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Executive Summary 
 
This report is about growth-oriented entrepreneurship and the attractive, enhancing 
economic 'framework conditions' for starting and growing new businesses. 
 
Growth-oriented entrepreneurship is crucial as a driver of economic growth. Promoting 
endogenous economic growth, with specific attention to business growth is currently one 
of the most important policy paradigms, especially in the countries of Northwest Europe. 
 
Growth companies are important for creating new jobs and they are crucial to achieve 
virtuous cycles of new economic growth. In recent years, most European and Anglo-
Saxon countries have shown stagnation and even decline in this area. In international 
comparison, the Netherlands is not performing badly, but there are framework conditions 
with room for improvements. These are highlighted below and in more detail on page 17. 
 
This report focuses on growth indicators and 'framework conditions’. The framework 
conditions determine the playing field and the development space for growth. Our 
approach is based on, and largely analogous to, the Nordic Growth Entrepreneurship 
Monitor, which was published in December 2012 by the 'Nordic Innovation' partnership. 
This Scandinavian report is referred to as ‘NGER2012’ in de remainder of this 
report. Largely, the same set of data is used. In this report we are processing a number of 
transition factors more explicitly than in the original NGER2012. Further additions and 
modifications mainly concern indicators for the business cycle, education and innovation. 
 
In summary, this report gives an overview of the Dutch position in growth-oriented 
entrepreneurship in 2012. This position is not bad compared to six of the seven primary 
benchmark countries. Developments are favorable compared to Germany, Belgium, 
Finland, Sweden, Denmark, and even the UK. Statistics on start-ups, start-ups with 
growth ambitions and fast-growth are better or comparable to these benchmark 
countries. Out of the primary benchmark countries, only the U.S. systematically shows 
higher figures. 
 
The main improvement opportunities regarding the framework conditions in the 
Netherlands are: (a) labor market legislation (e.g. working hours, hiring and firing 
practices), (b) access to finance (e.g. foreign direct investments, access to venture capital) 
and (c) public involvement (including state banks, state-owned enterprises, licenses). 
 
Few procedures and low costs to start, grow and exit a business are significantly 
correlated with changes in the number of fast-growing firms (in the tables these firms are 
abbreviated to ‘FGF’). Furthermore, having few labor market regulations and easy access 
to finance is associated with both high levels and rapid adjustment in the number of fast 
growing firms. The enthusiasm for entrepreneurship and an entrepreneurial culture are 
important in the overall performance of the system for growth-oriented 
entrepreneurship. Great enthusiasm for entrepreneurship is strongly correlated with the 
number of fast growing firms and it also increases the impact of the other framework 
conditions. 
 



Methodology 
In the NGER2012, sources for the performance indicators are mainly OECD statistics, 
World Bank statistics and the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (‘GEM’). The 
international benchmark data from Statistics Netherlands (CBS), which are originally 
constructed by EIM, are more recent and more complete than the data used in the 
NGER2012. Therefore, we primarily work with the latter sources. With some delay, the 
definitions are largely the same. 
 
The twenty-one so-called framework conditions that compose the spider diagrams each 
are an average of two to seven underlying sub-indicators. For each of the sub-indicators 
of the framework conditions, the authors of the NGER2012 have chosen to exaggerate 
the dynamics. The last three available mutations are labeled as 2012, 2010 and 2008, 
even if these mutations do not actually represent these respective years. In some cases, 
the most recent mutations concern the year 2005. Contrary to the methods used in the 
NGER2012 we have not brought the mutations forward in this report. Our dynamics 
reflect 2012, 2010 and 2008 for each sub-indicator as closely as possible. If data on 2012 
are not available, the most recent figure is taken (often 2011). As a result, sometimes the 
same number is taken for 2012, 2010 and 2008 (i.e. if no recent data are available for the 
specific sub-indicator). Finally, for quite a few variables, we have worked with new data 
from the original sources. 
 
This report specifically benchmarks the Netherlands to (a) neighboring countries Belgium 
and Germany, (b) Anglo-Saxon countries the UK and the US and (c) Scandinavian 
countries Sweden, Denmark and Finland. In addition, a group of 35 countries are 
analyzed regarding the impact of various sub-indicators on the number of start-ups, 
ambitious start-ups and actual fast-growing firms. 
 
