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The main purpose of this study is to develop and validate a scale for measuring work ability among entre-
preneurs. The Entrepreneurial Work Ability Scale (EWAS), consisting of eight items, was developed based 
on a thorough literature study and an elaborate analysis of its psychometric qualities. The factor structure, 
reliability, and criterion validity of the scale were examined in two studies using two separate samples 
(study 1 N = 2452, study 2 N = 201) of entrepreneurs in the Netherlands. Our results demonstrate that the 
newly developed scale is reliable, captures one factor, and shows criterion validity. As predicted, job de-
mands uncertainty and risk, and workload, appeared to be negatively related to entrepreneurial work abil-
ity, while autonomy and personal resources were positively related to work ability. In turn, entrepreneurial 
work ability relates positively to entrepreneurial personal financial success and to personal fulfillment. 
From our empirical work, we conclude that the EWAS is a psychometrically sound instrument that can be 
used for further investigating determinants of entrepreneurial success within the theoretical framework 
of the Job Demands-Resources Model. Besides, the EWAS is a useful tool for entrepreneurs, business 
coaches, and institutions that want to help preserve and improve the work ability among entrepreneurs.

Key words: entrepreneurs, entrepreneurial work ability, entrepreneurial success, entrepreneurial job de-
mands, entrepreneurial resources

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Josette Dijkhuizen, TS Economics and 
Management, Tilburg University, the Netherlands. E-mail: c.j.m.dijkhuizen@tilburguniversity.edu

Received January 8, 2025

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6923-6407
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2675-5906
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8672-5368
mailto:c.j.m.dijkhuizen@tilburguniversity.edu


72	 Studia Psychologica, Vol. 68, No. 1, 2026, 71-86

Introduction

In the 1980s, the work ability construct was 
developed by Ilmarinen and colleagues of the 
Finnish Institute of Occupational Health, and 
aimed to determine factors that predicted 
early departure from the workforce (see for 
example Ilmarinen et al., 1991a; Tuomi et al., 
1997; Tuomi et al., 1998). These researchers 
defined work ability as the mental and physi-
cal ability to function at work, now and in the 
future, and argued that an individual’s work 
ability is determined by one’s personal re-
sources (such as physical and mental health) 
in relation to one’s work characteristics (Ilmar-
inen, 2001). Work ability is also referred to as 
one’s job-related functional capacity. As work 
ability depends on both personal resources 
and work characteristics, it can differ greatly 
across individuals and across occupations. 

Work ability is shown to be conceptually 
distinct from related concepts such as em-
ployability, disability, resilience, and self-effi-
cacy (Fleuren et al., 2020; Mache et al., 2013; 
McGonagle et al., 2015) and predicts import-
ant work outcomes such as sickness absence, 
exhaustion, disability status, turnover inten-
tions, company performance, and early re-
tirement  (Camerino et al., 2006; McGonagle 
et al., 2015; Sell, 2009; Von Bonsdorff et al., 
2010; Von Bonsdorff et al., 2018). 

Regarding the latter, as the workforce is ag-
ing, it is important to prevent early retirement 
to safeguard the necessary labor supply and 
to ensure a solid financing of pension systems 
(Pak et al., 2019). To get a better picture of 
who is at risk for dropping out, in the 1980s, 
the above-mentioned researchers from the 
Finnish Occupational Health Institute devel-
oped a work ability measure to evaluate the 
ability to work well until the official retire-
ment age, and to predict early retirement 
(i.e., the Work Ability Index; see for example 

Ilmarinen et al., 1991a; Tuomi et al., 1997, Tu-
omi et al., 1998). Having high levels of work 
ability means that the individual worker is 
competent to manage the work, given their 
job demands and the available resources (Il-
marinen et al., 2008; McGonagle et al., 2014). 

Besides a reduced risk of early retirement, 
high levels of work ability are associated with 
positive outcomes, such as life and job sat-
isfaction, productivity, and quality of work, 
sickness absence, disability status, turnover 
intention (e.g., Seitsamo & Ilmarinen, 1997; 
Sjögren-Rönkä et al., 2002; Tuomi et al., 
2001). As a result, the work ability measure 
quickly became popular in both research and 
practice, and due to its predictive power, re-
search on this construct has expanded rapidly 
over the past decennia (Cadiz et al., 2019).

