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Abstract

:

Finance, incubation, managerial support initiatives, and technological innovation have all been identified as major drivers of SMEs’ business location. Despite the importance of SMEs, little attention has been paid to business research regarding the impact of government support, business style, and entrepreneurial sustainability on SME activities in rural, semi-urban, and urban areas. Identifying the necessary support for SMEs in rural, semi-urban, and urban areas is critical for the government as well as stakeholders and SME owners in assessing their survival status and other goal-setting achievements. The article’s central question is whether government support, business style, and entrepreneurship sustainability affect SME operations differently depending on location (rural, semi-urban, or urban). The MANOVA technique was used for the analysis to determine whether there is a significant difference between groups on a composite dependent variable as well as the univariate results for each dependent variable separately. Because conducting a series of studies (ANOVA) reveals the possibility of an inflated Type 1 error, MANOVA is preferred. The test re-test reliability method (trustworthiness assessment of the questionnaire) and the Cronbach Alpha test (internal consistency of instrument sections) yielded satisfactory results of 0.70 and 0.875, respectively. Government support (GS), business style (BS), and entrepreneurial sustainability were used as dependent variables (SE). The independent variable was the business location. On the combined dependent variables, there was a statistically significant difference between SME location: F (3, 902) = 20.388, p = 0.001, Wilks’ Lambda = 0.88, partial eta squared = 0.06. When the results for the dependent variables were considered separately, they all reached statistical significance, using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of 0.017. BS: F (1, 904) = 13.29, p ≤ 001, partial eta squared = 0.03. GS: F (1, 904) = 30.28, p ≤ 0.001, partial eta squared = 0.06. SE: F (1, 904) = 8.08, p ≤ 0.001, partial eta squared = 0.02. The findings show that locational effects on government support have a knock-on effect on the business plan and long-term entrepreneurship. As a result, the government must reconsider its rural activities to ensure that support is distributed equitably across levels of location.
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1. Introduction


The significance of small and medium-sized businesses (SMEs) has been highlighted in the current business environment (Fatoki 2018; Nguyen et al. 2018; Ogujiuba et al. 2021c). Small, micro, and medium-sized companies (SMMEs) continue to be the main engines of any economy, according to Zhou and Gumbo (2021); hence, all levels of government must support their initiatives. Other theories have been put out as to why SMEs fail, whether they do so early on in operations or as they grow (Farja et al. 2017; Otto 2018). Few of the failure factors include finances (Feng et al. 2020), managerial incompetence (Abrham et al. 2015), a lack of government support (Xiang and Worthington 2017; Lee et al. 2011), a lack of infrastructure (Ajide 2020), and the environment (Hamann et al. 2015; Ogujiuba et al. 2021b). Furthermore, although Zhou and Gumbo (2021) and Simarasi et al. (2021) emphasized location as a major barrier to the success or failure of SMEs and stated that this gap must be crossed, Farja et al. (2017) linked this failure to a lack of skill acquisition. The failure of SMEs in South Africa, according to Ladzani and Netswera (2009) and Ogujiuba et al. (2021c), was blamed on a lack of government support, either in the form of start-up funding or operating funds. Some of the most significant government support systems for SMEs in South Africa are the Small Enterprise Development Agency (SEDA), the Rural Economic Development Initiative, and Khula Enterprise Finance. Ogujiuba et al. (2021a) identified financial, social, and environmental elements as the main entrepreneurial drivers of company performance for SMEs in South Africa. Both Fatoki (2014) and Masocha and Fatoki (2018) highlighted how crucial an entrepreneur’s style is to the continuation and expansion of any business. Entrepreneurship sustainability is another element that might have an impact on SME growth (Jia et al. 2020). Nguyen et al. (2018) claim that government support in the areas of finance, incubation guidance, managerial support programs, and technical innovation are key factors influencing the location of SME businesses. Innovative and technical adaptability, according to Pu et al. (2021), is a significant engine that could boost entrepreneurial sustainability. Even though the industry has been successful in creating a lot of jobs, the majority of the participants still operate below capacity. Small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in Africa have a greater potential to increase GDP and job opportunities than SMEs in other affluent nations. Due to the locational effects of government support for SME activities in rural and urban regions, entrepreneurial activity may move from rural to urban areas or vice versa. According to Freeman and his colleagues (2012), a company’s location, whether rural or urban, may, in theory, help SMEs run more effectively because businesses’ resource and capacity profiles differ in various locations. Having connections to their metropolitan counterparts can help rural and urban entrepreneurs participate in long-term economic involvement, claim Mayer et al. (2016). Despite this, government assistance for SME activity in rural and urban areas has received little attention from business studies.



However, in Africa, besides their critical and positive role, many SMEs face numerous challenges in semi-urban and rural settings, ranging from power shortage, lack of capital, poor management skills and competencies, and inadequate information and corruption. This article stands out in three ways. To begin, the study’s main question is: “Do government support, business style, and entrepreneurial sustainability affect SMEs differently depending on whether they are in a rural, semi-urban, or urban location?” This is a complex subject that has not received much consideration in business studies. According to Cravo and Piza, the level and cost of government support for businesses vary (Cravo and Piza 2016). As a result, differences between grant and loan support may be connected to the overhead associated with giving SMEs financial assistance (Simarasi et al. 2021). Furthermore, SMEs in cities outperform their local equivalents, according to Freeman et al. (2012), because of the strength of their business concepts. Second, each nation, including South Africa, experiences government support, unique entrepreneurial business methods, and sustainability initiatives with varying effects on the outputs of SMEs. By studying how each of these factors affects SME location in rural, semi-urban, and metropolitan areas of South Africa, this study advances previous research in the field. Finally, the use of multivariate analysis of variance in this study is noteworthy (MANOVA). It is a method that solves both the problems with primary data analysis, such as type 1 error, and the ease with which many dependent variables can be integrated into one, possibly leading to an econometric bias in conclusions. Nonetheless, this study adds to the small body of literature on the relationship between SME location and government support, business plans, and long-term entrepreneurship in South Africa. Thus, the objective of the article is to determine the impact of government support, business style, and entrepreneurial sustainability on the business location of SMEs in South Africa. The article is further divided into literature review; data and methods; results; and discussion and conclusion.




2. Literature Review


Numerous types of research have been conducted on the relationship between government support and entrepreneurial motivations (Otto 2018; Feng et al. 2020), but it is still unclear whether these supports differ or have similar effects on SME operations depending on location. In addition, while business models and sustainability strategies for entrepreneurship have been researched in the literature as indicators for SME success drivers, information on how they could influence SMEs’ activities based on geography is lacking. The government must investigate the problems that are contributing to —rural-urban SME mobility because government support for rural and urban entrepreneurship may differ.



