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exposure were significantly more likely to report engagement in entrepreneurial venturing 

activities. Education level also showed a positive and statistically significant relationship with 

entrepreneurial venturing (β = .159, p < .001), indicating that individuals with higher levels of 

education were more likely to report higher levels of entrepreneurial activity. 

None of the remaining control variables were statistically significant predictors in this 

model. Specifically, age (β = .022, p = .549), survey source (β = .057, p = .142), gender (β = 

.010, p = .783), ADHD diagnosis without treatment (β = .006, p = .884), and ADHD diagnosis 

with treatment (β = -.024, p = .517) did not significantly predict entrepreneurial venturing. 

Model 2 

Model 2 added the independent variables representing ADHD-related traits: inattentive 

traits and hyperactive/impulsive traits. The addition of these variables significantly improved 

model fit (ΔR² = .037, F change = 15.715, p < .001), increasing the explained variance to 17.3% 

(R² = .173, Adjusted R² = .163). Among the control variables, entrepreneurial exposure remained 

a significant predictor (β = .276, p < .001), as did education level (β = .161, p < .001). 

Additionally, the survey source also reached statistical significance in this model (β = .077, p = 

.044). 

Hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits demonstrated a positive and statistically significant 

relationship with entrepreneurial venturing (β = .225, p < .001). This result suggests that 

individuals reporting higher levels of hyperactive or impulsive tendencies were more likely to 

engage in entrepreneurial venturing activities. These findings provide support for Hypothesis 1 

(H1), which proposed a positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing. In contrast, Hypothesis 2 (H2), which predicted a negative relationship 
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between inattentive ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing, was not supported, as inattentive 

traits were not significantly related to entrepreneurial activity (β = -.038, p = .412). 

Model 3 

Model 3 introduced the coping strategy variables: problem-focused coping and emotion-

focused coping. The inclusion of coping strategies further improved model fit (ΔR² = .029, F 

change = 12.718, p < .001), increasing the explained variance to 20.2% (R² = .202, Adjusted R² = 

.189). Emotion-focused coping showed a positive and statistically significant relationship with 

entrepreneurial venturing (β = .159, p < .001), suggesting that individuals who report greater use 

of emotion-focused coping strategies are more likely to report engagement in entrepreneurial 

activity. 

Problem-focused coping, however, was not determined to be a significant predictor (β = 

.033, p = .397). In model 3, hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits remained a significant predictor 

of entrepreneurial venturing (β = .184, p < .001), while inattentive ADHD traits remained non-

significant (β = -.005, p = .921). Entrepreneurial exposure (β = .263, p < .001) and education 

level (β = .157, p < .001) continued to show significant positive relationships with 

entrepreneurial venturing. 

Model 4 

 Model 4 introduced the four interaction terms between ADHD traits and coping 

strategies: ADHD Hyperactive/Impulsive Traits × Problem-focused coping (testing H3a), ADHD 

Hyperactive/Impulsive Traits × Emotion-focused coping (testing H4a), ADHD Inattentive Traits 

× Problem-focused coping (testing H3b), and ADHD Inattentive Traits × Emotion-focused 

coping (testing H4b). The addition of these interaction terms resulted in another statistically 

significant improvement in model fit (ΔR² = .013, F change = 2.880, p = .022), increasing the 
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explained variance to 21.4% (R² = .214, Adjusted R² = .198). One of the four interaction effects 

was statistically significant, but not in the direction originally predicted. 

The interaction results provide insight into the proposed moderating effects of coping 

strategies. Hypothesis 3a (H3a), which predicted that problem-focused coping would strengthen 

the positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive traits and entrepreneurial venturing, was 

not supported, as the interaction term was not statistically significant. Similarly, Hypothesis 3b 

(H3b), which proposed that problem-focused coping would weaken the negative relationship 

between inattentive traits and entrepreneurial venturing, was also not supported. 

Hypothesis 4a (H4a) predicted that emotion-focused coping would weaken the positive 

relationship between hyperactive/impulsive traits and entrepreneurial venturing. However, the 

results indicated a statistically significant interaction in the opposite direction (β = .181, p = 

.001), suggesting that emotion-focused coping strengthens, rather than weakens, this 

relationship. Therefore, Hypothesis 4a (H4a) was not supported, although a significant 

moderating effect was observed in the opposite direction of the hypothesis predicted. It is also 

worth noting that the interaction between inattentive traits and emotion-focused coping in 

Hypothesis 4b (H4b) approached statistical significance (β = -.093, p = .096), suggesting a 

potential negative moderating effect, although this relationship did not reach the conventional 

threshold of statistical significance. 

 The remaining interaction terms were not found to be statistically significant. 

Specifically, the interaction between hyperactive/impulsive traits and problem-focused coping (β 

= -.076, p = .154) and the interaction between inattentive traits and problem-focused coping (β = 

.040, p = .457) did not significantly influence entrepreneurial venturing. Among the main effects, 

hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits remained a significant predictor (β = .186, p < .001), and 
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emotion-focused coping continued to show a positive relationship with entrepreneurial venturing 

(β = .173, p < .001). Consistent with previous models, entrepreneurial exposure (β = .261, p < 

.001) and education level (β = .152, p < .001) remained significant predictors of entrepreneurial 

activity. 

 These results indicate support for the direct effect of hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits 

on entrepreneurial venturing (H1), while no support was found for the hypothesized effects 

involving inattentive traits or problem-focused coping. Emotion-focused coping demonstrated a 

significant moderating effect on the relationship between ADHD hyperactive/impulsive traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing, though in the opposite direction to that hypothesized in Hypothesis 4a 

(H4a). The detailed hierarchical regression analysis results are available in Table 17. The 

summarized hypotheses and analysis results are summarized in Table 18. 
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Table 17: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Results 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Step 1: Controls         
Age 0.022 0.03 0.041 0.043 
Survey Source 0.057 .077* 0.047 0.05 
Gender (Male) 0.01 0.043 0.06 0.057 
ADHD Dx (no treatment) 0.006 -0.028 -0.015 -0.011 
ADHD Dx (treated) -0.024 -0.071 -0.061 -0.06 
Entrepreneurial Exposure .304*** .276*** .263*** .261*** 
Education Level .159*** .161*** .157*** .152*** 
Step 2: + Independent Variables         
ADHD Inattentive Traits   -0.038 -0.005 -0.01 
ADHD Hyperactive Traits   .225*** .184*** .186*** 
Step 3: + Moderators         
Problem-Focused Coping     0.033 0.027 
Emotion-Focused Coping     .159*** .173*** 
Step 4: + Interaction Variables         

ADHD Hyperactive Traits × Problem-
Focused Coping 

      -0.076 

ADHD Hyperactive Traits × Emotion-
Focused Coping 

      .181*** 

ADHD Inattentive Traits × Emotion-
Focused Coping 

      -0.093 

ADHD Inattentive Traits Inattentive × 
Problem-Focused Coping 

      0.04 

R² 0.136 0.173 0.202 0.214 
Adjusted R² 0.128 0.163 0.189 0.198 
ΔR²   .037*** .029*** .013* 
F 16.096*** 16.528*** 16.281*** 12.834*** 
ΔF   15.715*** 12.718*** 2.880* 

n = 721         
* Statistically significant at p < .05         
** Statistically significant at p < .01         
*** Statistically significant at p < .001         
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Table 18: Results of Hypothesis Testing 

H1 
There is a positive relationship between Hyperactive/Impulsive 

ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing.  
Supported 

H2 
There is a negative relationship between Inattentive ADHD traits 

and entrepreneurial venturing.  
Not Supported 

H3a 

The positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive ADHD 
traits and entrepreneurial venturing is positively moderated by the 

use of problem-focused coping mechanisms, such that the use of 
problem-focused coping mechanisms will strengthen the 

existing positive relationship.  

Not Supported 

H3b 

The negative relationship between inattentive ADHD traits and 
entrepreneurial venturing is negatively moderated by the use of 

problem-focused coping mechanisms, such that the use of 
problem-focused coping mechanisms will weaken the existing 

negative relationship.  

Not Supported 

H4a 

The positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive ADHD 
traits and entrepreneurial venturing is negatively moderated by the 

use of emotion-focused coping mechanisms, such that the use of 
emotion-focused coping mechanisms will weaken the existing 

relationship, thus making it less positive.  

Not Supported 
(significance 
found in the 

opposite 
direction) 

H4b 

The negative relationship between inattentive ADHD traits and 
entrepreneurial venturing is positively moderated by the use of 

emotion-focused coping mechanisms, such that the use of emotion-
focused coping mechanisms will strengthen the existing negative 

relationship, thus making it more strongly negative. 

Not Supported 
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CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION 

 This dissertation examines the relationship between ADHD-related traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing, with a particular focus on how coping strategies influence this 

relationship. More specifically, this study separated ADHD into two trait dimensions, 

hyperactive/impulsive and inattentive, and tested whether problem-focused and emotion-focused 

coping moderated their relationships with entrepreneurial venturing. This approach responds 

directly to calls in the literature to move beyond treating ADHD as a monolithic construct and to 

examine the distinct behavioral implications of different ADHD-related traits in entrepreneurial 

contexts (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Lerner et al., 2019; Verheul et al., 2016; Wiklund et al., 

2017).  This study also extends prior work by examining entrepreneurial venturing behavior 

rather than focusing only on entrepreneurial intention, diagnosis status, or generalized 

entrepreneurial preference. That distinction matters because entrepreneurial venturing captures 

concrete action, and action has been a central theme in prior theorizing about ADHD and 

entrepreneurship, particularly in relation to impulsivity, sensation seeking, and bias toward action 

(Lerner et al., 2019; Wiklund et al., 2016; Wiklund et al., 2017). 

The findings presented in this research also reveal a more nuanced story than a simple 

“ADHD helps” or “ADHD hurts” narrative. Hyperactive/impulsive traits were positively 

associated with entrepreneurial venturing; inattentive traits were not significantly related to 

entrepreneurial venturing; problem-focused coping did not significantly moderate the 

hypothesized relationships, and emotion-focused coping significantly moderated the relationship 

between hyperactive/impulsive traits and entrepreneurial venturing, but in the opposite direction 

of what was hypothesized. Taken together, these findings reinforce the multidimensional nature 
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of ADHD in entrepreneurship and suggest that coping may matter in more complex ways than 

existing theory has fully captured. 

 To explore these dynamics, this dissertation tested a theoretical model grounded in 

Coping-Dueling Fit (CDF) theory (Greidanus & Liao, 2021) and Conservation of Resources 

(COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989; Lanivich, 2015), examining how coping strategies shape the 

relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial action. Using survey data from 721 adults, 

hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to test the proposed relationships between ADHD 

traits, coping strategies, and entrepreneurial venturing. The findings reveal a nuanced 

relationship between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. Hyperactive/impulsive traits 

were positively associated with entrepreneurial venturing, whereas inattentive traits were not 

significantly related to venturing. Additionally, emotion-focused coping significantly moderated 

the relationship between hyperactive/impulsive traits and entrepreneurial venturing, although in 

the opposite direction of what was hypothesized. Problem-focused coping did not significantly 

moderate the relationships examined in this study. The results highlight the complex and 

multidimensional role of ADHD traits in entrepreneurship and suggest that coping strategies may 

influence entrepreneurial behavior in ways that are not fully captured by existing theoretical 

models. 