Definitions 
Similar to the NGER2012, each variable is indexed based on 2012 scores and normalized 
to the score of the 'worst' country (= 0) and the best country (= 100). Scores of more than 
100 and less than 0 are therefore possible in 2010 and 2008. Given the variables and after 
conversion to the indices, this is of course only rarely the case. 
 
Performance regarding Growth-oriented Entrepreneurship 
First of all, we study the dynamics of the number of start-ups in the Netherlands 
compared to other countries. Figure 1 below shows the figures of the so-called Total 
Early-Stage Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA). Internationally, the TEA is the most 
common measure of startup activity. The TEA is defined as the percentage of the labor 
force that says that (a) he/she is either now in the process of starting a business, or (b) 
he/she actually has started a new company in the last 3 ½ years. By this standard, Dutch 
entrepreneurship is growing stronger than in many other countries. Belgium and 
Germany also grow. In 2012 the Dutch rate was above 10%. This is the highest figure 
among the benchmark countries, only just behind the US. 
 
 
 
 



Figure 1 Total Early Stage Entrepreneurship Activity (TEA) for the Netherlands and benchmarks 

 
Source: CBS / Panteia / GEM, 2012 
 

A priori, it is not certain whether a start-up as measured by the TEA will remain to be 
self-employed or that he/she will actually grow into a company with employees. The 
shares of self-employed (i.e. entrepreneurs without employees) in the total population 
differ between countries (both including and excluding the agricultural sector which is 
almost exclusively entrepreneurial). In the UK, 21% of registered entrepreneurs have 
employees. In the Netherlands and Belgium these percentages are 30-33%, and in 
Germany and Denmark they are 42-44%1. After 2000, the proportion of self-employed in 
the Netherlands, Germany and the UK has increased by more than one percentage point. 
The increase in the Scandinavian countries was smaller. Belgium even showed a decline. 
 
There are clear differences in the growth expectations of start-ups. In the US, the UK and 
Denmark, the proportion of start-ups (TEA) that expects to have at least five employees 

                                                
1 Source: Eurostat, not in Figure 1. This source is also used in SER (2010), self-employed people in the 
picture: An integral vision of self-employed, Advice 2010/04 



within five years is 30-31% (2012). In other countries, including the Netherlands, 
Germany and Belgium, this percentage is 17-20%. By definition, there is a difference 
between expectation and realization. When we multiply the percentage of start-ups with 
growth expectations by the share of start-ups in the labor force (TEA), we obtain the best 
available variable on growth-oriented start-up activity. Even better indicators could be 
constructed if longitudinal micro-data were available. The Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor however does not follow its entrepreneurs over time as a panel of micro data.  
 
Figure 2 shows that it is unlikely that recent increases in the number of Dutch start-ups 
are only an increase in the number of self-employed. The dynamics are largely an 
increase in the proportion self-employed, but since 2008 there is also a marked increase 
in the number of entrepreneurs with growth ambitions. In the Netherlands, nearly 2% of 
the population is a start-up entrepreneur with the ambition to grow into a substantial 
company five years after the start. Only the Anglo-Saxon benchmark countries show 
higher percentages: almost 3% in the UK and nearly 4% in the US, respectively. 
 
Figure 2 Total Early Stage Activity (TEA) with growth ambitions (i.e. 5 employees in 5 years) 

 
Source: CBS / Panteia / OECD / MIR, 2012 
 



Fast-growing firms 
In the Netherlands - as in the other benchmark countries - the proportion of fast-growing 
firms has declined in recent years. Between 2008 and 2010, the smallest decline occurred 
in Germany (-20%). In the other countries the share of fast-growing firms decreased by 
40-60%. Only the U.S. have shown a recent recovery in the share of fast-growing firms. 
 
Figure 3 Share of fast-growing firms in business population (3 consecutive years > 20% sales growth) 

 
Source: CBS / Panteia / OECD / MIR, 2012 
 
 



Partial conclusions 
The developments of start-up activity, growth-oriented start-up activity and the number 
of fast-growing firms are more favorable in the Netherlands than they are in the non-
Anglo-Saxon benchmark countries. More people in the Netherlands are starting a 
business (with and without the ambition to grow to 5+ employees), i.e. more than in any 
other benchmark country except in the US and in the UK. The development of the 
number of fast-growing firms is negative, just as in the other benchmark countries. The 
Dutch share of fast-growing firms is better maintained than it is in the benchmark 
countries except the US. The sector differences are minimal (figures on this not 
included). 
 