2.1. Government Support as Driver of Business Location for SMEs in South Africa


One technique for helping South Africa’s rural economy flourish is government support for the establishment of SMEs in rural areas. —Rural-urban migration is common in South Africa, as it is in many other developing countries, necessitating government support (Ladzani and Netswera 2009). Lee et al. (2011) assessed the extent to which government assistance enables women’s participation in entrepreneurship in Korea, concluding that present levels of government support for women’s ownership are insufficient. The role of the government and other institutional assistance in Zimbabwe’s manufacturing sector was the subject of research by Zindiye et al. (2012). Using the chi-square method, the study discovered that government support has a positive impact on SME ownership in Zimbabwe. Ntiamoah et al. (2016) studied the agriculture sector in Ghana and discovered a positive relationship between SME ownership and government support. In other words, the ownership structure of SMEs in Ghana was influenced by government support. Feng et al. (2020) investigated the impact of capital on the ownership structure of SMEs in China, discovering that capital has a significant impact on the ownership outlook of listed real estate enterprises in the country. Abramov et al. (2017) found that private-equity firms were more productive than state-owned structures in a sample of 114 top companies in Russian cities. The study concluded that the variations in the effects of government control on ownership were relatively small, using private ownership to represent rural SMEs and public ownership to represent urban SMEs. Xiang and Worthington (2017) and Ogujiuba et al. (2021a) discovered that government financial support for SMEs has a positive influence on their performance. Park et al. (2019) compared nonmonetary diagnostic/support services (such as technical consultation, SME management mentoring, and business management) provided by the Korean government to SMEs and found that nonmonetary diagnostic/support services are insufficient to ensure small-scale enterprise survival. When financial support was extended to SME activities, sales production increased, and assets were expanded. Although the results of the binary probit regression model emphasized the need for government financial assistance, as modern classical economists have shown, the relevance of such assistance for SME survival and growth cannot be overestimated. The financial help provided by the Spanish government to SMEs enhanced their productivity and, as a result, their contribution to the national job creation effort regardless of location. Bertoni et al. (2018) investigated the association between government participatory loans and SME growth in Spain using Propensity-Score Matching and Instrumental Variable Analysis. Nguyen et al. (2018) explored how government support could affect SME financial performance in Vietnam using the econometric dynamic model technique, confirming prior findings of a positive relationship between the two variables. On the other hand, the level of government support manifested in the activities of rural SMEs differs from that of urban SMEs. This may be one of the reasons why SME actions are more visible and felt than their metropolitan counterparts. The government’s response to these inequalities may delay the movement of SMEs from rural to urban areas. Bureaucratic procedures, corruption, and service fees, according to Abioye et al. (2017), are some of the hurdles to government support for SMEs in Nigeria’s rural areas. Farja et al. (2017) recommended enhanced government assistance in the areas of funding and knowledge acquisition to the economic fortunes of rural areas and the formation of young SMEs. Government support for rural and urban SMEs in Israel has different locational repercussions, according to the study, with rural SMEs having less access to finance than their urban counterparts. This was seen as a major factor in the decline of rural SME activity, resulting in a rural–urban SME migration across the country. Mayer et al. (2016) attributed distance as one explanation for differences in the effects of government support on SME activity in rural and urban locations in another study.




2.2. Business Style as Driver of Business Location for SMEs in South Africa


Zhou and Gumbo (2021) dwelled much on the influence of location as a means of identifying business style in South Africa and submitted that the extent to which this affects ownership structure and performance is limited. Ndesaulwa and Kikula (2016) investigated how innovation as a form of business style in Tanzania and concluded that there was no consensus among the studies reviewed. In South Africa, Fatoki (2014) attributed attitude toward customers as one of the major poor business service styles that hinders the survival of new SMEs; just as AlQershi et al. (2020) observed that customers in the rural settings receive more attention because of their closeness to service providers. On the contrary, Otto (2018) submitted that the availability of credit facilities that usually resulted in bad debt by rural customers is one major barrier that limits the scope of expansion of SMEs at local business centers. In general, business style can have a variety of effects on how SMEs operate in terms of location requirements. In their study on the relationship between the idea of Mimicry Isomorphism and SME operations in South Africa, Masocha and Fatoki (2018) found two fundamental components of Mimicry Isomorphism (organizational ecology and institutional theory). Furthermore, the study conceived social development as an environmental, economic, and social trajectory, indicating that social stability as a business style has an important influence on SME placement and image laundering. As a result, whether in rural areas or metropolitan centers, socializing as a business approach will impact business location.



Entrepreneurial resilience, according to Fatoki (2018), is a personal trait of an entrepreneur that transfers into business success. This success was also ascribed to the owner’s business style, rather than just the management. As a result, regardless of whether SMEs are based in rural, semi-urban, or urban locations, business style as a success strategy remains sacred to their survival and continuous existence in South Africa. However, operational skills and strategic management, according to Urban and Naidoo (2012) and Sandada et al. (2014), are instruments of entrepreneurial sustainability that are currently lacking in SMEs in South Africa, resulting in business failures. However, due to the narrow scope of this research, it was acknowledged that their conclusions might not reflect the state of the economy in other sectors. As a result, entrepreneurial sustainability may have a distinct impact on SME operations, particularly in terms of location. Abrham et al. (2015) found that the managerial style of a company played a significant effect on the location of SMEs in the Czech Republic. The one-way error model’s findings also identified the size of an organization, age, and innovation as important influencing factors that determine the distribution of SMEs within the country, among other things. Paudel (2020) defined two types of leadership styles—transformative and transactional—and found that these two indices had a significant impact on entrepreneurial orientation in the management and location of SMEs in Nepal. Innovation and marketing are two instruments of SME performance. Realizing a business’ potential depends on its owner’s capacity to use these tools to accomplish its objectives. This is what is known as a transformational business style, according to Afriyie et al. (2019). Additionally, this kind of business is quite important for ensuring a company’s survival. The researchers used a combination of partial least squares structural equation modeling and bootstrapping techniques to show how transformational business approaches affect the operations of SMEs in Ghana. Because of this, an entrepreneur’s flexibility and dynamism while using the invention’s tool will help in adapting the current style when essential for a future business transfer.