Findings 

ADHD Traits and Entrepreneurial Venturing 

Consistent with Hypothesis 1, hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits were significantly 

positively associated with entrepreneurial venturing. This finding aligns with prior research 

suggesting that some ADHD-related tendencies, particularly those related to impulsivity, energy, 

urgency toward action, and sensation seeking, may be advantageous in entrepreneurial 
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environments characterized by uncertainty, speed, experimentation, and incomplete information 

(Antshel, 2018; Lerner et al., 2019; Wiklund et al., 2016; Wiklund et al., 2017). In particular, 

Wiklund et al. (2017) found that ADHD symptoms can relate positively to entrepreneurial action 

through mechanisms such as sensation seeking and lack of premeditation, while Lerner et al. 

(2019) found a positive relationship between clinical ADHD and entrepreneurial action in a 

large-scale sample. 

This finding is especially important because the present study examined entrepreneurial 

venturing behavior rather than entrepreneurial preference alone. That distinction strengthens the 

contribution of this dissertation by suggesting that hyperactive/impulsive traits are not merely 

associated with favorable attitudes toward entrepreneurship, but also with engagement in 

venturing-related activity. This extends prior work that has often blended intentions, preference, 

diagnosis status, and action into a broader ADHD-entrepreneurship narrative (Lerner et al., 2019; 

Wiklund et al., 2017). 

This result also supports the theoretical logic presented in the literature review. As argued 

in Chapter II, traits associated with the hyperactive/impulsive presentation of ADHD may be 

better aligned with the demands of entrepreneurial venturing than with the expectations of more 

structured, routine-oriented work environments. Entrepreneurial venturing often rewards rapid 

movement, experimentation, tolerance for ambiguity, and a willingness to act before all 

information is available. These conditions may create a setting in which certain 

hyperactive/impulsive tendencies function less as liabilities and more as context-dependent 

strengths (Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Wiklund et al., 2017). 

In contrast, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. Inattentive ADHD traits were not 

significantly related to entrepreneurial venturing in this sample. Although this finding did not 
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align with the hypothesized negative relationship, it is theoretically informative. The literature 

review argued that inattentive traits, such as difficulty sustaining attention, organizing tasks, and 

following through on complex activities, should be negatively associated with entrepreneurial 

venturing because new venture creation often requires persistence, planning, structure, and 

execution across multiple interdependent tasks. However, the present findings suggest that the 

relationship may be more nuanced than originally expected. 

One possible explanation is that the present study focused on venturing effort rather than 

longer-term entrepreneurial persistence or performance. Inattentive traits may not substantially 

reduce the likelihood of taking initial entrepreneurial action, but they may become more 

consequential as venture demands shift from early activity and experimentation to sustained 

execution, organization, and scaling. This interpretation is consistent with prior studies 

suggesting that ADHD-related traits may have different implications across entrepreneurial 

phases and outcomes, rather than exerting a uniform effect across all aspects of entrepreneurship 

(Greidanus & Liao, 2021; Hatak et al., 2021; Wiklund et al., 2016). 

This non-significant result also strengthens the broader argument that ADHD should not 

be treated as a single entrepreneurial predictor. If hyperactive/impulsive traits show a positive 

relationship with venturing while inattentive traits do not show the predicted negative 

relationship, then the entrepreneurship literature benefits from moving away from aggregate 

ADHD framing and toward more differentiated trait-level theorizing. In that sense, the present 

study extends the literature not only by separating ADHD dimensions but by showing that those 

dimensions do not simply operate as positive and negative mirror images of one another. 
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Moderating Role of Coping Strategies 

 A key goal of this dissertation was to test whether coping strategies shape the relationship 

between ADHD traits and entrepreneurial venturing. Hypotheses 3a and 3b predicted that 

problem-focused coping would moderate the relationships between both ADHD trait dimensions 

and entrepreneurial venturing. Those hypotheses were not supported. Problem-focused coping 

did not significantly moderate either relationship in the research analyses. 

Although this result did not align with expectations, it also does not necessarily suggest 

that problem-focused coping is unimportant in entrepreneurial contexts. Prior research has shown 

that coping can shape entrepreneurs’ psychological well-being and responses to stress, but those 

effects may depend on context, experience, and the specific type of coping being used rather than 

on broad coping categories alone (Uy et al., 2013). In addition, entrepreneurship research 

grounded in Conservation of Resources (COR) theory has emphasized that coping-related 

resource acquisition, protection, and development matter for entrepreneurs, particularly under 

uncertainty, but those mechanisms may operate more strongly for outcomes such as resilience, 

well-being, or performance than for early-stage venturing effort itself (Lanivich, 2015; Uy et al., 

2013). 

A second explanation relates to measurement complexity. As discussed in Chapter III, the 

Brief COPE was not designed as a simple two-factor instrument (Carver, 1997), and prior 

literature has varied considerably in how it groups coping strategies into higher-order dimensions 

(Eager et al., 2019; García et al., 2018; Nahlen Bose et al., 2015). The factor-analytic work in 

this dissertation reflected that complexity. As a result, the absence of significant moderation may 

reflect not only the substantive relationship between coping and venturing, but also the challenge 

of capturing context-specific entrepreneurial coping using broad trait-like categories such as 
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“problem-focused” coping. This finding, therefore, supports a more cautious interpretation of 

coping in entrepreneurship and suggests that future work may benefit from examining narrower 

coping strategies rather than relying solely on higher-order categories. 

Emotion-Focused Coping and Hyperactive Traits 

 One of the most interesting findings of this study is that emotion-focused coping 

significantly moderated the relationship between hyperactive/impulsive ADHD traits and 

entrepreneurial venturing, but in the opposite direction of what was hypothesized. The original 

hypothesis 4a predicted that emotion-focused coping would weaken the positive relationship 

between hyperactive traits and entrepreneurial venturing. However, the results suggest that 

emotion-focused coping may instead strengthen this relationship. 

This finding is important because it challenges a simplified assumption embedded in the original 

hypothesis, namely that emotion-focused coping should generally function as a drain on 

entrepreneurial action by redirecting limited resources away from task-focused behavior. 

Although that expectation was grounded in COR (Halbesleben et al., 2014; Hobfoll, 1989; 

Lanivich, 2015) and NeT (Killeen et al., 2013) Theory and the literature review’s argument that 

emotion-focused coping could intensify resource depletion for individuals with ADHD, the 

current results suggest that emotion-focused coping may sometimes operate as a regulatory 

resource rather than a liability. In other words, for individuals higher in hyperactive/impulsive 

traits, managing emotional arousal, stress, frustration, or internal overload may help preserve the 

capacity to act entrepreneurially rather than undermine it. 

 One possible explanation is that individuals with hyperactive/impulsive traits may 

experience heightened emotional intensity and stress when engaging in entrepreneurial activities. 

Emotion-focused coping strategies, such as emotional support or cognitive reframing, may help 
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these individuals regulate emotional responses and maintain motivation during challenging 

entrepreneurial tasks. In fact, exciting new research suggests that there is reason to believe that 

there may be a third type of ADHD traits based on neural profiling: “severe-combined with 

emotional dysregulation” (Pan et al., 2026), which could have an impact on how ADHD traits are 

categorized and how this additional type may impact entrepreneurship, and how emotion-focused 

coping mechanisms may significantly impact the relationship. 

This interpretation is consistent with broader coping scholarship showing that emotion-focused 

coping is not uniformly maladaptive. Folkman and related coping research have long argued that 

emotion-focused coping can serve adaptive functions depending on context, timing, and the 

controllability of the stressor. In entrepreneurship, where uncertainty is persistent and many 

stressors are not immediately solvable, emotional regulation and cognitive reframing may help 

individuals remain engaged long enough to continue acting under uncertainty. Related 

entrepreneurship research also suggests that coping strategies influence entrepreneurs’ well-being 

and functioning in contingent ways rather than through simple, universally positive or negative 

effects (Uy et al., 2013). 

 Importantly, this result also extends the Coping-Dueling Fit framework (Greidanus & 

Liao, 2021). Greidanus and Liao (2021) conceptualized coping primarily in terms of ADHD 

treatment and showed that coping can alter whether ADHD functions more as an entrepreneurial 

asset or liability. The present dissertation builds on that logic but broadens the meaning of coping 

beyond treatment. The significant interaction found here suggests that emotional regulation may 

be one pathway through which hyperactive/impulsive traits become more behaviorally useful in 

entrepreneurial contexts. In that sense, the current study partially supports the broader spirit of 
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CDF theory while also suggesting that the theory may need to be extended to account for forms 

of coping beyond treatment-based interventions. 

Limitations 

 Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings of this 

dissertation. First, the study used a cross-sectional design, which limits causal inference. 

Although the findings identify significant associations and moderation patterns, they do not 

establish temporal order or causality. Longitudinal research is needed to determine whether 

ADHD-related traits shape entrepreneurial venturing over time or whether coping processes 

evolve as entrepreneurs move across venture stages. 

Second, the study relied on self-report data, which introduces the possibility of common 

method bias and self-perception bias. This limitation is particularly relevant in research involving 

ADHD-related traits, coping, and entrepreneurial behavior, all of which may be shaped by 

subjective interpretation and recall. 

Third, the operationalization of coping required empirical refinement through EFA and 

CFA, reflecting the complexity of grouping Brief COPE items into higher-order constructs. 

Although that process was methodologically appropriate, it also limits direct comparability with 

studies that use different coping categorizations or narrower coping measures. 

Fourth, the dependent variable captured entrepreneurial venturing effort rather than 

longer-term entrepreneurial persistence or venture performance. As a result, the findings are best 

interpreted as speaking to early entrepreneurial action rather than to the full entrepreneurial 

process. That distinction may be especially important for understanding why inattentive traits 

were not significantly related to venturing in the present study. 
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Future Research 

 This dissertation points to several promising directions for future research. One important 

next step is to examine ADHD-related traits across different stages of entrepreneurship, including 

venturing, persistence, and performance. The present results suggest that hyperactive/impulsive 

traits may be especially relevant for early action, while the role of inattentive traits may become 

more visible in later, more execution-heavy phases of entrepreneurship. 

A second important direction is to examine more specific coping strategies rather than 

broad problem-focused and emotion-focused categories. The present findings suggest that some 

forms of emotion-focused coping may be adaptive in entrepreneurial contexts, especially for 

individuals high in hyperactive/impulsive traits. Future research could examine strategies such as 

positive reframing, emotional support, planning, and acceptance separately to better understand 

which coping responses support entrepreneurial action and under what conditions. 

Third, future studies would benefit from longitudinal, diary, or event-based designs. 

Coping is inherently dynamic, and entrepreneurship is often marked by episodic stress, 

uncertainty, and emotional highs and lows. More time-sensitive designs may be especially useful 

for understanding how ADHD-related traits and coping interact in real entrepreneurial moments. 