Despite the popularity of the construct, the 
vast majority of studies about work ability to 
date, are executed among people working 
in a paid job (e.g., Bacci et al., 2024; Fischer 
et al., 2006; Slowiak & McDonough, 2024). 
Notwithstanding the fact that contemporary 
labor markets are characterized by a consid-
erable number of entrepreneurs (Global En-
trepreneurship Monitor, 2025), work ability 
has been hardly studied among this category 
of the working population. There are a few ex-
ceptions in this regard, comprising of studies 
wherein the work ability between entrepre-
neurs and employees was compared (Rietveld 
et al., 2015; Saarni et al., 2008). This is striking 
as, in terms of their job demands and resourc-
es, entrepreneurs are in many ways different 
from people working in a paid job (Sewdas 
et al., 2018; Stephan & Roesler, 2010). For 
example, entrepreneurs experience greater 
autonomy, more uncertainty and risk, differ-
ent stressors, and more time flexibility since 
they work in their own business (Baron, 2004; 
Lerman et al., 2021; Prottas & Thompson, 
2006; Schonfeld & Mazzola, 2015). In par-
ticular, autonomy is a resource that is highly 
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specific to entrepreneurs as they run their 
own business independently (Tomy & Pard-
ede, 2018). In the study by Van den Berg et al. 
(2009), a lack of autonomy was linked to poor 
work ability, thereby showing the relevance 
of this job resource. In the study of McGona-
gle and associates (2015), personal resources 
proved to be of importance in understanding 
self-perceived work ability. Previous research 
in this field also showed positive relationships 
between personal resources and work per-
formance (e.g., Luthans et al., 2006, 2007a, 
2007b). Additionally, as entrepreneurs run 
their own business, they constantly have to 
cope with the feeling that they have to be 
available for the business 24/7, and with a 
high workload (Dijkhuizen et al., 2014; Dijkhu-
izen et al., 2016; Hay et al., 2025; Stephan & 
Roesler, 2010). In addition, uncertainty and 
risk, and responsibility were specific job de-
mands that explained considerable variation 
in work-related strain and well-being for en-
trepreneurs, over and above more common 
measures of job demands, such as emotional 
load and task complexity. In other words, to 
stay in business, entrepreneurs need to have 
the capacity to perform their job effectively, 
considering the demands and challenges of 
the work context and their personal resources 
(Ilmarinen et al., 2008). Moreover, entrepre-
neurs are often underinsured, which means 
that sickness absenteeism and early retire-
ment would come at a great personal cost 
(e.g., Murgia & Pulignano, 2021). Therefore, 
getting more insight into the factors that drive 
or undermine work ability amongst entrepre-
neurs is of utmost importance.

 The measures used mostly for research on 
work ability to date, are the Work Ability Index 
(WAI) of the Finnish Institute of Occupational 
Health (Ilmarinen et al., 1991a, 1991b; Tuomi 
et al., 1998), and the scale for perceived work 
ability of McGonagle et al. (2015). The WAI is a 
long questionnaire with 59 items, which is avail-

able in many languages. However, the review by 
Cadiz et al. (2019) addressed serious concerns 
related to its construct validity and psychomet-
ric qualities, as well as to the more practical 
constraint of the large number of items. 

The scale of McGonagle et al. (2015) is very 
short, comprising four generic items that focus 
solely on the perceptions that people have of 
their own work ability. This scale overcomes 
many of the problems related to the WAI, how-
ever, more empirical research is needed to en-
sure the validity of this measure across differ-
ent populations (Cadiz et al., 2019; McCarthy 
et al., 2024). Moreover, just like the WAI, the 
measure by McGonagle and associates (2015) 
does not capture the peculiarities that are in-
herent to the field of entrepreneurship.

Therefore, we argue that the existing 
measures may not fully capture the unique 
challenges faced by entrepreneurs, whose 
working conditions, stressors, job demands 
and resources, personal traits, and perfor-
mance measures differ from those of peo-
ple working in a paid job (e.g., Dijkhuizen et 
al., 2016; Stephan, 2018). As the role of en-
trepreneurs is of high importance in light of 
a country’s economy (Van Praag & Versloot, 
2007), it is crucial that entrepreneurs are able 
to meet their specific job demands and con-
tinue working. Our empirical work is intend-
ed to enhance the scholarly understanding of 
self-perceived work ability by developing and 
testing a new short measure for the work-
ing population of entrepreneurs by testing 
the following research question: To what ex-
tent is the Entrepreneurial Work Ability Scale 
(EWAS) a valid and reliable measure of work 
ability amongst entrepreneurs?