2.3. Entrepreneurial Sustainability as Driver of Business Location for SMEs in South Africa


Entrepreneurship was named one of the solutions for economic success, progress, and development by Ogujiuba et al. (2021a). Jia et al. (2020) looked into how much China’s national innovative system has influenced the sustainability drive and ownership of SMEs and found that it had little bearing on their survival. Two main justifications were offered for this. The first was the support’s limited operational range, and the second was that the system’s top-down structure did not allow for the ownership sustainability structure of the SME. The entrepreneurial sustainability and ownership structure of SMEs are often positively impacted by the government’s well-planned and targeted support. Iskandar et al. (2017) linked corporate governance as a characteristic of entrepreneurial sustainability and the ownership structure of SMEs in Malaysia. According to the study, effective corporate governance is a result of the ownership structure and helps SMEs remain sustainable. In a study by Lamoureux et al. (2019) on sustainability methods used by SMEs in the USA, it was found that a significant barrier to achieving the benefits of SMEs’ sustainability programs was the absence of government direction. According to the study, sustainability packages of SMEs include the usage of renewable energies, recycling/waste reduction, and sourcing from local suppliers of production inputs. In essence, relying on local inputs helped in conserving funds and therefore resulted in financial prudence Songling et al. (2018) attributed a lack of the required managerial skill, financial capability, and lack of resources as major obstacles to entrepreneurship sustainability of SMEs. While examining government financial and non-financial supports for SMEs, it was noted that these factors have a significant influence on the sustainable strategy of any enterprise. Therefore, the continued support from the government in the area of finance especially the start-up capital was advocated for in the study. In Bangladesh, an emerging economy with similar characteristics to South Africa, financial innovation (financial prudence and technological adaptation) was seen as an entrepreneurial sustainability driver for SMEs location. Applying the structural equation modeling Pu et al. (2021) canvassed for policy formulation and implementation that will enhance effective online financial delivery services that cut across SME operations. Technological adaptation by SMEs is an innovation that makes urban services to be more novel than rural operations and hence the need for government to provide necessary technical apparatus in the rural areas.



According to Fatoki (2018), sustainability is a type of resilience that refers to a person’s capacity to meet and overcome obstacles. It is a sustainable success drive, according to one entrepreneur, which enables business owners to weather the storm and remain forward-thinking in the face of challenging economic and competitive situations. Resilience was shown to have a positive impact on SME activities, even though the results of the descriptive statistics, confirmatory factor analysis, and regression analysis instruments came with the warning that the results of the study might not be a complete reflection of the situation in South Africa. Greenberg et al. (2018) identified the location of an enterprise near family members in rural areas as an instrument of entrepreneurship sustainability for SMEs in that it reduces operational costs, especially at the early stage. It was also said that the majority of SMEs in the agricultural sector employ this sustainability strategy by relocating to rural areas where they can take advantage of the resources they already have, hence reducing production costs. In addition, it was seen as a tactic that fosters rural economies, generates employment opportunities for educated people, and ultimately advances the economy of the country. According to Mayer et al. (2016), a rural enterprise’s capacity to interact with urban customers is an important instrument for entrepreneurship sustainability that can also aid rural residents in achieving economic independence. The findings of the exploratory approach furthered the claim that links between rural and urban entrepreneurship might foster healthy competition.



One major fact from the above review is that government support, business style, and entrepreneurial sustainability constitute major influencers for the SME location. The government had renewed its commitment to —rural-urban migration reduction by enhancing the activities of this sector. While related studies have been carried out in this area, none had examined the contributions of these indices to the —rural-urban location of SMEs in South Africa. To this extent, this study is set out to fill this gap. Consequently, the guiding hypothesis for this study is formulated as government support, business style, and entrepreneurial sustainability are positively related to SME’s location in South Africa’s Mpumalanga Province.




2.4. Conceptual Framework


Figure 1 illustrates how government assistance, corporate culture, and sustained entrepreneurship affect how SMEs operate in diverse sectors. To determine whether the effects of these variables on the activities of SMEs differ depending on whether they are situated in rural, semi-urban, or urban areas, it is necessary to model this relationship. Regardless of whether the citation is in a rural, semi-urban, or urban center, the business style continues to be a significant indicator, in line with Schumpeter’s identification of a growth-maximizing process where firm innovation and profit production are key factors in business location decisions. Goetz and Rupasingha (2009) as adopted by Goetz et al. (2010), knowledge accumulation DTA/dt) that results from the government in the form of finance, training, or subvention (A) and the efficient business style that leads to technological know-how (entrepreneurship sustainability) HA (Acs and Armington 2006).



Hence,


dA/dt = δHAλ Aφ



(1)







According to our indices, the parameter δ is the measurement of research efficacy, which is the result of government assistance and entrepreneurship sustainability pushes. Knowledge is represented by and varies endogenously to impact entrepreneurial location decisions. Similarly, support differs by geography (rural, semi-urban, and urban), which, according to our model, is a function of company style coming from workers’ creativity. We proposed a neo-classical entrepreneurial locational decision equation based on the aforesaid framework, in which the decision to locate or relocate is influenced by government support, business style, and entrepreneurship sustainability motivations (Songling et al. 2018). This translates into:


E = f{[πi(Aμ, C) − ωi]θi}



(2)







Here, Ei is how an entrepreneur operates at location I, πi is the expected reward from operations, Aμ is knowledge (business style), C is an entrepreneurial region, ωi is wage and salary as a way of sustainability, and θi denotes groups and government support. Government assistance could take the form of funding, education, skill training, or policy control, depending on how each affect the location. According to Goetz et al. (2010), agglomeration economies will differ depending on rural, semi-urban, and urban nearby places. Because SME activity is a means of building an economy rather than simply existing, the government must respect this variability.





3. Data and Methods


To conduct the analysis (stratified approach), a general survey of 1000 active SMEs in South Africa’s Mpumalanga Province was conducted. This article is predicated on the (EU 2003) classification of SMEs as firms with less than 50 employees for small-sized establishments and less than 250 employees for middle-sized businesses. To create our sample, the stratified method was applied. To choose samples for the survey, we first divided the population into strata. We divided the target population into three groups (strata) and then selected samples from each stratum for the survey. The estimated target population is about 10,000. Thus, using a sample size calculator, margin of error of 2%, confidence level of 95%, and 10% population proportion, the sample would be 796. Thus, we distributed 1500 questionnaires. This means 796 or more measurements/surveys are needed to have a confidence level of 95% that the real value is within ±2% of the measured/surveyed value. For this study, we applied a two-fold structured questionnaire.



The questionnaire’s first section concentrated on business types and demographics, while the second segment concentrated on business success elements pertinent to the study’s objectives. The data were also checked for anomalies and contradictions. The results of the Cronbach Alpha test, which measures the internal consistency of instrument sections, and the test–retest reliability method, which assesses the questionnaire’s reliability, produced satisfactory values of 0.70 and 0.875, respectively. The survey was completed using paper survey questionnaires by trained field assistants.



We used SPSS version 25.0 to analyze the data. The analyses, in this case, were divided into three categories: the descriptive, test of assumptions, and results of our multiple ANOVA. A level of 5% was used to define the significance level. From the descriptive statistics in Table 1, the possibility of the violation of normality or equality of variance did not matter. This is because of the total number of cells (i.e., 9) as against the minimum required number of 3. By implication, the number of cells for rural, semi-urban, and urban locations has 3 each while the independent variables (i.e., GS, BP, and ES) are 3.