Finally, future work should continue expanding the ADHD-entrepreneurship literature 

beyond aggregate ADHD framing. The present findings reinforce the value of distinguishing 

between hyperactive/impulsive and inattentive traits, and future scholarship may benefit from 

examining additional heterogeneity, including emotional dysregulation, context, entrepreneurial 

team composition, and different types of venturing environments. 
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Theoretical Implications 

 This dissertation contributes to entrepreneurship research in several important ways. 

First, it advances the literature by distinguishing between inattentive and hyperactive ADHD 

traits rather than treating ADHD as a single construct. Prior entrepreneurship research examining 

ADHD-related traits has frequently relied on brief screening measures such as the six-item 

version of the Adult ADHD Self-Report Scale (ASRS). While the ASRS-6 is a useful and 

efficient instrument for identifying the presence of ADHD-related symptoms in large surveys 

(Kessler et al., 2005), its purpose is primarily screening rather than capturing the full 

dimensional structure of ADHD. Because the present study sought to explore how different 

ADHD-related traits may relate to entrepreneurial venturing, the full 18-item ASRS was used to 

preserve the theoretically meaningful distinction between inattentive and hyperactive/impulsive 

tendencies (Kessler et al., 2007). 

The exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported this decision, revealing a 

clear two-factor structure consistent with the established dimensional conceptualization of 

ADHD (Barkley, 2015). This distinction may be particularly relevant in entrepreneurship 

contexts, where different ADHD-related traits may shape behavior in different ways. For 

example, inattentive tendencies have been associated with divergent thinking and cognitive 

flexibility, whereas hyperactive or impulsive tendencies may contribute to action orientation and 

rapid opportunity pursuit (Wiklund et al., 2017). Treating ADHD as a single aggregated construct 

may therefore obscure potentially meaningful variation in how these traits influence 

entrepreneurial behavior. 

Taken together, these findings suggest that entrepreneurship research may benefit from 

greater attention to the multidimensional nature of ADHD-related traits. Rather than treating 
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ADHD as a single binary or screening-based construct, future studies may gain additional 

theoretical insight by examining how distinct ADHD dimensions relate differently to 

entrepreneurial cognition, behavior, and venture creation processes. Second, the study extends 

Coping-Dueling Fit theory by examining behavioral coping strategies rather than focusing 

exclusively on clinical treatment. Third, the findings contribute to the growing literature on 

neurodiversity in entrepreneurship by highlighting how cognitive traits associated with ADHD 

may shape entrepreneurial behavior. 

Practical Implications 

 The results of this study also have practical implications for entrepreneurs, educators, and 

support organizations. First, the results suggest that ADHD-related traits should not be treated as 

uniformly beneficial or harmful in entrepreneurship. Hyperactive/impulsive traits may support 

entrepreneurial venturing, while inattentive traits may operate differently and may become more 

consequential at later stages of venture development. This reinforces the importance of a 

strengths-based but differentiated view of neurodiversity in entrepreneurship. 

Second, the findings suggest that support systems for entrepreneurs with ADHD may need to 

include more than traditional productivity or task-management tools. Because emotion-focused 

coping appeared to strengthen the positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive traits and 

venturing, emotional regulation and stress-management strategies may deserve a more central 

role in entrepreneurial development. For some entrepreneurs, the ability to regulate frustration, 

uncertainty, and emotional volatility may help support the action-oriented strengths associated 

with hyperactive/impulsive traits. 

Third, entrepreneurship educators, incubators, and support organizations may benefit from 

avoiding one-size-fits-all assumptions about founder effectiveness. Programs designed to support 
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entrepreneurs with ADHD-related traits may be stronger when they combine action-oriented 

venture development with training and support around self-regulation, stress management, and 

adaptive coping. This implication aligns with emerging work suggesting that entrepreneurial 

functioning is shaped not only by traits, but by how those traits interact with emotional, 

cognitive, and contextual supports (Hatak et al., 2021; Lanivich, 2015). 

Conclusion 

The research and findings presented in this dissertation contribute to a growing body of 

research examining the relationship between ADHD and entrepreneurship by showing that 

ADHD-related traits do not operate uniformly in entrepreneurial contexts. Hyperactive/impulsive 

traits were positively associated with entrepreneurial venturing, inattentive traits were not 

significantly related to venturing, and coping mattered in more complex ways than originally 

hypothesized. Most notably, emotion-focused coping strengthened, rather than weakened, the 

positive relationship between hyperactive/impulsive traits and entrepreneurial venturing. 

These findings reinforce the value of moving beyond one-dimensional views of ADHD 

and beyond narrow assumptions about coping. They suggest that entrepreneurial action may 

emerge not only from the traits individuals possess but also from how those traits interact with 

emotional and cognitive self-regulation in uncertain environments. In doing so, this dissertation 

extends the ADHD–entrepreneurship literature and opens new avenues for research on 

neurodiversity, coping, and entrepreneurial behavior.  



106 
 

REFERENCES 

ADDA. (2023). DSM-5 Criteria For ADHD: How Is Adult ADHD Evaluated? Journal of Global 

Health. https://add.org/adhd-dsm-5-criteria/  

ADDA, A. D. D. A. (2024). Types Of ADHD In Adults: Understanding The Differences. 

https://add.org/adhd-types/ 

Adler, L. A., Faraone, S. V., Sarocco, P., Atkins, N., & Khachatryan, A. (2019). Establishing US 

norms for the Adult ADHD Self-Report Scale (ASRS-v1.1) and characterising symptom 

burden among adults with self-reported ADHD. International Journal of Clinical 

Practice, 73(1), e13260. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijcp.13260  

Adler, L. A., Faraone, S. V., Spencer, T. J., Berglund, P., Alperin, S., & Kessler, R. C. (2017). The 

structure of adult ADHD. International Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research, 

26(1), np-n/a. https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.1555  

Ahmed, A. E., Ucbasaran, D., Cacciotti, G., & Williams, T. A. (2022). Integrating Psychological 

Resilience, Stress, and Coping in Entrepreneurship: A Critical Review and Research 

Agenda. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 46(3), 497-538. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587211046542  

Aldrich, H. E., & Martinez, M. A. (2001). Many are Called, but Few are Chosen: An 

Evolutionary Perspective for the Study of Entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory 

and Practice, 25(4), 41-56. https://doi.org/10.1177/104225870102500404  

Antshel, K. M. (2018). Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) and Entrepreneurship 

[Article]. Academy of Management Perspectives, 32(2), 243-265. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0144  



107 
 

APA, A. P. A. (2022). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders: DSM-5-TR (5th 

edition, text revision. ed.). American Psychiatric Association Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.books.9780890425787  

Archer, D. (2015a). The ADHD Advantage: What You Thought Was a Diagnosis May Be Your 

Greatest Strength. Penguin Random House LLC.  

Archer, D. (2015b, November 24, 2015). ADHD: The Entrepreneur's Superpower. Forbes. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/dalearcher/2014/05/14/adhd-the-entrepreneurs-superpower/  

Asherson, P., Buitelaar, J., Faraone, S. V., & Rohde, L. A. (2016). Adult attention-deficit 

hyperactivity disorder: key conceptual issues. The Lancet Psychiatry, 3(6), 568-578. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/s2215-0366(16)30032-3  

Attoe, D. E., & Climie, E. A. (2023). Miss. Diagnosis: A Systematic Review of ADHD in Adult 

Women. Journal of Attention Disorders, 27(7), 645-657. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10870547231161533  

Auschra, C., & Mai, J. (2024). Entrepreneurship and Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder: A 

Literature Review and Ideas for Future Research. In K. S. Markel, M. E. Hanson, C. M. 

Giannantonio, & A. E. Hurley-Hanson (Eds.), Neurodiversity and Entrepreneurship (pp. 

55-84). Emerald Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-83753-798-

320241003  

Barack, D. L., Ludwig, V. U., Parodi, F., Ahmed, N., Brannon, E. M., Ramakrishnan, A., & Platt, 

M. L. (2024). Attention deficits linked with proclivity to explore while foraging. 

Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 291 (2017): 20222584. 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2022.2584  



108 
 

Barkley, R. A. (1997). Behavioral Inhibition, Sustained Attention, and Executive Functions: 

Constructing a Unifying Theory of ADHD. Psychological Bulletin, 121(1), 65-94. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.121.1.65  

Barkley, R. A. (2010a). Against the Status Quo: Revising the Diagnostic Criteria for ADHD. 

Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 49(3), 205-207. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2009.12.005  

Barkley, R. A. (2010b). Why Emotional Impulsiveness Should Be a Central Feature of ADHD. 

The ADHD report, 18(4), 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1521/adhd.2010.18.4.1  

Barkley, R. A. (2015). Attention-Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder: A handbook for diagnosis and 

treatment, 4th ed. The Guilford Press. https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2014-57877-000  

Barkley, R. A., Murphy, K. R., & Fischer, M. (2010). ADHD in Adults: What the Science Says. 

Guilford press.  

Baum, J. R., Frese, M., & Baron, R. A. (2007). The Psychology of Entrepreneurship. L. Erlbaum 

Associates.  

Bhave, M. P. (1994). A process model of entrepreneurial venture creation. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 9(3), 223-242. https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(94)90031-0  

Boot, N., Nevicka, B., & Baas, M. (2017). Subclinical symptoms of attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) are associated with specific creative processes. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 114, 73-81. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.03.050  

Boot, N., Nevicka, B., & Baas, M. (2020). Creativity in ADHD: Goal-Directed Motivation and 

Domain Specificity. Journal of Attention Disorders, 24(13), 1857-1866. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054717727352  



109 
 

Bort, J., Wiklund, J., Crawford, G. C., Lerner, D. A., & Hunt, R. A. (2024). The Strategic 

Advantage of Impulsivity in Entrepreneurial Action: An Agent-Based Modeling 

Approach. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 48(2), 547-580. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587231178882  

Bruchmüller, K., Margraf, J., & Schneider, S. (2012). Is ADHD diagnosed in accord with 

diagnostic criteria? Overdiagnosis and influence of client gender on diagnosis. Journal of 

Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 80 (1):128-138.  

Bullough, A., & Renko, M. (2013). Entrepreneurial resilience during challenging times. Business 

Horizons, 56(3), 343-350. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2013.01.001  

Bullough, A., Renko, M., & Myatt, T. (2014). Danger Zone Entrepreneurs: The Importance of 

Resilience and Self-Efficacy for Entrepreneurial Intentions. Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, 38(3), 473-499. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12006  

Burnette, J. L., Babij, A. D., Oddo, L. E., & Knouse, L. E. (2020). SELF-REGULATION 

MINDSETS: RELATIONSHIP TO COPING, EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONING, AND 

ADHD. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 39(2), 101-116. 

https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2020.39.02.101  

Canits, I., Bernoster, I., Mukerjee, J., Bonnet, J., Rizzo, U., & Rosique-Blasco, M. (2019). 

Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) symptoms and academic entrepreneurial 

preference: is there an association? Small Business Economics, 53(2), 369-380. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-0057-x  

Carver, C. S. (1997). You want to measure coping but your protocol’s too long: Consider the 

brief cope. International Journal of Behavioral Medicine, 4(1), 92-100. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327558ijbm0401_6  



110 
 

Carver, C. S., Scheier, M. F., & Kumari Weintraub, J. (1989). Assessing Coping Strategies: A 

Theoretically Based Approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(2), 

267-283. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.2.267  

CDC. (2024a, May 15, 2024). About Attention-Deficit / Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). U.S. 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 

https://www.cdc.gov/adhd/about/index.html 

CDC. (2024b, May 16, 2024). Data and Statistics on ADHD. U.S. Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention (CDC). https://www.cdc.gov/adhd/data/index.html 

CDC. (2024c, May 15, 2024). Diagnosing ADHD. U.S. Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention (CDC). https://www.cdc.gov/adhd/diagnosis/index.html 

CDC. (2024d). Questionnaire Programming Specifications RSS-2 (English version). Hyattsville, 

Maryland Retrieved from https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/rss/round2/questionnaire.pdf 

CDC. (2024e, May 15, 2024). Symptoms and Diagnosis of ADHD. U.S. Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention (CDC). https://www.cdc.gov/ncbddd/adhd/diagnosis.html 

Combs, M. A., Canu, W. H., Broman-Fulks, J. J., Rocheleau, C. A., & Nieman, D. C. (2015). 

Perceived Stress and ADHD Symptoms in Adults. Journal of Attention Disorders, 19(5), 

425-434. https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054712459558  

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2023). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed 

Methods Approaches (Sixth ed.). Sage publications.  

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests. Psychometrika, 

16(3), 297-334. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02310555  



111 
 

Davidsson, P. (2006). Nascent Entrepreneurship: Empirical Studies and Developments. 

Foundations and Trends in Entrepreneurship, 2(1), 1-76. 

https://doi.org/10.1561/0300000005  

Davidsson, P., & Honig, B. (2003). The role of social and human capital among nascent 

entrepreneurs. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(3), 301-331. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(02)00097-6  

De Cock, R., Denoo, L., & Clarysse, B. (2020). Surviving the emotional rollercoaster called 

entrepreneurship: The role of emotion regulation. Journal of Business Venturing, 35(2), 

105936. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.04.004  

Doyle, N. (2020). Neurodiversity at Work: a biopsychosocial model and the impact on working 

adults. British Medical Bulletin, 135(1), 108-125. https://doi.org/10.1093/bmb/ldaa021  

Drnovšek, M., Örtqvist, D., & Wincent, J. (2010). The effectiveness of coping strategies used by 

entrepreneurs and their impact on personal well-being and venture performance. Zbornik 

radova Ekonomskog fakulteta u Rijeci, 28(2), 193-220.  

Eager, B., Grant, S. L., & Maritz, A. (2019). Classifying coping among entrepreneurs: is it about 

time? Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 26(4), 486-503. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/jsbed-02-2018-0064  

Edelman, L., & Yli-Renko, H. (2010). The Impact of Environment and Entrepreneurial 

Perceptions on Venture-Creation Efforts: Bridging the Discovery and Creation Views of 

Entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(5), 833-856. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00395.x  

Epstein, J. N., & Loren, R. E. (2013). Changes in the definition of ADHD in DSM-5: Subtle but 

important. Neuropsychiatry, 3(5), 455-458. https://doi.org/10.2217/npy.13.59  



112 
 

Faraone, S. V., Asherson, P., Banaschewski, T., Biederman, J., Buitelaar, J. K., Ramos-Quiroga, 

J. A., Rohde, L. A., Sonuga-Barke, E. J. S., Tannock, R., & Franke, B. (2015). Attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Nature Reviews Disease Primers, 1(1), 15020. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrdp.2015.20  

Folkman, S. (1984). Personal control and stress and coping processes: A theoretical analysis. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46(4), 839-852. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.839  

Folkman, S., & Moskowitz, J. T. (2004). Coping: Pitfalls and Promise. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 55(1), 745-774. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.141456  

Forbes, D. P. (2005). The Effects of Strategic Decision Making on Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(5), 599-626. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

6520.2005.00100.x  

Freeman, M., Lerner, D., & Rauch, A. (2024). Dopamine and Entrepreneurship: Unifying 

entrepreneur personality traits, psychiatric symptoms, entrepreneurial action and 

outcomes. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 21. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2024.e00461  

García, F. E., Barraza-Peña, C. G., Wlodarczyk, A., Alvear-Carrasco, M., & Reyes-Reyes, A. 

(2018). Psychometric properties of the Brief-COPE for the evaluation of coping strategies 

in the Chilean population. Psicologia: Reflexão e Crítica, 31(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s41155-018-0102-3  

Gartner, W. B. (1985). A Conceptual Framework for Describing the Phenomenon of New 

Venture Creation. The Academy of Management Review, 10(4), 696-706. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/258039  



113 
 

Ginsberg, Y., Quintero, J., Anand, E., Casillas, M., & Upadhyaya, H. P. (2014). Underdiagnosis 

of Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder in Adult Patients. The Primary Care 

Companion For CNS Disorders. https://doi.org/10.4088/pcc.13r01600  

Greidanus, N. S., & Liao, C. (2021). Toward a Coping-Dueling-Fit Theory of the ADHD-

Entrepreneurship Relationship: Treatment's Influence on Business Venturing, 

performance, and persistence. Journal of Business Venturing, 36(2), 106087. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106087  

Guimaraes, T., Igbaria, M., & Lu, M.-t. (1992). The Determinants of DSS Success: An Integrated 

Model. Decision Sciences, 23(2), 409-430. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

5915.1992.tb00397.x  

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2019). Multivariate Data Analysis 

(Eigth ed.).  

Halbesleben, J. R. B., Neveu, J.-P., Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., & Westman, M. (2014). Getting to 

the “COR”: Understanding the Role of Resources in Conservation of Resources Theory. 

Journal of Management, 40(5), 1334-1364. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130  

Hallowell, E. M., & Ratey, J. J. (2021). ADHD 2.0: New Science and Essential Strategies for 

Thriving with Distraction - From Childhood Through Adulthood. Ballantine Books.  

Hassel, J.-E., Clausen, T. H., Rasmussen, E., & Öberg, C. (2025). Venture Builders: new venture 

production in the entrepreneurship industry. Small Business Economics. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-025-01132-0  

Hatak, I., Chang, M., Harms, R., & Wiklund, J. (2021). ADHD symptoms, entrepreneurial 

passion, and entrepreneurial performance. Small Business Economics, 57(4), 1693-1713. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-020-00397-x  



114 
 

Heidbreder, R. (2015). ADHD symptomatology is best conceptualized as a spectrum: a 

dimensional versus unitary approach to diagnosis. ADHD Attention Deficit and 

Hyperactivity Disorders, 7(4), 249-269. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12402-015-0171-4  

Hirvikoski, T., Lindholm, T., Nordenström, A., Nordström, A.-L., & Lajic, S. (2009). High self-

perceived stress and many stressors, but normal diurnal cortisol rhythm, in adults with 

ADHD (attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder). Hormones and Behavior, 55(3), 418-

424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yhbeh.2008.12.004  

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of Resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. The 

American Psychologist, 44(3), 513-524. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513  

Holland, D. V., & Shepherd, D. A. (2013). Deciding to Persist: Adversity, Values, and 

Entrepreneurs' Decision Policies. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 37(2), 331-358. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2011.00468.x  

How GEM Defines Entrepreneurship.  Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM). Retrieved 

September 1, 2025 from https://www.gemconsortium.org/wiki/1149 

Hunt, R. A., Lerner, D. A., Johnson, S. L., Badal, S., & Freeman, M. A. (2022). Cracks in the 

wall: Entrepreneurial action theory and the weakening presumption of intended 

rationality. Journal of Business Venturing, 37(3), 106190. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2022.106190  

Hupfeld, K. E., Abagis, T. R., & Shah, P. (2019). Living "in the zone" - Hyperfocus in adult 

ADHD. Mental Health Weekly Digest, 1110. https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1007/s12402-018-

0272-y  

Kessler, R. C., Adler, L., Ames, M., Demler, O., Faraone, S., Hiripi, E. V. A., Howes, M. J., Jin, 

R., Secnik, K., Spencer, T., Ustun, T. B., & Walters, E. E. (2005). The World Health 



115 
 

Organization adult ADHD self-report scale (ASRS): a short screening scale for use in the 

general population. Psychological Medicine, 35(2), 245-256. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291704002892  

Kessler, R. C., Adler, L., Barkley, R., Biederman, J., Conners, C. K., Demler, O., Faraone, S. V., 

Greenhill, L. L., Howes, M. J., Secnik, K., Spencer, T., Ustun, T. B., Walters, E. E., & 

Zaslavsky, A. M. (2006). The Prevalence and Correlates of Adult ADHD in the United 

States: Results From the National Comorbidity Survey Replication. The American 

Journal of Psychiatry, 163(4), 716-723. https://doi.org/10.1176/ajp.2006.163.4.716  

Kessler, R. C., Adler, L. A., Gruber, M. J., Sarawate, C. A., Spencer, T., & Van Brunt, D. L. 

(2007). Validity of the World Health Organization Adult ADHD Self‐Report Scale 

(ASRS) Screener in a representative sample of health plan members. International 

Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research, 16(2), 52-65. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/mpr.208  

Kessler, R. C., Aguilar-Gaxiola, S., Alonso, J., Chatterji, S., Lee, S., Ormel, J., Üstün, T. B., & 

Wang, P. S. (2009). The global burden of mental disorders: an update from the WHO 

World Mental Health (WMH) surveys. Epidemiology and Psychiatric Sciences, 18(1), 

23-33.  

Killeen, P. R., Russell, V. A., & Sergeant, J. A. (2013). A behavioral neuroenergetics theory of 

ADHD. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 37(4), 625-657. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.02.011  

Kressel, H., & Lento, T. V. (2012). Entrepreneurship in the Global Economy: Engine for 

Economic Growth. Cambridge University Press.  



116 
 

Kripalani, M. (2022, July 21, 2022). Successful People With ADHD Superpowers. The ADHD 

Centre. Retrieved 11/4/2025 from https://www.adhdcentre.co.uk/successful-people-with-

adhd-superpowers/ 

Krueger, N. (1993). The Impact of Prior Entrepreneurial Exposure on Perceptions of New 

Venture Feasibility and Desirability. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 18(1), 5-21. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/104225879301800101  

Kuriyan, A. B., Pelham, W. E., Molina, B. S. G., Waschbusch, D. A., Gnagy, E. M., Sibley, M. 

H., Babinski, D. E., Walther, C., Cheong, J., Yu, J., & Kent, K. M. (2013). Young Adult 

Educational and Vocational Outcomes of Children Diagnosed with ADHD. Journal of 

Abnormal Child Psychology, 41(1), 27-41. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-012-9658-z  

Lanivich, S. E. (2015). The RICH Entrepreneur: Using Conservation of Resources Theory in 

Contexts of Uncertainty. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 39(4), 863-894. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12082  

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, Appraisal, and Coping. Springer Pub. Co.  