Specifically, in Study 1, based on specific en-
trepreneurial job demands, we developed a 
scale for self-perceived work ability for entre-
preneurs, and assessed its construct validity. 
In Study 2, we investigated the criterion va-
lidity of the scale using the Job Demands-Re-
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sources (JD-R) Model (Demerouti et al., 2001) 
as its underlying theoretical framework to 
examine the interrelatedness between work 
ability and job demands, resources, and en-
trepreneurial success, as was previously in-
vestigated in research among employees 
(e.g., Cadiz et al., 2019). Our paper concludes 
with a discussion of the two studies, a reflec-
tion on its limitations and recommendations 
for future work in this field, and an outline of 
its practical implications. 

Conceptual Model

Previous research on work ability among em-
ployees (Brady et al., 2020; McGonagle et al., 
2014) have examined job demands and job 
resources as possible predictors for work abil-
ity, building on the JD-R Model of Demerouti 
and associates (2001). Analogously, the re-
view by Cadiz et al. (2019) also indicated that 
the JD-R Model may be a useful theoretical 
framework to study the phenomenon of work 
ability as the construct is conceptualized as a 
balance between job demands and resourc-
es. Specifically, the JD-R Model describes the 
relationship between job demands, resourc-
es, and work-related strain and work engage-
ment via a health impairment process and a 
motivational process. Job demands are the 
most important predictors of outcomes in the 
health impairment chain, such as exhaustion, 
health complaints, and work-related strain 
(Bakker et al., 2014). For entrepreneurs, we 
know from previous research that certain spe-
cific job demands are important job demands 
that are highly prevalent in their profession, 
namely uncertainty and risk, workload, and 
24/7 time demands (Dijkhuizen et al., 2014). 
These job demands were positively related to 
work-related strain (Dijkhuizen et al., 2016). 

Job resources, on the other hand, show 
positive relationships with work ability (Brady 
et al., 2020). A resource that is particular-

ly important for entrepreneurs is autonomy 
(Dijkhuizen et al., 2016). Furthermore, in our 
conceptual model we include personal re-
sources, referring to positive self-evaluations 
of an individual’s strengths (Bakker et al., 
2004), which comprises an important exten-
sion of the original JD-R Model.

McGonagle et al. (2014, 2015) also argued 
that the JD-R Model (Demerouti et al., 2001) 
may be applied to understand the determi-
nants and outcomes of perceptions of work 
ability. Specifically, McGonagle et al. (2015) 
included outcome variables such as absence, 
disability leave, and retirement. In a similar 
vein, in the study of Brady et al. (2020), who 
also adopted a JD-R lens in their work, job at-
titudes, performance, motivation, strain, exit 
intentions, and exit behaviors were included 
as dependent variables. However, the empiri-
cal work by these scholars has been conducted 
among employees. We posit that for entrepre-
neurs, it is more appropriate to center the de-
pendent variables around the phenomenon of 
entrepreneurial success as performance out-
come of work ability (Dijkhuizen et al., 2016). 

There are different approaches to assess and 
evaluate entrepreneurial success (Wach et al., 
2016). According to previous research based on 
the JD-R Model (Demerouti et al., 2001) among 
entrepreneurs by Dijkhuizen et al. (2016.), both 
objective and personal success appear to be 
meaningful dependent variables for perfor-
mance measurement. Objective success refers 
to measurable business outcomes (Van Praag & 
Versloot, 2007), while personal, that is subjec-
tive, success relates to personal development, 
flexibility of planning your own work, and a 
good work-life balance (Rauch & Frese, 2007; 
Wach et al., 2016).  Personal success can be di-
vided into personal financial success and per-
sonal fulfillment (Dijkhuizen et al., 2016). 

Based on the theoretical outline given 
above, we have developed the conceptual 
model that is depicted in Figure 1.
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Study 1 
Scale Construction

Study 1 allowed for the construction of the 
new scale for entrepreneurial work ability and 
to assess its construct validity.