The descriptive analyses of the Mpumalanga respondents who participated are shown in Table 1. A total of 53.9% of respondents were male, and 46.1% were female, according to the data. Secondary school graduates make up the largest percentage of the population (46.6%), followed by those with tertiary education (36.2%) and primary school graduates (10.4%). There was overwhelming evidence in favor of married women and against divorces when it comes to marital status. This was noteworthy because it demonstrates how most men encouraged their spouses to pursue their businesses. Additionally, the most active SMEs were those with an average age of under five (5) years in business, while the least active SMEs were those with more than ten (10) years in operation. A total of 53.9% of firms were registered, compared to 46.1% of unregistered businesses. This suggests that a bigger proportion of SMEs lack data with the government, which could lower tax collection for the government. Finally, the SMEs were mostly but equally distributed between rural (34.7%) and urban (34.7%) regions. A total of 30.5% of the population resided in rural areas.



Analytical Technique: MANOVA


When there are multiple dependent variables, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is an extension of the analysis of variance. The dependent variables should, in general, be connected in some way or have some conceptual purpose for being considered together. MANOVA examines the groups and determines if the mean differences in the dependent variables between the groups are likely to have arisen by chance. MANOVA does this by generating a new summary dependent variable that is a linear combination of the original dependent variables. The new combined dependent variable is then used in an analysis of variance. On this composite dependent variable, as well as the univariate outcomes for each of the dependent variables separately, MANOVA assesses whether there is a significant difference between the groups. Because conducting many experiments (ANOVA) indicates the potential for an "inflated Type 1 mistake", MANOVA is favored. This implies that even in the absence of any differences between the groups, the more studies that are conducted, the greater the likelihood that a meaningful result would be discovered. The advantage of MANOVA is that it takes into consideration the increased likelihood of a Type 1 error.



The multivariate analysis of variance, often abbreviated as MANOVA is arranged in a randomized design as:





4. Results


4.1. Contextual Analysis


The crosstabs summary is shown in Table 2 below.



The cross-sectional link between government support scores and geography is seen in Table 3 above. A total of 51.7%, 68.4%, and 45.3% of SMEs in rural, semi-urban, and metropolitan areas, respectively, received little government assistance. Similar to metropolitan areas, rural areas have high government support in proportions of 48.3%, 31.6%, and 54.7%, respectively. Comparatively, a bigger proportion of SMEs with little government support are found in rural and semi-urban areas than those with substantial government backing. On the other hand, more urban-based SMEs (54.7%) receive high government support than those that receive low government support (45.3%). This shows that the effects of government support on businesses located in rural, semi-urban, and urban areas differ across the board with varying degrees. However, Nguyen et al. (2018) and Simarasi et al. (2021) opined that distance and ease of accessing finance by SMEs differ from one location to another.



Table 4 above illustrates the relationship between business plan score and SME location in rural, semi-urban, and metropolitan locations. It demonstrates that the proportion of SMEs without a structured business plan in rural areas (67.7%) is greater than the proportion of SMEs with a structured business plan (32.3%). Furthermore, compared to 40.2% and 45.9% for unstructured business plans, respectively, 59.8% and 54.1% of SMEs in semi-urban and urban areas utilize structured business plans. This suggests that SMEs in semi-urban and urban areas had more structured than unstructured business plans than those in rural or semi-rural settings. Because of the easier access to improved skill acquisition, SMEs in semi-urban and urban areas should have more defined business plans than those in rural areas. Songling et al. (2018) proposed skill learning as a tool for business expansion in the face of population growth. As a result, the business plan relationship between semi-urban and urban SMEs is the same, however, the business plan relationship in rural areas is different.



The association between sustainable entrepreneurship and SME location is shown cross-sectionally in Table 5. The relationship between government assistance and business location follows the same pattern. SMEs with low sustainable entrepreneurship were more prevalent in rural and semi-urban areas than those with high sustainable entrepreneurship. However, SMEs in rural regions with poor sustainable entrepreneurship have a higher percentage (58.6%) than SMEs in urban areas with high sustainable entrepreneurship (41.1%). Once more, these impacts vary somewhat between portions. Environmental and financial concerns vary from place to place occasionally. These two major factors were identified by Ogujiuba et al. (2021a) and Ogujiuba et al. (2021b) as the driving forces for sustainable entrepreneurship. Fatoki (2018) argued that the business resilience to environmental changes influences its operation and will also determine its survival.




4.2. MANOVA


General Linear Model [MANOVA]


If the sample data violates the condition of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, it is shown in the output box titled box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (Table 6). The assumption is not broken if the sig. value was greater than 0.001. The sig is less than 0.001 in this instance, indicating a potential violation. However, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) caution that, as in this case, Box’s M can tend to be overly severe when a high sample size is used. As a result, in the analysis that followed, we established a rigorous degree of acceptance for our F Ratio. Nimon (2012) stressed the significance of testing the group variance and covariance matrix assumptions to support the pooling of the error variances across the groups. Box’s M test for equivalence of covariance matrices is a parametric test that is meant for multivariate sample variation comparison. It checks for the possibility that two or more covariance matrices are homogeneous.



The data in Table 7 above demonstrate that our N values are accurate and match our sample. We refer to these N numbers as our “cell sizes” (Assumption 1 of MANOVA). Three cases are the bare minimum that must be present in each cell (the number of dependent variables). There are three levels of our independent variable—rural/semi-urban/urban—and three dependent variables for each in our total of nine cells. In this analysis, we have more subjects (cases) than dependent variables in each cell. Any deviations from normality or equality of variance that may exist will not have a significant impact given that our N is greater than 30.



Based on a linear combination of the dependent variables, this set of multivariate significance tests reveals if there are statistically significant differences between groups. The data include Wilks’ Lambda, Hotelling’s Trace, and Pillai’s Trace. One of the statistics that is most frequently reported is Wilks’ Lambda. For general use, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) advise using Wilks’ Lambda. Since we had no data issues (such as a short sample size, unequal N values, or assumption violations), we did not take the Pillai’s into consideration (Tabachnick and Fidell 2001). The row labeled with the name of our independent variable in the second portion of the Multivariate Tests table in Table 8 above has the value of interest (Wilks’ Lambda) (in this case, Location). The decision rule says that there is a difference between the groups if the significance level is below 0.05. Wilks’ Lambda was 0.877 in our analysis, and its significance level was less than 0.001. This is less than 0.05, showing that there is a statistically significant difference in the three categories (rural, semi-urban, and urban) in terms of company success.



Levene’s test of equality of error variances is the following post-test evaluation shown in Table 9 below. The equality of error variances for that variable has been broken if the significance is less than 0.05. While the business plan had significant values, two of the variables had non-significant values. Thus, to a certain extent, we can assume equal variances. As a result, to assess the significance of that variable in the univariate F-test, we used a more conservative alpha threshold. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) suggest using an alpha of 0.025 or 0.01 rather than the usual 0.05 level if any variable is violated.