Framework Conditions in the Netherlands 
We analyze a set of framework conditions for growth-oriented entrepreneurship 
analogous to the NGER2012-report. See Annex 1 for the full list of variables. These 
framework conditions include variables on laws and regulations, market conditions, 
financing, knowledge and entrepreneurial attitudes. Analyzing the framework conditions 
for the Netherlands, the indicators for access to finance and market conditions worsened 
from 2008 to 2010. From 2010 to 2012 there was a (light) recovery. The recovery is most 
clear in the cooperation between science and business (transfer or non-commercial 
knowledge). New Dutch policies on labor legislation, taxes and R&D funding are not yet 
captured in the data. 
 
Figure 4 Development of the Dutch framework conditions 2008-2012 

 
Source: MIR / NGER, 2012 
 

Comparison with Benchmark Countries 
Figure 5, below, shows that the Netherlands score lower than the Scandinavian countries 
in the areas of finance (banking and VC) and market conditions (government 
intervention, procurement). Finland scores significantly better in terms of knowledge and 
entrepreneurial culture, Denmark significantly better in terms of labor market 
regulation. In most other areas the conditions are similar to the benchmark countries. The 
figure shows the data for 2012. 



Figure 5 Netherlands vs. Scandinavian countries, 2012 

 
Source: MIR / NGER, 2012 
 

When we look at changes per country on the various dimensions of the framework, the 
deterioration of the capital market is evident for all countries (Figure 6, below). 
Denmark’s score on the patent system deteriorated after changes in 2009. In Finland, 
labor market regulation improved. The numbers in the figure indicate the changes per 
country (in the order of the lines). For small changes these number are not easy to read, 
but they are included to easily read the exact size of the major ‘shocks’. 
 
Figure 6 Changes in 2012 vs. 2008 for the Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries benchmark 

 
Source: MIR / NGER, 2012 
 

Compared to neighboring countries Belgium and Germany, the Netherlands score better 
on the IP system and on entrepreneurial attitudes. Despite recent improvements in the 
Netherlands, the transfer of non-commercial knowledge (university-industry cooperation) 
still scores much higher in Belgium and Germany. 



Figure 7 Netherlands vs. Neighboring countries Belgium and Germany, 2012 

 
Source: MIR / NGER, 2012 
 

When we look at the changes per country, for neighboring Belgium and Germany we see 
that (relatively): (1) in Belgium the attitude towards entrepreneurship has strongly 
improved, (2) in Germany the regulation of the labor market has strongly improved and 
(3) in the Netherlands the Venture Capital market has strongly deteriorated. 
 
Figure 8 Changes 2012 vs. 2008 for the Netherlands and benchmark countries Belgium and Germany 

 
 Source: MIR / NGER, 2012 
 

Compared to the Anglo-Saxon countries, the Netherlands score significantly lower than 
the US in the fields of finance, labor market regulation and the attitudes and skills for 
entrepreneurship. The differences with the UK are much smaller, although administrative 
burdens and market conditions are significantly better in the UK. 



Figure 9 Netherlands vs. U.S. and UK, 2012 

 
Source: MIR / NGER, 2012 
 

Labor legislation and entrepreneurial attitudes are improving relative to the Anglo-Saxon 
countries. This has to do with the deterioration in these areas in the Anglo-Saxon 
countries. Significantly lower U.S. scores on stock market and IP system are to be noted. 
 
Figure 10 Changes in 2012 vs. 2008 for the Netherlands and the benchmark countries, U.S. and UK 

 
Source: MIR / NGER, 2012 
 

Partial Conclusion 
Based on the comparison of the framework conditions, it can be concluded that the 
Netherlands are currently midway between the benchmark countries. One might further 
improve the Dutch framework by picking and choosing specific conditions to adjust and 
to adopt practices from all three types of benchmark countries. For the financing climate 
and market conditions, the Scandinavian countries are ‘good practice’. For university-
industry collaboration, Germany and Belgium are, and for entrepreneurial attitudes, labor 
market legislation and financing conditions, the Anglo-Saxon countries serve best. 