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1987). Transactional Theory and Research on Emotions and 

Coping. European Journal of Personality, 1(3), 141-169. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2410010304  

Lerman, M. P., Munyon, T. P., & Williams, D. W. (2021). The (Not So) Dark Side of 

Entrepreneurship: A Meta‐Analysis of the Well‐Being and Performance Consequences of 

Entrepreneurial Stress. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 15(3), 377-402. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1370  



117 
 

Lerner, D. A., Hunt, R. A., & Verheul, I. (2018). Dueling Banjos: Harmony and Discord Between 

ADHD and Entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Perspectives, 32(2), 266-286. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0178  

Lerner, D. A., Verheul, I., & Thurik, R. (2019). Entrepreneurship and attention 

deficit/hyperactivity disorder: a large-scale study involving the clinical condition of 

ADHD. Small Business Economics, 53(2), 381-392. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-

0061-1  

Lin, C.-H., Chien, T.-W., & Yan, Y.-H. (2021). Predicting the Number of Article Citations in the 

Field of Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) with the 100 Top-cited 

Articles Since 2014: A Bibliometric Analysis. Annals of General Psychiatry, 20(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12991-021-00329-3  

Lindzon, J. (2023, 04/12/2023). Why adults with ADHD often thrive as freelancers and 

entrepreneurs. Fast Company. https://www.fastcompany.com/90878234/why-adults-

adhd-thrive-entrepreneurs-freelancers  

Low, M. B., & MacMillan, I. C. (1988). Entrepreneurship: Past Research and Future Challenges. 

Journal of Management, 14(2), 139-161. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920638801400202  

Magliozzi, D., Saperstein, A., & Westbrook, L. (2016). Scaling Up. Socius: Sociological 

Research for a Dynamic World, 2(0), 237802311666435. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023116664352  

Malak, S. A., & Qassim, A. A. (2025). Unpacking the interplay between psychological capital 

and wellbeing in entrepreneurs: the mediating role of burnout through conservation of 

resources theory. Frontiers in Psychology, 16. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1590554  



118 
 

Markel, K. S., Hanson, M. E., Giannantonio, C. M., & Hurley-Hanson, A. E. (2024). 

Neurodiversity and Entrepreneurship (First edition. ed.). Emerald Publishing Limited.  

Martin, J. (2024). Why are females less likely to be diagnosed with ADHD in childhood than 

males? The Lancet Psychiatry, 11(4), 303-310. https://doi.org/10.1016/s2215-

0366(24)00010-5  

McMullen, J. S., Bagby, D. R., & Palich, L. E. (2008). Economic Freedom and the Motivation to 

Engage in Entrepreneurial Action. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32(5), 875-

895. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00260.x  

McMullen, J. S., & Shepherd, D. A. (2006). Entrepreneurial Action And The Role Of 

Uncertainty In The Theory Of The Entrepreneur. The Academy of Management Review, 

31(1), 132-152. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379628  

Montiel, O., & Clark, M. (2018). The Dark Side of Entrepreneurship: A reflection on their 

multidimensionality. Southwest Academy of Management (Proceedings Annual Meeting, 

Albuquerque, NM), 18. https://swaom.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/proceedings-

2018-4.pdf#page=158  

Moore, C. B., McIntyre, N. H., & Lanivich, S. E. (2021). ADHD-Related Neurodiversity and the 

Entrepreneurial Mindset. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45(1), 64-91. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719890986  

Mowlem, F. D., Rosenqvist, M. A., Martin, J., Lichtenstein, P., Asherson, P., & Larsson, H. 

(2018). Sex differences in predicting ADHD clinical diagnosis and pharmacological 

treatment. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 28(4), 481-489. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-018-1211-3  



119 
 

Nahlen Bose, C., Bjorling, G., Elfstrom, M. L., Persson, H., & Saboonchi, F. (2015). Assessment 

of Coping Strategies and Their Associations With Health Related Quality of Life in 

Patients With Chronic Heart Failure: the Brief COPE Restructured. Cardiology Research, 

6(2), 239-248. https://doi.org/10.14740/cr385w  

Nøvik, T. S., Hervas, A., Ralston, S. J., Dalsgaard, S., Rodrigues Pereira, R., & Lorenzo, M. J. 

(2006). Influence of gender on Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder in Europe – 

ADORE. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 15(S1), i15-i24. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-006-1003-z  

Otsuka, T. (2023). ADHD for Smart Ass Women: How to Fall in Love with Your Neurodivergent 

Brain. HarperCollins.  

Pan, N., Long, Y., Qin, K., Pope, I. Z., Chen, Q., Zhu, Z., Cao, Y., Li, L., Singh, M. K., 

McNamara, R. K., Delbello, M. P., Chen, Y., Fornito, A., & Gong, Q. (2026). Mapping 

ADHD Heterogeneity and Biotypes by Topological Deviations in Morphometric 

Similarity Networks. JAMA Psychiatry. 

https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2026.0001  

Patel, P. C., Rietveld, C. A., & Verheul, I. (2021). Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 

(ADHD) and Earnings in Later-Life Self-Employment. Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, 45(1), 43-63. https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719888641  

Patton, E., & Santuzzi, A. M. (2024). Neurodiversity and work : employment, identity, and 

support networks for neurominorities. Palgrave Macmillan, an imprint of Springer Nature 

Switzerland.  



120 
 

Patzelt, H., & Shepherd, D. A. (2011). Negative emotions of an entrepreneurial career: Self-

employment and regulatory coping behaviors. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(2), 226-

238. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.08.002  

Peduzzi, P., Concato, J., Kemper, E., Holford, T. R., & Feinstein, A. R. (1996). A simulation 

study of the number of events per variable in logistic regression analysis. Journal of 

Clinical Epidemiology, 49(12), 1373-1379. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0895-

4356(96)00236-3  

Pietersen, M. L., & Botha, M. (2021). Impulsivity and entrepreneurial behaviour: Exploring an 

unreasoned pathway. International Small Business Journal: Researching 

Entrepreneurship, 39(8), 755-780. https://doi.org/10.1177/02662426211008149  

Rajah, N., Bamiatzi, V., & Williams, N. (2021). How childhood ADHD-like symptoms predict 

selection into entrepreneurship and implications on entrepreneurial performance. Journal 

of Business Venturing, 36(3), 106091. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2021.106091  

Raz, S., & Leykin, D. (2015). Psychological and cortisol reactivity to experimentally induced 

stress in adults with ADHD. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 60, 7-17. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2015.05.008  

Restar, A. J., Lett, E., Menezes, N. P., Molino, A. R., Poteat, T. C., Dean, L. T., Glick, J. L., 

Baker, K. E., & Cole, S. W. (2024). Getting precise about gender and sex measurement: a 

primer for epidemiologists. American Journal of Epidemiology, 193(12), 1861-1867. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwae144  

Reynolds, P., Bosma, N., Autio, E., Hunt, S., De Bono, N., Servais, I., Lopez-Garcia, P., & Chin, 

N. (2005). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor: Data Collection Design and Implementation 



121 
 

1998-2003. Small Business Economics, 24(3), 205-231. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-

005-1980-1  

Reynolds, P. D. (2009). Screening item effects in estimating the prevalence of nascent 

entrepreneurs. Small Business Economics, 33(2), 151-163. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-008-9112-3  

Reynolds, P. D., Carter, N. M., Gartner, W. B., & Greene, P. G. (2004). The prevalence of nascent 

entrepreneurs in the United States: Evidence from the panel study of entrepreneurial 

dynamics. Small Business Economics, 23(4), 263-284. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/B:SBEJ.0000032046.59790.45  

Rodrigues, F., Figueiredo, N., Rodrigues, J., Ferreira, R., Hernández-Mendo, A., & Monteiro, D. 

(2022). A Comprehensive Review and Bifactor Modeling Analysis of the Brief COPE. 

Inquiry (Chicago), 59, 469580221108127. https://doi.org/10.1177/00469580221108127  

Roggli, L. (2022, June 15, 2022). Entrepreneurship and ADHD: Fast Brain, Fast Company? 

ADDitude. https://www.additudemag.com/entrepreneurship-adhd-business-research-

traits-stories/  

Rosseel, Y., Jorgensen, T., De Wilde, L., Oberski, D., Byrnes, J., Vanbrabant, L., Savalei, V., 

Merkle, E., Hallquist, M., Rhemtulla, M., Katsikatsou, M., Barendse, M., Rockwood, N., 

Scharf, F., Du, H., Jamil, H., & Classe, F. (2025). lavaan: Latent Variable Analysis. In R 

package https://cran.r-project.org/package=lavaan 

Scheaf, D. J., Loignon, A. C., Webb, J. W., Heggestad, E. D., & Wood, M. S. (2020). Measuring 

opportunity evaluation: Conceptual synthesis and scale development. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 35(2), 105935. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.04.003  



122 
 

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The Promise of Enterpreneurship as a Field of Research. 

The Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217. https://doi.org/10.2307/259271  

Shepherd, D. A. (2003). Learning from Business Failure: Propositions of Grief Recovery for the 

Self-Employed. The Academy of Management Review, 28(2), 318-328. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/30040715  

Shepherd, D. A., & Patzelt, H. (2018). Entrepreneurial Cognition: Exploring the mindset of 

entrepreneurs. Springer Nature. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71782-1  

Simmons, S. A., Lee, C. K., Young, S., Shelton, L., & Massey, M. (2024). Effects of gender 

equality and social costs of failure on early-stage entrepreneurship activity. New England 

Journal of Entrepreneurship, 27(1), 89-107. https://doi.org/10.1108/neje-01-2023-0003  

Staley, B. S., Robinson, L. R., Claussen, A. H., Katz, S. M., Danielson, M. L., Summers, A. D., 

Farr, S. L., Blumberg, S. J., & Tinker, S. C. (2024). Attention-deficit/hyperactivity 

disorder diagnosis, Treatment, and telehealth use in adults—National center for health 

statistics rapid surveys system, United States, October–November 2023. U.S. Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention - Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 73(40), 890-

895. http://dx.doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm7340a1  

Stanton, K., Forbes, M. K., & Zimmerman, M. (2018). Distinct Dimensions Defining the Adult 

ADHD Self-Report Scale: Implications for Assessing Inattentive and 

Hyperactive/Impulsive Symptoms. Psychological Assessment, 30(12), 1549-1559. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000604  

Stevenson, H. H., & Jarillo, J. C. (2007). A Paradigm of Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial 

Management*. In: Cuervo, Á., Ribeiro, D., Roig, S. (eds) Entrepreneurship. (pp. 155-

170). Springer Berlin Heidelberg. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-48543-8_7  



123 
 

Sullivan, W. (2024, February 22, 2024). ADHD Traits Might Have Helped Hunter-Gatherers 

Collect More Food While Foraging, Study Suggests. Smithsonian Magazine. 

https://www.smithsonianmag.com/smart-news/adhd-traits-might-have-helped-hunter-

gatherers-collect-more-food-while-foraging-study-suggests-180983824/  

Thompson, N. A., Van Gelderen, M., & Keppler, L. (2020). No Need to Worry? Anxiety and 

Coping in the Entrepreneurship Process. Frontiers in Psychology, 11. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00398  

Tran, M. H., Wiklund, J., Antshel, K., Jhawar, N., & Montgomery, C. (2025). Entrepreneurship 

and ADHD: A Meta-Analytical Assessment of the State-of-the-Art and Suggestions for 

the Future. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 10422587251392498. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/10422587251392498  

Tran, M. H., Wiklund, J., Yu, W., & Pérez-Luño, A. (2025). ADHD and entrepreneurship: the 

role of perceived team conflict and gender on well-being. Small Business Economics. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-025-01111-5  

Ustun, B., Adler, L. A., Rudin, C., Faraone, S. V., Spencer, T. J., Berglund, P., Gruber, M. J., & 

Kessler, R. C. (2017). The World Health Organization Adult Attention-

Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder Self-Report Screening Scale for DSM-5. JAMA 

Psychiatry, 74(5), 520. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2017.0298  

Uy, M. A., Foo, M.-D., & Song, Z. (2013). Joint effects of prior start-up experience and coping 

strategies on entrepreneurs’ psychological well-being. Journal of Business Venturing, 

28(5), 583-597. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2012.04.003  

Vallverdú, J., & Alshanskaia, E. (2025). Neurodiverse AI. BioNanoScience, 15(3). 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12668-025-02028-9  



124 
 

Venkataraman, S. (2019). Advances in Entrepreneurship, Firm Emergence and Growth. In J. A. 