 
Method

Procedure and Sampling

For the construction of the Entrepreneurial 
Work Ability Scale (EWAS), entrepreneurial job 
demands were operationalized into specific 
items to measure the entrepreneurs’ ability to 
cope with demands that are specific for their 
profession (see Table 1, Items 5, 6, and 7). Some 
other items (Items 1, 2, 3, and 4) are adapted 
from the four-item scale of McGonagle (2015) on 
physical and mental work ability. Item 8 is added 
and comprises the entrepreneur’s perception 
on their future work ability. All eight items were 
originally formulated in Dutch and the transla-
tion-back translation methodology by Brislin 
(1970) has been used for the English version 
shown in Table 1. Respondents were informed 
that they will be presented with a number of 

statements and that they can indicate the extent 
to which they agree with them. A five-point Likert 
scale was used (1 = totally disagree, 2 = disagree,  
3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = totally agree) for all 
items. 

The scale was included in a questionnaire 
that was sent out between January and April 
2024 to solo self-employed entrepreneurs 
who were members of a Dutch trade associa-
tion in the health care sector. As entrepreneurs 
have high self-awareness, self-reporting is an 
acceptable method for data collection in our 
study (Rhee & White, 2007). The final sample 
consisted of 2,452 solo self-employed entre-
preneurs who account for 68 percent of the 
Dutch entrepreneurial population (Centraal 
Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2024). Solo self-em-
ployed entrepreneurs are the largest subgroup 
of entrepreneurs in the Netherlands and were 
therefore targeted for Study 1. Gender was di-
vided as 77.1% female, 22.6% male, and 0.3% 
unknown in our sample, which is in contrast 
with the 63% male and 37% female entrepre-
neurs in the Dutch entrepreneurial population 
as a whole (KVK, 2022). This difference is due 
to the high presence of women working in the 
health care sector. The average age of the re-
spondents is 46.7 years (SD = 12.6). The major-

 
 Figure 1 Conceptual model.
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ity of respondents holds vocational education 
(68.0%), and 31.9% of the respondents holds a 
master (5.5%) or bachelor (26.4%) degree.

Results

To assess the construct validity of the EWAS, 
an exploratory factor analysis and reliability 
analysis were conducted. Principal component 
factor analysis with Varimax rotation was used 
to examine the factor structure (Table 1). The 
results indicated one principal factor of work 
ability (Eigenvalue = 4.43; variance percentage 
= 55.38%). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value for 
the items together was .90, thereby exceed-
ing the recommended value of .60; Cronbach’s 
α = 0.88. Study 1 demonstrates the reliability 
and construct validity of the EWAS. 

Study 2 
Testing Criterion Validity

The next step in the validation of the EWAS, was 
to measure the relationship between work ability, 

on the one hand, and job demands, resources, and 
entrepreneurial success, on the other hand, to test 
the newly developed measure’s criterion validity. 

In the conceptual model for testing the crite-
rion validity of the EWAS (Figure 1), the entre-
preneurial job demands uncertainty and risk, 
workload, and 24/7 time demands (Dijkhuizen 
et al., 2014) are incorporated. In line with pre-
vious studies (Baluku et al., 2018; Brady et al., 
2020; McGonagle et al., 2015), both autonomy 
and personal resources are considered as the 
predictive resources in our model. Moreover, 
building on earlier work in this domain (Brady 
et al., 2020; McGonagle et al., 2015), entrepre-
neurial work ability is the predictor of objective 
and subjective, personal, entrepreneurial suc-
cess (Dijkhuizen et al., 2016).

Method

Procedure and Sampling

In Study 2, Dutch entrepreneurs with a dis-
ability insurance from a Dutch insurance com-

Table 1 Entrepreneurial Work Ability Scale (N = 2,452) 
EWAS Item M SD Factor loading 
   Study 1 Study 2 
1. I can cope well with the physical demands of my 

work. 4.04 .87 .66 .69 

2. I can cope well with the mental demands of my work. 4.16 .76 .75 .73 
3. I can cope well with my work in terms of difficulty. 4.32 .71 .76 .86 
4. I have more than enough energy to perform my work 

well. 4.17 .76 .78 .77 

5. I can perform the tasks that are involved in my work 
well. 4.35 .66 .83 .86 

6. I can cope well with the uncertainty and risks that my 
work entails. 4.05 .78 .70 .72 

7. I can cope well with the responsibili�es that my work 
entails. 4.38 .63 .80 .84 

8. In three years, my knowledge and skills are s�ll 
suitable for my work. 4.27 .74 .66 .65 
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pany were included to test the construct va-
lidity of our newly developed measure among 
a different group of entrepreneurs from the 
one included the sample of Study 1. The ques-
tionnaires were filled in between June and 
September 2024. The final sample included 
201 respondents, with an average age of 52.2 
years (SD = 7.7). Among these respondents, 
56.7% are men and 42.3% are women. The 
majority of respondents holds a master’s 
degree (58.7%), followed by a bachelor’s de-
gree (23.4%). Of all entrepreneurs included 
in this sample, 31.8% have one or more em-
ployees working in their company, and 68.2% 
is self-employed which is similar to the total 
Dutch population of entrepreneurs.