Effects on growth and dynamics 
Controlling for cyclical effects, we further investigate the correlation between sub-
indicators and the share of fast-growing firms in the economy (fixed effects) and the 
dynamics of this share over time (random effects). The following tables summarize the 
results for the indicators and the sub-indicators. We have worked with data for a cross-
section of 35 countries, including 22 EU countries (not: Bulgaria, Cyprus, Croatia, Malta 
and Romania). To be exact, we have looked at the relationship between the framework 
conditions in 2008 and the development in the number of fast-growing firms in the period 
2007-2010. More recent figures of this performance measure are not available. The 
dynamics in the framework conditions and the number of countries is limited. For now, 
here, we have only estimated partial models per sub-indicator, not a full dynamic model. 
 
Firstly, it appears that low administrative burdens have little systematic relationship with 
the level of fast-growing firms (‘FGF’). There is a relationship between low 
administrative burdens and the change in the level of fast-growing firms. Startup 
procedures and building permit procedures have the strongest significant relationship 
with the dynamics of fast-growing firms year on year. Countries such as Canada and New 
Zealand are easiest in these areas. The Netherlands score particularly low on the 
minimum capital required. This regulation was changed very recently (not in the data).  
Likewise, the procedures surrounding foreclosures do not have a direct relationship with 
the level of fast-growing firms, but the year-on-year change does. Procedures for physical 
scale-up are also relatively cumbersome in the Netherlands, while there is a significant 
relationship with changes in fast-growing firms. The number of fast-growing firms adapts 
faster as well when there are fewer procedures surrounding the implementation of 
bankruptcies. In the area of bankruptcies (remarkably) Japan is the most flexible. The 
Netherlands score relatively well on the bankruptcy legislation. 
 
Table 1 Administrative burden: effects on level and change FGF, 'best in class' and score NL 2012 
  Level	  

FGF 
Change	  
FGF 

NL	  
0-‐100 

'Best	  in	  class'	  in	  
2012 

NL	  vs.	  
EU-‐av 

Administrative	  burden Low 0 + 56 Canada 86% 
Number	  of	  procedures	  for	  starting	  a	  business few	  procedures 0 ++ 44 Canada 90% 
Number	  of	  days	  for	  starting	  a	  business rapid	  processing 0 + 79 New	  Zealand 123% 
Cost	  of	  starting	  a	  business low	  cost 0 + 73 Denmark 95% 
Minimum	  of	  capital	  required	  for	  starting	  a	  
business 

little	  capital	  
requirement 

0 + 3 14	  countries,	  
including	  Germany 

5% 

Registering	  property little	  effort 0 + 60 New	  Zealand 98% 
Tax	  procedures Little 0 + 86 Luxembourg 117% 
Procedures,	  time	  and	  costs	  to	  build	  a	  warehouse few	  procedures 0 ++ 46 New	  Zealand 76% 
Bankruptcy	  Legislation  0 + 87 Japan 136% 
Actual	  cost	  to	  close	  a	  business low	  cost 0 ++ 86 Norway 141% 
Bankruptcy	  recovery	  rate high	  recovery 0 + 93 Japan 151% 
Actual	  time	  to	  close	  a	  business short	  period	  of	  time 0 + 83 Ireland 123% 
Source: NGER / MIR, 2012/2013, + = significant at 90%, ++ = significant at 95% 
 
The flexibility of the labor market is strongly correlated with the level of fast-growing 
firms and its dynamics. The United States and Switzerland are the most flexible. The 
Netherlands has a rather low score on the hiring and firing practices. The speed and cost 



of enforcing contracts are most favorable in Luxembourg. The time it takes to enforce 
contracts has a significant relationship with both the level of fast-growing firms and the 
dynamics of the number of fast-growing firms. Few legal barriers to competition and 
limited exceptions to free competition have a direct relationship with the level of the 
number of fast-growing firms and (to a lesser extent) also with the economic 
dynamics. The UK is the most open in this area.  
 