Katz & A. C. Corbet (Eds.), Seminal Ideas for the Next Twenty-Five Years of Advances 

(Vol. 21, pp. 15). Emerald Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/s1074-

754020190000021009  

Verheul, I., Block, J., Burmeister-Lamp, K., Thurik, R., Tiemeier, H., & Turturea, R. (2015). 

ADHD-like behavior and entrepreneurial intentions. Small Business Economics, 45(1), 

85-101. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-015-9642-4  

Verheul, I., Rietdijk, W., Block, J., Franken, I., Larsson, H., & Thurik, R. (2016). The association 

between attention-deficit/hyperactivity (ADHD) symptoms and self-employment. 

European Journal of Epidemiology, 31(8), 793-801. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10654-016-

0159-1  

Wach, D., Stephan, U., Weinberger, E., & Wegge, J. (2021). Entrepreneurs' stressors and well-

being: A recovery perspective and diary study. Journal of Business Venturing, 36(5), 

106016. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2020.106016  

White, H. A. (2020). Thinking “Outside the Box”: Unconstrained Creative Generation in Adults 

with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 54(2), 

472-483. https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.382  

White, H. A., & Shah, P. (2006). Uninhibited imaginations: Creativity in adults with Attention-

Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder. Personality and Individual Differences, 40(6), 1121-1131. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.11.007  

White, H. A., & Shah, P. (2011). Creative style and achievement in adults with attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Personality and Individual Differences, 50(5), 673-677. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.12.015  



125 
 

Wiklund, J., Nikolaev, B., Shir, N., Foo, M.-D., & Bradley, S. (2019). Entrepreneurship and well-

being: Past, present, and future. Journal of Business Venturing, 34(4), 579-588. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2019.01.002  

Wiklund, J., Patzelt, H., & Dimov, D. (2016). Entrepreneurship and psychological disorders: 

How ADHD can be productively harnessed. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 6, 

14-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2016.07.001  

Wiklund, J., Yu, W., Tucker, R., & Marino, L. D. (2017). ADHD, impulsivity and 

entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 32(6), 627-656. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2017.07.002  

Wiklund, J., Yu, W. E. I., & Patzelt, H. (2018). IMPULSIVITY AND ENTREPRENEURIAL 

ACTION. Academy of Management Perspectives, 32(3), 379-403. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0177  

Willcutt, E. G., Nigg, J. T., Pennington, B. F., Solanto, M. V., Rohde, L. A., Tannock, R., Loo, S. 

K., Carlson, C. L., McBurnett, K., & Lahey, B. B. (2012). Validity of DSM-IV attention 

deficit/hyperactivity disorder symptom dimensions and subtypes. Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology, 121(4), 991-1010. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027347  

Williams, A. (1985). Stress and The Entrepreneurial Role. International Small Business Journal, 

3(4), 11-25. https://doi.org/10.1177/026624268500300401  

Wilson, F., Kickul, J., & Marlino, D. (2007). Gender, entrepreneurial self–efficacy, and 

entrepreneurial career intentions: Implications for entrepreneurship education. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 31(3), 387-406. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00179.x  



126 
 

Wismans, A., Thurik, R., Verheul, I., Torrès, O., & Kamei, K. (2020). Attention‐Deficit 

Hyperactivity Disorder Symptoms and Entrepreneurial Orientation: A Replication Note. 

Applied Psychology, 69(3), 1093-1112. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12247  

Young, S., Adamo, N., Ásgeirsdóttir, B. B., Branney, P., Beckett, M., Colley, W., Cubbin, S., 

Deeley, Q., Farrag, E., Gudjonsson, G., Hill, P., Hollingdale, J., Kilic, O., Lloyd, T., 

Mason, P., Paliokosta, E., Perecherla, S., Sedgwick, J., Skirrow, C., . . . Woodhouse, E. 

(2020). Females with ADHD: An expert consensus statement taking a lifespan approach 

providing guidance for the identification and treatment of attention-deficit/ hyperactivity 

disorder in girls and women. BMC Psychiatry, 20(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-020-

02707-9  

Young, Z., Tickle, A., Gillott, A., & Groom, M. (2019). Psychological impact of an adult ADHD 

diagnosis:“A blessing and a curse?”. Life Span Disability, 22, 173-203. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/341001734_Psychological_impact_of_an_adult

_ADHD_diagnosis_A_blessing_and_a_curse  

Yu, W., Wiklund, J., & Pérez-Luño, A. (2021). ADHD Symptoms, Entrepreneurial Orientation 

(EO), and Firm Performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 45(1), 92-117. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719892987  

ZenBusiness. (2023, June 14, 2023). New ZenBusiness Research Finds Class of 2023 Sees 

Neurodiversity as an Asset in Leadership & is Primed to be the Most Entrepreneurial. 

Business Wire. https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20230614082058/en/New-

ZenBusiness-Research-Finds-Class-of-2023-Sees-Neurodiversity-as-an-Asset-in-

Leadership-is-Primed-to-be-the-Most-Entrepreneurial 

  



127 
 

APPENDIX A: DIGITAL SURVEY 

Informed Consent to Participate in Research regarding Entrepreneurship, Coping with 

Stress, and Traits Commonly Associated with ADHD 

Principal Investigator: Jennifer Adelhardt, jadelhar@charlotte.edu 

Advisor: Dr. Laura Stanley, lstantl11@charlotte.edu 

University of North Carolina at Charlotte 

Thank you so much for considering participation in this important research. This study examines 

how certain personal traits, including those commonly associated with Attention-

Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), relate to how individuals adapt to challenges, manage 

stress, and advance entrepreneurial ideas. It also examines the strategies people use to cope with 

stress and how those strategies may influence entrepreneurial activity. 

Who can participate 

You may participate if you are an individual 18 years of age or older. You do not need to have an 

ADHD diagnosis, identify as having ADHD traits, or identify as an entrepreneur to take part in 

this study. 

What you will be asked to do 

If you agree to participate, you will complete an online survey that takes approximately 15 

minutes, and there are no right or wrong answers. Your unique experiences and perspectives are 

valuable, and your participation contributes meaningfully to research aimed at making 

entrepreneurship more accessible and inclusive for people from all backgrounds and brain types. 

Why this research matters 

By participating, you will be helping to generate new insights that may inform future training, 

coaching, and support resources for entrepreneurs with diverse thinking styles and life 
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experiences. Your responses will help create a more complete and accurate picture of the factors 

that support sustainable entrepreneurship. 

Voluntary participation 

Participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You may stop at any time without penalty by 

simply closing your browser window. 

Risks 

There are no anticipated physical risks to survey participants. Some questions ask you to reflect 

on traits, behaviors, coping strategies, stress, and work-related experiences. Some individuals 

may experience mild emotional discomfort during self-reflection (for example, when considering 

challenges related to attention, impulsivity, stress, or work-related experiences). 

Confidentiality 

Your survey responses will be collected without your name or any other direct identifying 

information. At the end of the survey, you may choose to share your contact information to 

receive a summary of the study findings (anticipated around by December 2026), be contacted 

for similar future research, and/or enter a drawing for one of ten (10) $100 Amazon gift cards as 

a “thank you” for fully completing the survey. Ten (10) submitted email addresses will be 

randomly selected/drawn to receive a gift card. If you choose to share your name and email 

address after the survey is complete, this information will be collected separately from your 

survey responses, stored securely, and will not be associated with your survey answers. Your 

contact information, if submitted, will only be used for the purpose(s) you agree to. 
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Incentive (gift card drawing) 

If you choose to enter the gift card drawing, ten (10) email addresses will be randomly selected 

to receive a $100 Amazon.com gift card. Providing your email address for the drawing is 

optional. 

Questions 

If you have questions about the study at any time, feel free to contact Jennifer Adelhardt from the 

Belk College of Business at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte at 

jadelhar@charlotte.edu. Additionally, you may contact the UNCC Office of Research Protections 

and Integrity at uncc-irb@charlotte.edu with any questions regarding your rights as a research 

participant, complaints, or concerns about which you do not feel you can discuss with the 

researcher. You may also contact Dr. Laura Stanley at the Belk College of Business, University 

of North Carolina at Charlotte, at lstantl11@charlotte.edu. 

Copy of this consent information 

If you would like to keep a copy of this document for your records, please print or download a 

copy of this consent information by printing this page from the browser now. You may also 

contact the researcher to request a copy. 

By clicking Continue, you agree to the terms and conditions above. 

[Continue]  [Disagree & Stop] 
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An image of how this appeared on the screen can be found here: 
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Section 1: General Demographics & Screening Questions 

1. Birth Year: ____ (4-digit whole number; screening question – excluding anyone born 

more recently than 2007) 

2. What country do you live in? (drop-down list) 

3. (If country selected is the United States of America) What state do you live in? (drop-

down list of states and U.S. territories) 

4. Gender (single selection) 

o Male 

o Female 

o Gender non-binary 

o Other 

o Prefer not to answer 

5. Which category best describes your ethnicity? (single selection) 

o White/Caucasian 

o Black/African American 

o Hispanic/Latino 

o Asian 

o Native American/Alaska Native 

o Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

o Middle Eastern/North African 

o Mixed/Multiple ethnicities 

o Other 
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6. Marital status (single selection) 

o Single, Never Married 

o Married 

o Domestic partnership 

o Separated 

o Divorced 

o Widowed 

o Other 

7. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (single selection) 

o Less than high school 

o High school diploma or equivalent (GED) 

o Some college, no degree 

o Associate's degree 

o Bachelor's degree 

o Master's degree 

o Professional degree or doctoral degree 

Section 2: Exposure to entrepreneurship (Krueger, 1993) 

1. Have your parent(s) or guardian(s) ever started a business? (Yes/No) 

2. Do you know anyone else who has ever started a business? (Yes/No) 

3. Have you ever worked for a small or new company? (Yes/No) (BarNir et al., 2011) 
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Section 3: Entrepreneurial venturing (Lerner et al., 2019; Reynolds, 2009; Verheul et al., 2016) 

1. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business, including any form 

of self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? (Yes/No) 

2. Are you, alone or with others, now trying to start a new business or a new venture for 

your employer, an effort that is part of your normal work? (Yes/No) 

3. Are you, alone or with others, currently the owner of a business you help manage, 

including self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? (Yes/No) 

4. Have you ever, alone or with others, started a new business or owned a business, 

including any form of self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? 