Measures

The job demands uncertainty and risk (6 items) 
and 24/7 time demands (3 items) were mea-
sured with the Entrepreneurial Job Demands 
Scale (Dijkhuizen et al., 2014) using a 4-point 
scale ranging from 1 = (almost) never to 4 = 
(almost) always. Workload was measured by 
the scale of Van Veldhoven et al. (2002), using 
a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = (almost) nev-
er to 4 = (almost) always. An example item of 
uncertainty and risk is: “Do you find it difficult 
to make decisions for your business?” (Cron-
bach’s α was 0.80). For 24/7 time demands, 
one of the items is: “Is it like being with your 
business 24 hours a day?” (Cronbach’s α was 
0.87). Workload was measured with 4 items, 
with an example item being: “Do you need to 
hurry?” (Cronbach’s α was 0.85). 

The measure for autonomy, being the first 
indicator of resources, comprises three items 
(Dijkhuizen et al., 2014), measured on a 
4-point scale ranging from 1 = (almost) nev-
er to 4 = (almost) always. An example item is: 
“Can you decide whether your company car-
ries out activities?” (Cronbach’s α was 0.80). 
Personal resources were measured with the 

PsyCap scale developed by Luthans and as-
sociates (2007a) comprising  four states: op-
timism (4 items, e.g., “I am always optimistic 
about my future”, Cronbach’s α was 0.61), 
self-efficacy (4 items, e.g., “I am able to suc-
cessfully overcome many challenges”, Cron-
bach’s α was 0.90), hope (4 items, e.g., “There 
are many ways around every problem I have 
now”, Cronbach’s α was 0.78), and resilience 
(4 items, e.g., “It doesn’t take me long to re-
cover from a stressful event”, Cronbach’s α 
was 0.79). The items were scored on a 6-point 
scale ranging from 1 = totally disagree to 6 = 
totally agree. The lower Cronbach’s alpha for 
optimism corresponds with the outcomes of 
previous studies (e.g., Dawkins et al., 2013).

Dependent variables. To measure entre-
preneurial success, both objective success 
and personal, that is subjective, success 
measures were taken into account. Objective 
success was measured with three items: ex-
pected change over the next twelve months 
in number of employees, turnover, and prof-
it (Dijkhuizen et al., 2016; Cronbach’s α was 
0.70). Objective success was measured on 
a 3-point scale: 1 = decline (of respectively 
number of employees, turnover or profit),  
2 = unchanged (idem), 3 = rise (idem). Person-
al success was measured with two constructs: 
personal financial success (three items; Cron-
bach’s α was 0.81) and personal fulfillment 
(five items; Cronbach’s α was 0.75). An ex-
ample item of personal financial success is: 
“income security for you (and your family)” 
and an item of personal fulfillment is “pur-
poseful work”. Personal success was scored 
on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = totally not 
achieved to 5 = totally achieved.

Control variables. Based on the insights 
from previous work in the domain of entrepre-
neurial success (Dijkhuizen et al., 2016; 2018), 
Study 2 included age, gender, education level, 
working hours, and number of years in entre-
preneurship as control variables.
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Results

For this sample, the reliability, using Cron-
bach’s α, of the EWAS was 0.89, the principal 
component factor analysis (Table 1) showed 
one factor (Eigenvalue = 4.72; variance per-
centage = 59.04%), which is consistent with the 
outcomes of Study 1. Item level statistics are 
shown in Table 2. Furthermore, confirmatory 
factor analysis and correlation analyses were 
conducted to explore the relationships be-
tween the model variables. Confirmatory Fac-
tor Analysis (CFA) showed a good fit (χ2(20) =  
82.291 p < .001, CFI = .922, SRMR = .050).