Further analysis of our dependent variables in Table 10 above is because the multivariate test of significance yielded a significant result for the dependent measures. This data are available in the tests of the between-subject effects output box. We used a higher alpha level to reduce the possibility of a Type 1 error (finding a significant result when there is not one) because we are looking at several separate analyses here. We used the Bonferroni correction method. In its most basic form, this entails dividing our original alpha level of 0.05 by the number of analyses we intend to conduct (see Tabachnick and Fidell 2001). Because we had three dependent variables to investigate in this case, we divided 0.05 by three, yielding a new alpha level of 0.017. Because the probability value (Sig.) was less than 0.017, we thus believed that our findings were significant. Our independent variable is marked on the third set of data in a row in the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects box (in this case, Location). There is a list of all of our dependent variables, together with the univariate F, df, and Sig. values for each one. Similar to a typical one-way analysis of variance, this is interpreted. Significant values in the sig. column are those with values less than 0.017 (our new corrected alpha threshold). In our scenario, every variable (recorded a significance value less than our cut-off, less than 0.001) for which we had data. The partial eta squared effect size statistic, is used to evaluate the significance of the influence of location on our dependent variables. Partial eta squared is a mathematical expression that shows how much of the variance in the dependent variable can be explained by the independent variable. The business plan, government support, and sustainable entrepreneurship in this instance had values of 0.029, 0.063, and 0.018, respectively. According to commonly accepted standards (Cohen 1988), these numbers show a moderate impact on government assistance (6.3%), but a minimal impact on business support and sustainable entrepreneurship (2.9% and 1.8%, respectively). The percentage of the variance in our dependent variable scores that can be accounted for by location is explained here.



In terms of business planning, government backing, and sustainable entrepreneurship, rural, semi-urban, and urban SMEs vary. The output table (Table 11)—e “estimated marginal means” section gives the magnitudes and precise differences. In terms of the business plan score, rural areas scored 10.824, semi-urban areas scored 12.295 and urban areas scored 11.584; in terms of the government support score, rural areas scored 9.435, semi-urban areas scored 7.895, and urban areas scored 9.558; and in terms of sustainable entrepreneurship, rural areas scored 52.978, semi-urban areas scored 52.247, and urban areas scored 54.597. The actual difference between the three mean scores was quite minor, with fewer than two scale points, although being statistically significant.



According to the aforementioned findings, SMEs in urban, semi-urban, and rural areas differ in terms of their business plans. Finally, there was a difference in sustainable entrepreneurship between rural and urban, urban and semi-urban, but not between semi-urban and rural as shown in Table 12 above. In addition, there was a difference in government assistance between rural and semi-urban, semi-urban and urban-based SMEs, but not between rural and urban.



To ascertain whether there is a statistically significant difference between the groups, several multivariate tests are used in the other tests. The four multivariate statistical significance tests for the entire model were shown in these tests. They are Roy’s most characteristic root, the Hotelling–Lawley trace, the Pillai–Bartlett trace, and the Wilks’ lambda. Wilk’s lambda test is the most commonly reported of these results. These results are shown in Table 13 below. Not only does it tend to fall in the middle of the other options, but it also accounts for the model’s unexplained variance (Smith et al. 2020). As a result, this test serves as the foundation for our analysis. With a significance level of 0.001, which is less than 0.05, this shows that there is a statistically significant variation in the effects of geography in terms of rural, semi-urban, and urban SME locations. By implication, the findings indicate that government support, business style, and entrepreneurial sustainability all have high significant multivariate effects on the business location of SMEs in South Africa’s Mpumalanga Province.






5. Discussion and Conclusions


The study’s motivation was informed by widespread awareness of the importance of SME activities, particularly in addressing unemployment and poverty alleviation issues. In this study, the location was classified as rural, semi-urban, or urban to address the concerns expressed by Simarasi et al. (2021) that locations with a high cost of doing business are unappealing to entrepreneurs, just as distance and its costs were identified as major barriers to accessing government support by rural SMEs. To start with, the study established that government support has different effects on the three categorized forms of SME location in South Africa. Studies by Simarasi et al. (2021), Greenberg et al. (2018), Nguyen et al. (2018), and Feng et al. (2020) found that the expense of administering government assistance to SMEs varied over time and from location to location provided support for this. Because government programs such as the National Empowerment Funds, Township Rural Entrepreneurs Program, Small Enterprise Finance Agency, and National Youth Development Agency are more prevalent in urban areas than in rural ones, this result was not unexpected in South Africa, as it was in many other nations. Depending on where they are, this will invariably have a different effect on SME operations. The association between geography and business strategies for SME activities showed the same pattern during the investigation period as the relationship between government support and business location. This implies that government assistance and business location affect business strategies in South Africa. The standard of SMEs’ business plans is anticipated to increase with increased access to capital, high-quality education, and skill acquisition and management. This was in line with the findings of Afriyie et al. (2019) and Paudel (2020), who discovered that both the cost and benefits of schooling vary. Because South Africa has regional federalism, education costs vary by region, and this location is important in terms of the benefits of good education and access to finance, which is expected to affect business plans. Sustainable entrepreneurship is an ecosystem index that can make or break a company’s success. Individual entrepreneurs who become sustainable have a sufficient understanding of the environment and social aspects of their operations.



The results of this study also revealed statistically significant differences between the effects of long-term entrepreneurs and the location of an enterprise. This article confirms the trickle-down effects of government support, as have earlier ones. Business location-based inequalities in government support for SMEs also affect how sustainable entrepreneurship is as a means of survival. Studies by Lamoureux et al. (2019) corroborated our findings (2020). However, Fatoki (2018) discovered that an entrepreneur’s resilience and the creation of connections with SMEs in urban areas might minimize this gap. Once more, the efforts of groups such as TREP and SEDA may aid South Africa’s business owners in adjusting to the changing environment.



We contend in this study that the placement of SMEs in South Africa’s rural, semi-urban, and urban areas is influenced by a variety of factors, prominent among which are government support, company style, and long-term entrepreneurship sustainability. Our study’s contribution to business planning support, sustainable entrepreneurship, SME location, and government support highlights the necessity for the government to reevaluate its rural activities to ensure fair support across levels of location. These distinctions are crucial for both the government in deciding what kind of support is best for SMEs in rural, semi-urban, and urban locations, as well as for SME owners in assessing their chances of surviving and other goal-setting successes. The policy implication of this study is that it highlighted the importance of business location in SME activities. To ensure a level playing field and reduce rural–urban migration of SMEs, government financing aid from organizations such as SEDA, TREP, and SEFA should be reviewed to synchronize their services to improve the performance of SMEs in South Africa, regardless of location. With political will, the Small Entrepreneurship Development Agency (SEDA), the Export Marketing and Investment Assistance Scheme (EMIAS), the Agric-Processing Support Scheme (APSS), and the Township Rural Entrepreneurs Program (TREP) should narrow the differences in locational effects of government support. Policymakers and other players need to craft policies and strategies that enhance the growth of the sector despite its location.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework. GS—government support. BS—business style. ES—entrepreneurial sustainability. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics/demographics of respondents.