Table 2 Legislation: effects on level and change in FGF, 'best in class' and score Netherlands 2012 
  Level	  

FGF 
Change	  
FGF 

NL	  
0-‐100 

'Best	  in	  class'	  in	  2012 NL	  vs.	  
EU-‐av 

Labor	  market	  regulations  ++ ++ 37 USA 87% 
Hiring	  and	  firing	  practices Flexible ++ ++ 25 Switzerland 64% 
Rigidity	  of	  hours	  (index) Flexible ++ ++ 50 5	  countries,	  including	  

Ireland,	  USA 
104% 

Legal	  System  + + 61 Luxembourg 103% 
Enforcing	  Contracts	  –	  Time short	  period	  of	  

time 
++ ++ 72 New	  Zealand 102% 

Enforcing	  Contracts	  -‐	  Cost	  as	  %	  of	  Claim low	  cost 0 0 37 Iceland 65% 
Enforcing	  Contracts	  -‐	  Number	  of	  
Procedures 

few	  procedures 0 0 75 Ireland 148% 

Competition	  Legislation  + + 76 United	  Kingdom 111% 
Legal	  barriers low	  barriers + + 60 6	  countries,	  including	  

the	  UK 
84% 

Antitrust	  Exemptions Little ++ + 100 Most	  EU	  countries 105% 
Barriers	  to	  entry	  in	  network	  sectors low	  barriers 0 0 77 Denmark 111% 
Barriers	  to	  entry	  in	  services low	  barriers 0 0 67 Switzerland 181% 
Source: NGER / MIR, 2012/2013, + = significant at 90%, ++ = significant at 95% 
 
Low tax rates correlate with the level of fast-growing firms. The Netherlands scores 
rather poorly in this area, also by European standards. Correlation between dividend and 
SME taxes and fast growth rates are not significant. The intellectual property system (IP) 
has a correlation with changes in the share of fast-growing firms. The level of fast-
growing firms is not directly correlated. The patent/IP system in Finland is the most 
developed. This system is quite advanced in the Netherlands as well. 
 
Table 3 Tax and IP: effects on level and change in FGF, 'best in class' and score Netherlands 2012 
Indicator  Level	  

FGF 
Change	  
FGF 

NL	  
0-‐100 

'Best	  in	  class'	  
in	  2012 

NL	  vs.	  
EU-‐av 

Tax	  –	  income  + 0 23 Chile 62% 
Highest	  marginal	  income	  tax	  plus	  social	  contributions low	  taxes + 0 20 Chile 58% 
Average	  income	  tax	  plus	  social low	  taxes + 0 26 Chile 66% 
Tax	  –	  companies  0 0 69 Iceland 107% 
Taxation	  of	  dividends	  -‐	  top	  marginal	  tax	  rate low	  taxes 0 0 66 Japan 112% 
SME	  tax	  rates low	  taxes 0 0 52 Ireland 91% 
Taxation	  of	  corporate	  revenue low	  taxes + + 89 5	  countries 103% 
Patent	  System    86 Finland 169% 
Intellectual	  Property	  Rights well	  defined -‐ 0 88 Finland 170% 
Property	  rights well	  defined 0 ++ 84 Finland 168% 
Source: NGER / MIR, 2012/2013, + = significant at 90%, ++ = significant at 95% 



Low barriers to imports and exports are not directly related to fast growth, neither to 
levels, nor to changes. For tariffs, there is both a significant correlation with the level and 
the changes of fast-growing firms from year to year. Many European countries score very 
well on this sub-indicator. The provision of licenses is the most open in the United States. 
This is also a variable with a direct relation to the dynamics in each country's share of 
fast-growing firms. The public procurement and the rate of payments by the government 
is best in Finland and the Baltic States. Between this variable and rapid growth and 
dynamism, there is no significant correlation. 
 