(Yes/No) 

IF at least one question from Section 3 was answered in the affirmative, follow up with (show) 
the following section: 
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Section 4: Entrepreneurial opportunity evaluation (OES) (Scheaf et al., 2020) 

Please answer the following set of questions while thinking about your current business or the 

business you are trying to start. Answer each question on a scale of 1-5 (1 = “Strongly 

disagree;” 5 = “Strongly agree”). 

  Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

I see large potential gains for myself in pursuing 
this business opportunity. 1 2 3 4 5 

The potential upside in pursuing this business 
opportunity is large for me. 1 2 3 4 5 

Pursuing this business opportunity would result in 
big profits for me. 1 2 3 4 5 

I want to learn more about pursuing this business 
opportunity. 1 2 3 4 5 

I would love working on making this business 
opportunity a reality. 1 2 3 4 5 

Pursuing this business opportunity would be 
enjoyable for me. 1 2 3 4 5 

I have what it takes to create this business 
opportunity. 1 2 3 4 5 

Please select “Neutral” (3) for this question. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am well-equipped to pursue this business 
opportunity. 1 2 3 4 5 

At this point in my life, it would be easy for me to 
go after this business opportunity. 1 2 3 4 5 

At this point in my life, I have no barriers 
preventing me from pursuing this business 
opportunity. 

1 2 3 4 5 

For me, the potential for loss in pursuing this 
business opportunity is high 1 2 3 4 5 

The overall riskiness of pursuing this business 
opportunity is high for me 1 2 3 4 5 

The size of the potential loss in pursuing this 
business opportunity is large for me 1 2 3 4 5 

For me, the exposure to loss in pursuing this 
business opportunity is sizeable 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Section 5: Entrepreneurial Action/Effort (Edelman & Yli–Renko, 2010; Reynolds et al., 2004) 

1. Will you personally own all, part, or none of this new business? (Radio button options: 

All; Part; None; I don’t know) 

2. Has this business received any money, income, or fees for more than six of the past 

twelve months? (Radio button options: Yes; No; I don’t know) 
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3. Has monthly revenue been more than monthly expenses for more than six of the past 

twelve months? (Radio button options: Revenue greater than expenses; Expenses greater 

than revenue; I don’t know) 

4. Did the monthly expenses include salaries or wages for the owners active in managing 

the business for more than six of the past twelve months? (Radio button options: Yes; No; 

I don’t know) 

5. Has a business plan been prepared for this start-up? (Radio button options: Yes; No; I 

don’t know) 

6. Has a start-up team been organized? (Radio button options: Yes; No; I don’t know) 

7. Have financial institutions or other people been asked for funds? (Radio button options: 

Yes; No; I don’t know) 

8. Have any employees or managers been hired for pay (workers that would not share 

ownership)? (Radio button options: Yes; No; I don’t know) 
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Section 6: ADHD-Related Questions (WHO ASRS 1.1 (Kessler et al., 2005) -18 items) 

Please think about how you’ve felt and conducted yourself in the past 6 months and answer each 

question on a scale of 1-5 (1 = “Never;” 5 = “Very often”): 

  Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very Often 

How often do you have trouble wrapping up the final 
details of a project, once the challenging parts have 
been done?* 

1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you have difficulty getting things in 
order when you have to do a task that requires 
organization?* 

1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you have problems remembering 
appointments or obligations?* 1 2 3 4 5 

When you have a task that requires a lot of thought, 
how often do you avoid or delay getting started?* 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you fidget or squirm with your hands or 
feet when you have to sit down for a long time?* 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you feel overly active and compelled to 
do things, like you were driven by a motor?* 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you make careless mistakes when you 
have to work on a boring or difficult project? 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you have difficulty keeping your 
attention when you are doing boring or repetitive 
work? 

1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you have difficulty concentrating on 
what people say to you, even when they are speaking 
to you directly? 

1 2 3 4 5 

Please select “Sometimes” (3) for this question. 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you misplace or have difficulty finding 
things at home or work? 1 2 3 4 5 

How often are you distracted by activity or noise 
around you? 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you leave your seat in meetings or other 
situations in which you are expected to remain seated? 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you feel restless or fidgety? 1 2 3 4 5 
How often do you have difficulty unwinding and 
relaxing when you have time to yourself? 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you find yourself talking too much 
when you are in social situations? 1 2 3 4 5 

When you’re in a conversation, how often do you find 
yourself finishing the sentences of the people you are 
talking to, before they can finish them themselves? 

1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you have difficulty waiting your turn in 
situations when turn-taking is required? 1 2 3 4 5 

How often do you interrupt others when they are 
busy? 1 2 3 4 5 
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ADHD Diagnosis & Management (CDC, 2024d; Staley et al., 2024) 

1. Have you ever been diagnosed with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) or 

Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) by a doctor or other health professional? (single-select 

option) 

o Yes, I have been formally diagnosed 

o No, I haven’t been formally diagnosed, but I identify with having ADHD and/or 

ADD traits 

o No, I haven’t been diagnosed, nor do I identify with having ADHD traits (if “no” 

is selected, participant moves on to next section) 

Conditional questions if question one is answered “Yes…”: 

2. Do you currently have ADHD? (yes/no selection) 

3. Which type of ADHD have you been diagnosed with? (single-select option) 

o ADHD-Inattentive or ADD 

o ADHD-Hyperactive/Impulsive 

o ADHD-Combined Type 

o I don’t know 

4. How old were you when a doctor or other health professional first diagnosed you with 

ADHD? (single-select option) 

o 11 years old or younger 

o 12-17 years old 

o 18-24 years old 

o 25-44 years old 

o 45 years old or older 
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5. During the past 12 months, have you received counseling or therapy from a mental health 

professional to help you with your ADHD? (yes/no selection) 

6. During the past 12 months, were you prescribed medication to help you with your 

ADHD? (yes/no selection) 

7. (Optional) If yes/identify with having ADHD traits, how would you describe how ADHD 

impacts your life and business – both positive and negative? (open text response) 

 
Section 6: Coping (Brief COPE Inventory (Carver, 1997) – 28 items, randomized) 

This section asks about how you typically respond to stress in your entrepreneurial venture. 

People cope with challenges in many different ways. There are no “right” or “wrong” answers. 

Think about the past 6 months and, for each statement, indicate how often you’ve been doing 

what it describes, without judging whether it works or not. Answer as honestly as you can, 

thinking about your recent experiences. Each item is separate, so rate them one at a time. Your 

responses are confidential and will only be used for research purposes. 

Please answer each question on a scale of 1-5 (1 = “Never;” 5 = “Very often”) 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Very 
Often 

I’ve been turning to work or other activities to take my 
mind off things. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been concentrating my efforts on doing something 
about the situation I’m in. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been saying to myself, “This isn’t real.” 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been using alcohol or other drugs to make myself 
feel better. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been getting emotional support from others. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been giving up trying to deal with it. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been taking action to try to make the situation 
better. 1 2 3 4 5 
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 Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Very 
Often 

I’ve been refusing to believe that it has happened. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been saying things to let my unpleasant feelings 
escape. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been getting help and advice from other people. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been using alcohol or other drugs to help me get 
through it. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been trying to see it in a different light, to make it 
seem more positive. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been criticizing myself. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been trying to come up with a strategy about what 
to do. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been getting comfort and understanding from 
someone. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been giving up the attempt to cope. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been looking for something good in what is 
happening. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been making jokes about it. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been doing something to think about it less, such 
as going to movies, watching TV, reading, 
daydreaming, sleeping, or shopping. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been accepting the reality of the fact that it has 
happened. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been expressing my negative feelings. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been trying to find comfort in my religion or 
spiritual beliefs. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been trying to get advice or help from other people 
about what to do. 1 2 3 4 5 

I’ve been learning to live with it. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been thinking hard about what steps to take. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been blaming myself for things that happened. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been praying or meditating. 1 2 3 4 5 
I’ve been making fun of the situation. 1 2 3 4 5 
Please select “Sometimes” (3) for this question. 
(randomly placed amongst the questions) 1 2 3 4 5 

 
(Optional) Open-ended (open-ended text boxes): 

1. Please describe ways you have found effective in coping with the stress in your life when 
it comes to your business. 
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2. Please describe ways you have used to cope with stress in your business that have not 
been particularly effective. 

 
(SEPARATE FROM SURVEY) Optional contact information for compensation (to be 

collected separately, after survey completion, and not associated with survey responses): 

1. Name (text box field; required for gift card) 

2. Email address (text box field; required for gift card) 

3. Would you be interested in learning more about the results of this study? (Yes/No) 

4. Would you be interested in being invited to take part in future research studies like this 

one? (Yes/No) 

The final page of the survey thanks participants for their participation in the study. 
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APPENDIX B: PRIMARY MEASURES 

Variable Measure Source Citations 
(Google 
Scholar) 

Notes 

IV: ADHD 
Hyperactive/ 
Impulsive 

Adult ADHD 
Self-Report 
Scale 
(ASRS) 

(Kessler et al., 
2005) 
Psychological 
Medicine and 
used by the 
World Health 
Organization 
(WHO) 

3,877 
(as of 
4/26/2025) 

18 items. Wiklund and others use an 
even more abbreviated (6-question) 
ASRS scale (Kessler et al., 2007; 
Wiklund et al., 2017), but this study 
utilizes the 18-question scale (Kessler 
et al., 2005) instead of the ASRS-6 
(Kessler et al., 2007) to capture greater 
detail between hyperactive/impulsive 
vs. inattentive types of ADHD traits. 
Using the full 18-question scale is 
recommended when investigating the 
more specific traits like impulsivity 
(Antshel, 2018; Stanton et al., 2018). 

IV: ADHD 
Inattentive 

Moderator: 
Problem-focused 
coping 

Brief Coping 
Orientation to 
Problems 
Experienced 
(COPE) 
Inventory 

(Carver, 1997) 
International 
Journal of 
Behavioral 
Medicine 

10,909 
(as of 
5/1/2025) 

28 items. The original COPE scale has 
60 items, and the Brief COPE has 28. 
The Brief COPE scale has been widely 
used and validated, and is a more 
practical measure, while still being 
reliable, for this research. 

Moderator: 
Emotion-focused 
coping 
DV: 
Entrepreneurial 
Venturing 

Venturing/ 
entrepreneurial 
action 

(Reynolds, 
2009) Small 
Business 
Economics 

 
102 
(as of 
10/22/2025) 
 

1. Are you, alone or with others, 
currently trying to start a new business, 
including any form of self-employment 
or selling any goods or services to 
others? (Yes/No) 
2. Are you, alone or with others, now 
trying to start a new business or a new 
venture for your employer, an effort that 
is part of your normal work? (Yes/No) 
3. Are you, alone or with others, 
currently the owner of a business you 
help manage, including self-
employment or selling any goods or 
services to others? (Yes/No) 

(Edelman & 
Yli-Renko, 
2010) 

568 (as of 
3/31/2026) 

1. Has a business plan been prepared 
for this start-up? 
2. Has a start-up team been organized? 
3. Have financial institutions or other 
people been asked for funds? 
4. Have any employees or managers 
been hired for pay (workers that would 
not share ownership)? 