In Table 3 the descriptives and correlations 
are included. Entrepreneurial work ability 
showed significant correlations with the job 
demands uncertainty and risk (r = -.44, p < 
.001), and workload (r = -.26, p < .001), but not 
with 24/7 time demands (r = -.13, p = .076). 
Furthermore, there were significant correla-
tions between the resources autonomy (r = 
.26, p < .001) and personal resources (r = .60, 
p < .001), on the one hand, and work ability, 
on the other hand. Work ability, in turn, was 
significantly correlated with personal financial 
success (r = .32, p < .001) and personal fulfill-
ment (r = .44, p < .001). For the correlation 
analysis, in line with previous research, the 
four states of personal resources were col-
lapsed into one construct. None of the cor-

relations exceeds .70 and all the VIF values 
are between 1.04 and 1.63, so well below the 
value of 10, which indicates there is no issue 
of multicollinearity. 

Hierarchical multiple regression was used 
to assess whether job demands and resources 
predict work ability, after controlling for age, 
gender, education level, working hours, and 
number of years in entrepreneurship (Table 4 
reporting the beta coefficients). Including the 
control variables explains 9.7% of the vari-
ance (Model 1). After including job demands 
and resources in the model (Model 2), 46.4% 
of the variance was explained (F (10, 158) 
= 13.69). The R square change value is .37  
(F change (5, 158) = 21.68, p < .001). Thus, job 
demands and resources explain an additional 
37% of the variance in work ability. Especially 
personal resources made significant contribu-
tions to the prediction of work ability. 

Table 5 indicates the outcomes of the hier-
archical multiple regression to assess the po-
tential of work ability to predict entrepreneur-
ial success, after controlling for age, gender, 
education level, working hours, and number 
of years in entrepreneurship. The control vari-
ables (Model 1, reporting the beta coefficients) 
explain 4% of variance in objective success, 7% 
of personal financial success, and 6% of per-
sonal fulfillment. After including work ability 
(Model 2, reporting the beta coefficients), the 
model explains 4% of the objective success  

Table 2 Item statistics 
EWA items Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
1. 4.34 .75 -1.13 1.18 
2. 4.16 .77 -.86 .74 
3. 4.44 .65 -.99 .94 
4. 3.99 .91 -.73 .06 
5. 4.32 .66 -.80 1.01 
6. 4.02 .79 -.94 1.41 
7. 4.29 .67 -1.09 3.10 
8. 4.22 .73 -1.05 2.15 
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(F (6,157) = 1.1; ns), 14% of personal financial 
success (F (6, 156) = 4.1, p < .001), and 26% 
of personal fulfillment (F (6, 156) = 9.05; p < 
.001). 

Discussion and Conclusion

Via this research we extend the knowledge on 
work ability among entrepreneurs, by devel-
oping and validating a work ability scale for 
entrepreneurs (EWAS). In Study 1 the EWAS 
was developed and tested in a large sample 
of entrepreneurs and the scale proved to be 
reliable, indicating one factor. In Study 2 the 
reliability and factor analysis were confirmed 
in a different group of entrepreneurs. The cri-

terion validity of the EWAS was studied using 
the JD-R Model as in previous studies (Brady 
et al., 2020; McGonagle et al., 2015). The re-
sults show significant relationships with job 
demands, resources, and personal success, 
except for 24/7 time demands and objective 
success, suggesting that this new scale is valid 
and can be useful for assessing work ability 
among entrepreneurs. The job demand 24/7 
time demands has no significant correlation 
with work ability. This may be attributed to 
the nature of entrepreneurship where the 
business is always around in the daily life. 
Therefore, the entrepreneur possibly is not 
experiencing the 24/7 time demand as chal-
lenging, as it is part of the job and entrepre-

Table 4 Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the determinants of work ability 
Variables Work ability 
 Model 1 Model 2 
Control variables   
Age  .11  .01 
Gender -.12  .03 
Educa�on level  .16*  .17** 
Working hours  .14  .23** 
Number of years entrepreneurship -.20* -.04 
   
Job demands   
24/7 �me demands  -.05 
Uncertainty and risk  -.12 
Workload  -.16* 
   
Resources   
Autonomy   .07 
Personal resources   .45*** 
   
R2  .10  .46 
∆ R2  .10  .37 
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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neurs develop personal mastery of this job 
demand (Lerman et al., 2020). The positive 
correlation between autonomy and work 
ability is in line with Sewdas et al. (2018). For 
autonomy and personal resources, stronger 
correlations were also found in this study, 
compared to the study of Brady et al. (2020) 
and McGonagle et al. (2015), highlighting the 
important role resources play in supporting 
entrepreneurs in a demanding work context. 
Correlations of work ability with especially 
personal success, both personal financial suc-
cess and personal fulfillment, as a measure of 
entrepreneurial success were strong. 