Table 1. Descriptive statistics/demographics of respondents.





	

	

	
Gender

	
Level of Education

	
Marital Status

	
Age of Business

	
Registered Business

	
Location of Business






	
N

	
Valid

	
953

	
953

	
945

	
946

	
947

	
953




	

	
Missing

	
5

	
5

	
13

	
12

	
11

	
5




	
Gender




	

	

	
Frequency

	
Percent

	
Valid Percent

	
Cumulative Percent




	
Valid

	
Male

	
514

	
53.7

	
53.9

	
53.9




	
Female

	
439

	
45.8

	
46.1

	
100.0




	

	
Total

	
953

	
99.5

	
100.0

	




	
Missing System

	
5

	
0.5

	

	




	
Total

	
958

	
100.0

	

	

	




	
Level of Education




	

	

	
Frequency

	
Percent

	
Valid Percent

	
Cumulative Percent




	
Valid

	
Primary

	
99

	
10.3

	
10.4

	
10.4




	
Secondary

	
444

	
46.3

	
46.6

	
57.0




	
Tertiary

	
345

	
36.0

	
36.2

	
93.2




	
Other

	
65

	
6.8

	
6.8

	
100.0




	

	
Total

	
953

	
99.5

	
100.0

	




	
Missing System

	
5

	
0.5

	

	




	
Total

	
958

	
100.0

	

	

	




	
Marital Status




	

	

	
Frequency

	
Percent

	
Valid Percent

	
Cumulative Percent




	
Valid

	
Single

	
393

	
41.0

	
41.6

	
41.6




	
Married

	
446

	
46.6

	
47.2

	
88.8




	
Divorced

	
36

	
3.8

	
3.8

	
92.6




	
Widowed

	
70

	
7.3

	
7.4

	
100.0




	

	
Total

	
945

	
98.6

	
100.0

	




	
Missing System

	
13

	
1.4

	

	




	
Total

	
958

	
100.0

	

	

	




	
Age of Business




	

	

	
Frequency

	
Percent

	
Valid Percent

	
Cumulative Percent




	
Valid

	
Less than 5 years

	
291

	
30.4

	
30.8

	
30.8




	
Between 5–8 years

	
266

	
27.8

	
28.1

	
58.9




	
Between 8–10 years

	
234

	
24.4

	
24.7

	
83.6




	
Above 10 years

	
155

	
16.2

	
16.4

	
100.0




	
Total

	
946

	
98.7

	
100.0

	




	
Missing System

	
12

	
1.3

	

	




	
Total

	
958

	
100.0

	

	

	




	
Registered Business




	

	

	
Frequency

	
Percent

	
Valid Percent

	
Cumulative Percent




	
Valid

	
Yes Registered

	
510

	
53.2

	
53.9

	
53.9




	
Not Registered

	
437

	
45.6

	
46.1

	
100.0




	
Total

	
947

	
98.9

	
100.0

	




	
Missing System

	
11

	
1.1

	

	




	
Total

	
958

	
100.0

	

	

	




	
Business Location




	

	

	
Frequency

	
Percent

	
Valid Percent

	
Cumulative Percent




	
Valid

	
Rural

	
331

	
34.6

	
34.7

	
34.7




	
Urban

	
331

	
34.6

	
34.7

	
69.5




	
Semi-Urban

	
291

	
30.4

	
30.5

	
100.0




	
Total

	
953

	
99.5

	
100.0

	




	
Missing System

	
5

	
0.5

	

	




	
Total

	
958

	
100.0
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Table 2. Crosstabs (case processing summary).
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Valid

	
Cases Missing

	
Total




	

	
N

	
Percent

	
N

	
Percent

	
N

	
Percent






	
Govt Support Score * Location of Business

	
953

	
99.5%

	
5

	
0.5%

	
958

	
100.0%




	
Business Plan Score * Location of Business

	
953

	
99.5%

	
5

	
0.5%

	
958

	
100.0%




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship

(Financial + Social + Environment) * Location of Business

	
907

	
94.7%

	
51

	
5.3%

	
958

	
100.0%
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Table 3. Government support score * location of business crosstabulations.
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Location of Business

	




	

	

	

	
Rural

	
Urban

	
Semi-Urban

	
Total






	
Government Support

	
≤9 [Low Govt Support]

	
Count

	
171

	
150

	
199

	
520




	
% Within Location of Business

	
51.7%

	
45.3%

	
68.4%

	
54.6%




	
10+ [High Govt Support]

	
Count

	
160

	
181

	
92

	
433




	
% Within Location of Business

	
48.3%

	
54.7%

	
31.6%

	
45.4%




	
Total

	
Count

	
331

	
331

	
291

	
953




	
% Within Location of Business

	
100.0%

	
100.0%

	
100.0%

	
100.0%




	
Chi-Square Tests




	

	
Value

	
df

	
Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)




	
Pearson Chi-Square

	
34.962 a

	
2

	
<0.001




	
Likelihood Ratio

	
35.602

	
2

	
<0.001




	
Linear-by-Linear Association

	
16.126

	
1

	
<0.001




	
N of Valid Cases

	
953

	

	




	
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have an expected count of less than 5. The minimum expected count is 132.22.




	
Symmetric Measures




	

	

	
Value

	
Asymptotic Standard Error a

	
Approximate T b

	
Approximate Significance




	
Interval by Interval

	
Pearson’s R

	
−0.130

	
0.032

	
−4.048

	
<0.001 c




	
Ordinal by Ordinal

	
Spearman Correlation

	
−0.128

	
0.032

	
−3.966

	
<0.001 c




	
N of Valid Cases

	
953

	

	

	




	
a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.




	
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.




	
c. Based on normal approximation.
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Table 4. Business plan score * location of business.
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Location of Business

	




	

	

	

	
Rural

	
Urban

	
Semi-Urban

	
Total






	
Business Support

	
≤11 [Unstructured Business Plan]

	
Count

	
224

	
152

	
117

	
493




	
% Within Location of Business

	
67.7%

	
45.9%

	
40.2%

	
51.7%




	
12+ [Structured Business Plan]

	
Count

	
107

	
179

	
174

	
460




	
% Within Location of Business

	
32.3%

	
54.1%

	
59.8%

	
48.3%




	
Total

	
Count

	
331

	
331

	
291

	
953




	
% Within Location of Business

	
100.0%

	
100.0%

	
100.0%

	
100.0%




	
Chi-Square Tests




	

	
Value

	
df

	
Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)




	
Pearson Chi-Square

	
53.645 a

	
2

	
<0.001




	
Likelihood Ratio

	
54.563

	
2

	
<0.001




	
Linear-by-Linear Association

	
48.040

	
1

	
<0.001




	
N of Valid Cases

	
953

	

	




	
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have an expected count of less than 5. The minimum expected count is 140.46.