Control: 
Exposure to 
Entrepreneurship 

 (Krueger, 
1993) 
Entrepreneurs
hip Theory and 
Practice 

2,529 
(as of 
8/10/2025) 

1. Have your parent(s) or guardian(s) 
ever started a business? (Yes/No) 
2. Do you know anyone else who has 
ever started a business? (Yes/No) 
3. Have you ever worked for a small or 
new company? (Yes/No) 

Control: 
Diagnosis & 
Management 
(ADHD 
Treatment) 

 (Staley et al., 
2024) CDC 
Morbidity and 
Mortality 
Weekly Report 

53 
(as of 
10/7/2025) 

6 items. ADHD treatment is the 
moderating factor and has an impact on 
entrepreneurial action (Greidanus & 
Liao, 2021). 
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APPENDIX C: IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX D: DATA SECURITY PLAN 
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APPENDIX E: CODEBOOK 

Field Name Question/prompt Field type 

source 

Which URL the respondent used ("organic", 
"prolific", or "test" - not asked directly of the 
participant) 

Captured based on 
how participant 
entered the survey 

S0Q1 
By clicking Continue, you agree to the terms and 
conditions above. 

"Continue" button 
press 

S1Q1 Birth Year 

Single selection 
from drop-down 
list 

Age Age 

Calculated 
approximate age 
based on (2026-
Birth Year) 

S1Q2_country What country do you live in? 

Single selection 
from drop-down 
list 

S1Q2_state What state do you live in? 

Single selection 
from drop-down 
list 

S1Q3 Gender 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S1Q4 Which category best describes your ethnicity? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S1Q5 Marital Status 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S1Q6 
What is the highest level of education you have 
completed? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 
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Field Name Question/prompt Field type 

S2Q1 
Have your parent(s) or guardian(s) ever started a 
business? 

Single selection: 
yes or no button 

S2Q2 
Do you know anyone else who has ever started a 
business? 

Single selection: 
yes or no button 

S2Q3 Have you ever worked for a small or new company? 
Single selection: 
yes or no button 

S3Q1 

Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start 
a new business, including any form of self-
employment or selling any goods or services to 
others? 

Single selection: 
yes or no button 

S3Q2 

Are you, alone or with others, now trying to start a 
new business or a new venture for your employer, an 
effort that is part of your normal work? 

Single selection: 
yes or no button 

S3Q3 

Are you, alone or with others, currently the owner of a 
business you help manage, including self-employment 
or selling any goods or services to others? 

Single selection: 
yes or no button 

S3Q4 

Have you ever, alone or with others, started a new 
business or owned a business, including any form of 
self-employment or selling any goods or services to 
others? 

Single selection: 
yes or no button 

S4Q1 
I see large potential gains for myself in pursuing this 
business opportunity. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q2 
The potential upside in pursuing this business 
opportunity is large for me. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q3 
Pursuing this business opportunity would result in big 
profits for me. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q4 
I want to learn more about pursuing this business 
opportunity. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q5 
I would love working on making this business 
opportunity a reality. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q6 
Pursuing this business opportunity would be 
enjoyable for me. Likert scale of 1-5 
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Field Name Question/prompt Field type 

S4Q7 
I have what it takes to create this business 
opportunity. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q8 Please select "Neutral" (3) for this question. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q9 
I am well-equipped to pursue this business 
opportunity. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q10 
At this point in my life, it would be easy for me to go 
after this business opportunity. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q11 
At this point in my life, I have no barriers preventing 
me from pursuing this business opportunity. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q12 
For me, the potential for loss in pursuing this business 
opportunity is high. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q13 
The overall riskiness of pursuing this business 
opportunity is high for me. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q14 
The size of the potential loss in pursuing this business 
opportunity is large for me. Likert scale of 1-5 

S4Q15 
For me, the exposure to loss in pursuing this business 
opportunity is sizeable. Likert scale of 1-5 

S5Q1 
Will you personally own all, part, or none of this new 
business? Single selection 

S5Q2 
Has this business received any money, income, or fees 
for more than six of the past twelve months? Single selection 

S5Q3 
Has monthly revenue been more than monthly 
expenses for more than six of the past twelve months? Single selection 

S5Q4 

Did the monthly expenses include salaries or wages 
for the owners active in managing the business for 
more than six of the past twelve months? Single selection 

S5Q5 Has a business plan been prepared for this start-up? Single selection 

S5Q6 Has a start-up team been organized? Single selection 

S5Q7 
Have financial institutions or other people been asked 
for funds? Single selection 
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Field Name Question/prompt Field type 

S5Q8 
Have any employees or managers been hired for pay 
(workers that would not share ownership)? Single selection 

S6Q1 

How often do you have trouble wrapping up the final 
details of a project, once the challenging parts have 
been done? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q2 

How often do you have difficulty getting things in 
order when you have to do a task that requires 
organization? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q3 
How often do you have problems remembering 
appointments or obligations? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q4 
When you have a task that requires a lot of thought, 
how often do you avoid or delay getting started? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q5 
How often do you fidget or squirm with your hands or 
feet when you have to sit down for a long time? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q6 
How often do you feel overly active and compelled to 
do things, like you were driven by a motor? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q7 
How often do you make careless mistakes when you 
have to work on a boring or difficult project? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q8 

How often do you have difficulty keeping your 
attention when you are doing boring or repetitive 
work? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q9 

How often do you have difficulty concentrating on 
what people say to you, even when they are speaking 
to you directly? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q10 Please select "Sometimes" (3) for this question. Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q11 
How often do you misplace or have difficulty finding 
things at home or work? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q12 
How often are you distracted by activity or noise 
around you? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q13 
How often do you leave your seat in meetings or other 
situations in which you are expected to remain seated? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q14 How often do you feel restless or fidgety? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q15 
How often do you have difficulty unwinding and 
relaxing when you have time to yourself? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q16 
How often do you find yourself talking too much 
when you are in social situations? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q17 

When you’re in a conversation, how often do you find 
yourself finishing the sentences of the people you are 
talking to, before they can finish them themselves? Likert scale of 1-5 
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Field Name Question/prompt Field type 

S6Q18 
How often do you have difficulty waiting your turn in 
situations when turn-taking is required? Likert scale of 1-5 

S6Q19 
How often do you interrupt others when they are 
busy? Likert scale of 1-5 

S7Q1 

Have you ever been diagnosed with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) or Attention Deficit 
Disorder (ADD) by a doctor or other health 
professional? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S7Q2 Do you currently have ADHD? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S7Q3 Which type of ADHD have you been diagnosed with? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S7Q4 
How old were you when a doctor or other health 
professional first diagnosed you with ADHD? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S7Q5 

During the past 12 months, have you received 
counseling or therapy from a mental health 
professional to help you with your ADHD? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S7Q6 
During the past 12 months, were you prescribed 
medication to help you with your ADHD? 

Single selection 
from radio button 
list 

S7Q7 

(Optional) How would you describe how ADHD 
impacts your life and business – both positive and 
negative? 

Open-ended text 
box 

S8Q1 
I turn to work or other activities to take my mind off 
things. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q2 
I concentrate my efforts on doing something about the 
situation I’m in. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q3 I say to myself, “This isn’t real.” Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q4 
I use alcohol or other drugs to make myself feel 
better. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q5 I get emotional support from others. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q6 I give up trying to deal with it. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q7 I take action to try to make the situation better. Likert scale of 1-5 
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Field Name Question/prompt Field type 

S8Q8 I refuse to believe that it has happened. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q9 I say things to let my unpleasant feelings escape. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q10 I get help and advice from other people. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q11 I use alcohol or other drugs to help me get through it. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q12 
I try to see it in a different light, to make it seem more 
positive. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q13 I criticize myself. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q14 I try to come up with a strategy about what to do. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q15 I get comfort and understanding from someone. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q16 I give up the attempt to cope. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q17 I look for something good in what is happening. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q18 I make jokes about it. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q19 

I do something to think about it less, such as going to 
movies, watching TV, reading, daydreaming, 
sleeping, or shopping. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q20 I accept the reality of the fact that it has happened. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q21 I express my negative feelings. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q22 I try to find comfort in my religion or spiritual beliefs. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q23 
I try to get advice or help from other people about 
what to do. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q24 I learn to live with it. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q25 I think hard about what steps to take. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q26 I blame myself for things that happened. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q27 I pray or meditate. Likert scale of 1-5 
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Field Name Question/prompt Field type 

S8Q28 I make fun of the situation. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q30 Please select "Sometimes" (3) for this question. Likert scale of 1-5 

S8Q31 

Please describe ways you have found to be effective 
in helping you cope with the stress in your life when it 
comes to your work or business. 

Open-ended text 
box 

S8Q32 

Please describe ways you have used to cope with 
stress in your work or business that you did not find to 
be particularly effective. 

Open-ended text 
box 
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APPENDIX F: SOCIAL MEDIA POST 
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APPENDIX G: EMAIL 

Hi ________, 
I’m writing to share an opportunity to participate in a research study being conducted as part of a 
doctoral research project at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte. 
 
This study examines how certain personal traits, including those commonly associated with 
ADHD, along with different coping strategies, relate to how individuals manage stress, adapt to 
challenges, and pursue entrepreneurial ideas and career experiences. The goal is to better 
understand how diverse thinking styles and coping strategies impact entrepreneurial activity. 
Participation involves completing an anonymous, one-time online survey that takes 
approximately 20 minutes. There are no right or wrong answers, participation is entirely 
voluntary, and the only requirement is that participants be over 18. 
 
At the end of the survey, participants may choose to provide their contact information to 
receive a summary of the study findings, potentially be contacted for future related research, 
and/or enter a drawing for one of ten $100 Amazon.com gift cards as a “thank you.” Providing 
contact information for these options is completely optional and will be collected separately from 
survey responses. 
 
If you are interested in learning more or participating, you can review the study information 
and access the survey here: https://www.strategiccuriosity.com/survey/dissertation-study 
 
I would also appreciate it if you could share this invitation with others who may be 
interested. Feel free to forward this email and/or share on social media. To make things as easy 
as possible, here is a Google Doc with a few ideas for social media sharing - feel free to use this 
language or similar when sharing. 
 
This research is being done under the direction of Dr. Laura Stanley, UNC Charlotte. Please 
don’t hesitate to reach out with any questions or feedback, and thank you for considering 
participating in this important research. 

Jennifer Adelhardt, Principal Investigator: jadelhar@charlotte.edu 
Dr. Laura Stanley, Faculty Advisor: lstanl11@charlotte.edu 

 
Please don't hesitate to reach out with any questions or feedback in the interim. 
 
With gratitude, 
Jen 
 
———————————————————— 
Jennifer M.L. Adelhardt | Adjunct Faculty & DBA Scholar 
UNC Charlotte | Belk College of Business 
320 E. 9th Street | Charlotte, NC  28202 
jadelhar@charlotte.edu | dba.charlotte.edu 
LinkedIn: https://www.linkedin.com/in/jenniferadelhardt/ 
———————————————————— 