The hierarchical multiple regression anal-
ysis shows that job demands and resources 
explain 37% of the variance in work ability, 
which is slightly higher compared to the Mc-
Gonagle et al. (2015) scale (ranging from 21 to 
28% of explained variance), but their results 
show a similar pattern compared to our re-
sults. Personal resources were the strongest 
predictors; we took slightly different person-
al resources into consideration compared to 
McGonagle et al. (2015), which might explain 

this difference. In addition, the education 
level and number of working hours influence 
work ability. The higher the education and 
the more hours the entrepreneur works, the 
more competent he or she is to execute the 
tasks. In the regression analysis of work abili-
ty as predictor of entrepreneurial success, the 
results show that objective success is not pre-
dicted by work ability, but personal financial 
success (14% of variance) and personal fulfill-
ment (26% of variance) are. Furthermore, age 
is an important predictor for personal fulfill-
ment, which is in line with previous research 
of Kibler et al. (2024) who found that with in-
creasing biological age, entrepreneurs experi-
ence less emotional exhaustion due to their 
enhanced psychological capital. This shows 
that our new work ability construct for entre-
preneurs has similar predictors and outcomes 
compared to existing work ability constructs 
for employees.

Furthermore, our results imply that entre-
preneurial work ability is closely tied to how 
entrepreneurs perceive their personal suc-
cess. The lack of relationship between work 

Table 5 Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the entrepreneurial success dimensions 
Variables Objec�ve success Personal financial success Personal fulfillment 
 Model Model Model 
 1 2 1 2 1 2 
Control variables       
Age -.12 -.12 .14  .11  .26**  .21* 
Gender -.08 -.08 -.14 -.11 -.03  .03 
Educa�on level .08 .08 .14  .10 -.05 -.12 
Working hours .13 .13 .07  .03 -.10 -.16* 
Age enterprise (a) -.01 -.02 -.16 -.11 -.16 -.07 
       
Work ability  -.01   .27***  .47*** 
       
R2 .04 .04 .07  .14  .06  .26 
∆ R2 .01 .00 .04  .10  .03  .23 
Note. (a) Age enterprise is the number of years the respondent is working as an entrepreneur. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
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ability and objective success can be explained 
by the way objective success was measured 
in the questionnaire. It might be difficult for 
entrepreneurs to assess their future turnover 
and profit while operating in a very challeng-
ing and dynamic work environment with con-
tinuous uncertainty. In future studies, objec-
tive performance results of current turnover 
and profit can be included, and health out-
comes such as disability or retirement inten-
tions, which more closely resemble the out-
comes that McGonagle et al. (2015) took into 
consideration, should be investigated.

This study thus contributes to existing liter-
ature by developing and validating a specific 
measure of work ability for entrepreneurs. 
Maintaining work ability is essential for en-
trepreneurial success. Job demands and re-
sources play an important role in work ability. 
Reducing the effect of job demands by assist-
ing entrepreneurs in how to cope with them 
is important. On the other hand, increasing 
autonomy and personal resources will help 
entrepreneurs to prevail or enhance work 
ability. The EWAS is a valuable tool for future 
academic research and can be used as an 
assessment tool for entrepreneurs. Further-
more, the EWAS can be used as a tool by e.g. 
business trainers and coaches in their inter-
ventions when working with entrepreneurs.

Limitations and Further Research

There are several limitations to take into ac-
count. The EWAS only considered subjective 
indicators and not objective indicators (e.g., 
diagnosed health conditions) as is included in 
the WAI (Ilmarinen et al., 2005). Potential bi-
ases related to self-report measures are pos-
sible. The criterion validity of the EWAS was 
tested with cross sectional studies with a lim-
ited number of respondents. Future longitu-
dinal research is recommended to investigate 
the longer term effects of work ability on en-

trepreneurial success, among a larger group 
of entrepreneurs. Furthermore, the study re-
lied on self-reported data which may lead to 
a certain bias, such as common method bias. 
Future research might consider incorporating 
data from different sources, such as financial 
and health data to mitigate this issue and to 
capture a more complete picture of entrepre-
neurial work ability. 
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