	
Symmetric Measures




	

	

	
Value

	
Asymptotic Standard Error a

	
Approximate T b

	
Approximate Significance




	
Interval by Interval

	
Pearson’s R

	
0.225

	
0.031

	
7.109

	
<0.001 c




	
Ordinal by Ordinal

	
Spearman Correlation

	
0.226

	
0.031

	
7.155

	
<0.001 c




	
N of Valid Cases

	
953

	

	

	




	
a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.




	
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.




	
c. Based on normal approximation.
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Table 5. Sustainable entrepreneurship (financial + social + environment) * location of business crosstabulations.
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Location of Business

	




	

	

	

	
Rural

	
Urban

	
Semi-Urban

	
Total






	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
≤53 [Low Sustainable Entrepreneurship]

	
Count

	
190

	
139

	
161

	
490




	
% Within Location of Business

	
58.6%

	
45.1%

	
58.5%

	
54.0%




	
≥54+ [High Sustainable Entrepreneurship]

	
Count

	
134

	
169

	
114

	
417




	
% Within Location of Business

	
41.4%

	
54.9%

	
41.5%

	
46.0%




	
Total

	
Count

	
324

	
308

	
275

	
907




	
% Within Location of Business

	
100.0%

	
100.0%

	
100.0%

	
100.0%




	
Chi-Square Tests




	

	
Value

	
df

	
Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)




	
Pearson Chi-Square

	
14.855 a

	
2

	
<0.001




	
Likelihood Ratio

	
14.845

	
2

	
<0.001




	
Linear-by-Linear Association

	
0.043

	
1

	
0.836




	
N of Valid Cases

	
907

	

	




	
a. 0 cells (0.0%) have an expected count of less than 5. The minimum expected count is 126.43.




	
Symmetric Measures




	

	

	
Value

	
Asymptotic Standard Error a

	
Approximate T b

	
Approximate Significance




	
Interval by Interval

	
Pearson’s R

	
0.007

	
0.033

	
0.207

	
0.836 c




	
Ordinal by Ordinal

	
Spearman Correlation

	
0.010

	
0.033

	
0.298

	
0.766c




	
N of Valid Cases

	
907

	

	

	




	
a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.




	
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.




	
c. Based on normal approximation.
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Table 6. Subject factors and equality of covariance matrices.






Table 6. Subject factors and equality of covariance matrices.





	
Between-Subject Factors




	

	

	
Value Label

	
N




	
Location of Business

	
1

	
Rural

	
324




	

	
2

	
Urban

	
308




	

	
3

	
Semi-Urban

	
275




	
Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices




	
Box’s M

	
434.458




	
F

	
36.030




	
df1

	
12




	
df2

	
3,798,068.035




	
Sig.

	
<0.001




	
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups. a








a Design: Intercept + Loc.
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics.






Table 7. Descriptive statistics.





	

	
Location of Business

	
Mean

	
Std. Deviation

	
N






	
Business Plan Score

	
Rural

	
10.82

	
2.099

	
324




	
Urban

	
11.58

	
2.679

	
308




	
Semi-Urban

	
12.29

	
5.184

	
275




	
Total

	
11.53

	
3.534

	
907




	
Govt Support Score

	
Rural

	
9.44

	
2.832

	
324




	
Urban

	
9.56

	
3.036

	
308




	
Semi-Urban

	
7.89

	
2.664

	
275




	
Total

	
9.01

	
2.945

	
907




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
Rural

	
52.98

	
7.264

	
324




	
Urban

	
54.60

	
7.458

	
308




	
Semi-Urban

	
52.25

	
7.098

	
275




	
Total

	
53.31

	
7.338

	
907
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Table 8. Multivariate tests a.






Table 8. Multivariate tests a.





	

	

	
Value

	
F

	
Hypothesis df

	
Error df

	
Sig.

	
Partial Eta Squared






	
Intercept

	
Pillai’s Trace

	
0.983

	
17,578.197 b

	
3.000

	
902.000

	
0.001

	
0.983




	
Wilks’ Lambda

	
0.017

	
17,578.197 b

	
3.000

	
902.000

	
0.001

	
0.983




	
Hotelling’s Trace

	
58.464

	
17,578.197 b

	
3.000

	
902.000

	
0.001

	
0.983




	
Roy’s Largest Root

	
58.464

	
17,578.197 b

	
3.000

	
902.000

	
0.001

	
0.983




	
Location

	
Pillai’s Trace

	
0.125

	
19.981

	
6.000

	
1806.000

	
<0.001

	
0.062




	
Wilks’ Lambda

	
0.877

	
20.388 b

	
6.000

	
1804.000

	
<0.001

	
0.064




	
Hotelling’s Trace

	
0.138

	
20.795

	
6.000

	
1802.000

	
<0.001

	
0.065




	
Roy’s Largest Root

	
0.125

	
37.475 c

	
3.000

	
903.000

	
<0.001

	
0.111








a Design: Intercept + Loc. b Exact statistic. c The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the Significance Level.
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Table 9. Levene’s test of equality of error variances.






Table 9. Levene’s test of equality of error variances.





	

	

	
Levene Statistic

	
df1

	
df2

	
Sig.






	
Business Plan Score

	
Based on Mean

	
7.746

	
2

	
904

	
<0.001




	
Based on Median

	
7.798

	
2

	
904

	
<0.001




	
Based on Median and with adjusted df

	
7.798

	
2

	
452.884

	
<0.001




	
Based on trimmed mean

	
6.449

	
2

	
904

	
0.002




	
Government Support Score

	
Based on Mean

	
1.278

	
2

	
904

	
0.279




	
Based on Median

	
1.296

	
2

	
904

	
0.274




	
Based on Median and with adjusted df

	
1.296

	
2

	
897.742

	
0.274




	
Based on trimmed mean

	
1.229

	
2

	
904

	
0.293




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
Based on Mean

	
0.483

	
2

	
904

	
0.617




	
Based on Median

	
0.591

	
2

	
904

	
0.554




	
Based on Median and with adjusted df

	
0.591

	
2

	
892.629

	
0.554




	
Based on trimmed mean

	
0.500

	
2

	
904

	
0.607




	
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups. a








a Design: Intercept + Loc.
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Table 10. Tests of between-subject effects.






Table 10. Tests of between-subject effects.





	
Source

	
Dependent Variable

	
Type III Sum of Squares

	
df

	
Mean Square

	
F

	
Sig.

	
Partial Eta Squared






	
Corrected Model

	
Business Plan Score

	
323.114 a

	
2

	
161.557

	
13.290

	
<0.001

	
0.029




	
Government Support Score

	
493.382 b

	
2

	
246.691

	
30.286

	
<0.001

	
0.063




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
856.679 c

	
2

	
428.340

	
8.079

	
<0.001

	
0.018




	
Intercept

	
Business Plan Score

	
120,798.056

	
1

	
120,798.056

	
9937.414

	
0.000

	
0.917




	
Government Support Score

	
72,518.296

	
1

	
72,518.296

	
8902.870

	
0.000

	
0.908




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
2,562,146.543

	
1

	
2,562,146.543

	
48,326.136

	
0.000

	
0.982




	
Location

	
Business Plan Score

	
323.114

	
2

	
161.557

	
13.290

	
<0.001

	
0.029




	
Government Support Score

	
493.382

	
2

	
246.691

	
30.286

	
<0.001

	
0.063




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
856.679

	
2

	
428.340

	
8.079

	
<0.001

	
0.018




	
Error

	
Business Plan Score

	
10,988.919

	
904

	
12.156

	

	

	




	
Govt Support Score

	
7363.529

	
904

	
8.145

	

	

	




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
47,928.112

	
904

	
53.018

	

	

	




	
Total

	
Business Plan Score

	
131,850.000

	
907

	

	

	

	




	
Government Support Score

	
81,486.000

	
907

	

	

	

	




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
2,626,101.000

	
907

	

	

	

	




	
Corrected Total

	
Business Plan Score

	
11,312.033

	
906

	

	

	

	




	
Government Support Score

	
7856.911

	
906

	

	

	

	




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
48,784.792

	
906

	

	

	

	








a R Squared = 0.029 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.026). b R Squared = 0.063 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.061). c R Squared = 0.018 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.015).
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Table 11. Estimated marginal means (location of business) estimates.






Table 11. Estimated marginal means (location of business) estimates.





	

	

	

	

	
95% Confidence Interval




	
Dependent Variable

	
Location of Business

	
Mean

	
Std. Error

	
Lower Bound

	
Upper Bound






	
Business Plan Score

	
Rural

	
10.824

	
0.194

	
10.444

	
11.204




	
Urban

	
11.584

	
0.199

	
11.195

	
11.974




	
Semi-Urban

	
12.295

	
0.210

	
11.882

	
12.707




	
Government Support Score

	
Rural

	
9.435

	
0.159

	
9.124

	
9.746




	
Urban

	
9.558

	
0.163

	
9.239

	
9.878




	
Semi-Urban

	
7.895

	
0.172

	
7.557

	
8.232




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
Rural

	
52.978

	
0.405

	
52.184

	
53.772




	
Urban

	
54.597

	
0.415

	
53.783

	
55.412




	
Semi-Urban

	
52.247

	
0.439

	
51.386

	
53.109
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Table 12. Pairwise comparisons.






Table 12. Pairwise comparisons.





	

	

	

	

	

	

	
95% Confidence Interval for Difference




	
Dependent Variable

	
(I) Location of Business

	
(J) Location of Business

	
Mean Difference (I–J)

	
Std. Error

	
Sig. a

	
Lower Bound

	
Upper Bound






	
Business Plan Score

	
Rural

	
Urban

	
−0.760 *

	
0.277

	
0.006

	
−1.305

	
−0.216




	
Semi-Urban

	
−1.470 *

	
0.286

	
<0.001

	
−2.032

	
−0.909




	
Urban

	
Rural

	
0.760 *

	
0.277

	
0.006

	
0.216

	
1.305




	
Semi-Urban

	
−0.710 *

	
0.289

	
0.014

	
−1.278

	
−0.142




	
Semi-Urban

	
Rural

	
1.470 *

	
0.286

	
<0.001

	
0.909

	
2.032




	
Urban

	
0.710 *

	
0.289

	
0.014

	
0.142

	
1.278




	
Government Support Score

	
Rural

	
Urban

	
−0.123

	
0.227

	
0.587

	
−0.569

	
0.323




	
Semi-Urban

	
1.541 *

	
0.234

	
<0.001

	
1.081

	
2.000




	
Urban

	
Rural

	
0.123

	
0.227

	
0.587

	
−0.323

	
0.569




	
Semi-Urban

	
1.664 *

	
0.237

	
<0.001

	
1.199

	
2.129




	
Semi-Urban

	
Rural

	
−1.541 *

	
0.234

	
<0.001

	
−2.000

	
−1.081




	
Urban

	
−1.664 *

	
0.237

	
<0.001

	
−2.129

	
−1.199




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
Rural

	
Urban

	
−1.619 *

	
0.579

	
0.005

	
−2.756

	
−0.482




	
Semi-Urban

	
0.731

	
0.597

	
0.221

	
−0.441

	
1.903




	
Urban

	
Rural

	
1.619 *

	
0.579

	
0.005

	
0.482

	
2.756




	
Semi-Urban

	
2.350 *

	
0.604

	
<0.001

	
1.165

	
3.536




	
Semi-Urban

	
Rural

	
−0.731

	
0.597

	
0.221

	
−1.903

	
0.441




	
Urban

	
−2.350 *

	
0.604

	
<0.001

	
−3.536

	
−1.165








Based on estimated marginal means. * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. a Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments).
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Table 13. Multivariate and univariate test effects.






Table 13. Multivariate and univariate test effects.





	
Multivariate Tests




	

	
Value

	
F

	
Hypothesis df

	
Error df

	
Sig.

	
Partial Eta Squared




	
Pillai’s trace

	
0.125

	
19.981

	
6.000

	
1806.000

	
<0.001

	
0.062




	
Wilks’ lambda

	
0.877

	
20.388 a

	
6.000

	
1804.000

	
<0.001

	
0.064




	
Hotelling’s trace

	
0.138

	
20.795

	
6.000

	
1802.000

	
<0.001

	
0.065




	
Roy’s largest root

	
0.125

	
37.475 b

	
3.000

	
903.000

	
<0.001

	
0.111




	
Each F tests the multivariate effect of the location of business. These tests are based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.




	
a Exact statistic




	
b The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.




	
Univariate Tests




	
Dependent Variable

	

	
Sum of Squares

	
df

	
Mean Square

	
F

	
Sig.

	
Partial Eta Squared




	
Business Plan Score

	
Contrast

	
323.114

	
2

	
161.557

	
13.290

	
<0.001

	
0.029




	
Error

	
10,988.919

	
904

	
12.156

	

	

	




	
Government Support Score

	
Contrast

	
493.382

	
2

	
246.691

	
30.286

	
<0.001

	
0.063




	
Error

	
7363.529

	
904

	
8.145

	

	

	




	
Sustainable Entrepreneurship (Financial + Social + Environment)

	
Contrast

	
856.679

	
2

	
428.340

	
8.079

	
<0.001

	
0.018




	
Error

	
47,928.112

	
904

	
53.018

	

	

	




	
The F tests the effect of the Location of Business. This test is based on the linearly independent pairwise comparisons among the estimated marginal means.
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