Table 4 Markets: effects on level and change in FGF, 'best in class' and score Netherlands 2012 
Indicator  Level	  

FGF 
Change	  
FGF 

NL	  
0-‐100 

'Best	  in	  class'	  in	  2012 NL	  vs.	  
EU-‐av 

Foreign	  markets  + + 75 France 117% 
Import	  burdens low	  barriers 0 0 71 Denmark 134% 
Export	  burdens low	  barriers 0 0 53 France 91% 
Tariffs low	  taxes ++ ++ 100 15	  countries,	  including	  NL 106% 
Government	  intervention  + + 60 Denmark 93% 
Government	  enterprises small	  

government 
+ + 50 Latvia 71% 

Ownership	  of	  banks small	  
government 

+ + 60 15	  countries,	  including	  DK,	  
G 

75% 

Price	  Contols low	  regulation 0 0 67 Chile 116% 
Licensing	  restrictions Little 0 ++ 48 USA 85% 
Command	  and	  control	  regulation little	  coercion 0 0 75 Iceland 110% 
Public	  procurement  + 0 45 Latvia 85% 
Public	  procurement	  advertised	  in	  the	  
Official	  Journal 

many	  public + 0 6 Latvia 16% 

Average	  delay	  in	  payments	  -‐	  Public	  
authorities 

prompt	  
payments 

+ 0 83 Finland 110% 

Source: NGER / MIR, 2012/2013, + = significant at 90%, ++ = significant at 95% 
 
Access to finance has a direct correlation with both the level and the dynamics of fast-
growing firms. In particular, access to bank loans and low credit barriers to foreign direct 
investment provide significant correlations. The availability of venture capital is also 
associated with levels and (even stronger) changes in fast-growing firms. The relationship 
between a strong stock market and fast growth levels and changes is not significant. 
 
Table 5 Financing: effects on level and change in FGF, 'best in class' and score Netherlands 2012 
Indicator  Level	  

FGF 
Change	  
FGF 

NL	  
0-‐100 

'Best	  in	  class'	  in	  
2012 

NL	  vs.	  EU-‐av 

Bank	  loans  + + 54 New	  Zealand 114% 
Private	  credit High 0 0 94 Denmark 182% 
Collateral	  and	  Bankruptcy	  Legal	  Rights	  Index High 0 0 43 New	  Zealand 79% 
Ease	  of	  access	  to	  loans Easy ++ ++ 71 Sweden 164% 
Country	  Credit	  rating High + + 94 Norway 142% 
Barriers	  to	  FDI Lag + + 24 Poland 75% 
VC	  financing  + ++ 44 Sweden 130% 
Venture	  capital	  (early	  stage) Many 0 + 31 Switzerland 115% 
Venture	  capital	  availability Many + ++ 74 Israel 180% 
Venture	  capital	  (expansion	  stage) Many + ++ 28 USA 84% 



Stock	  Market  0 0 43 USA 128% 
Investor	  protection Many 0 0 25 New	  Zealand 64% 
Capitalization	  of	  primary	  stock	  market High + 0 61 USA 150% 
Turnover	  in	  primary	  stock	  market High 0 0 71 USA 200% 
Source: NGER / MIR, 2012/2013, + = significant at 90%, ++ = significant at 95% 
 
The relationship between investment in R&D and the level and dynamics of fast-growth 
firms is limited. The Netherlands scores less well on business expenditures on R&D. 
R&D investment by companies and universities is weakly correlated with the dynamics 
of the share of fast-growing firms.  Similarly, for knowledge diffusion, there is a weak 
connection with the dynamics of the share of fast-growing firms and no relation to the 
structural level of fast-growing firms. The Netherlands (still) scores relatively low on the 
combined patent applications. Regarding E-commerce & IT investments there is a weakly 
significant inverse relationship. More firms with investment in IT mean lower levels of 
fast-growing firms. Contrarily, there are more dynamics when these investments are high.  
 
Table 6 Knowledge & innovation: effects on level and change in FGF, 'best in class' and score NL 2012 
Indicator  Level	  

FGF 
Change	  
FGF 

NL	  
0-‐100 

'Best	  in	  class'	  in	  
2012 

NL	  vs.	  
EU-‐av 

R&D  0 0 47 Finland 106% 
Total	  GOVERD	  as	  percent	  of	  GDP High 0 0 43 South	  Korea 85% 
Total	  BERD	  as	  percent	  of	  GDP High 0 + 22 Israel 69% 
Total	  HERD	  as	  percent	  of	  GDP High 0 + 80 Denmark 165% 
Public	  funding	  of	  R	  &	  D	  activity	  as	  percent	  of	  GDP High 0 + 65 Austria 104% 
Private	  funding	  of	  R	  &	  D	  activity	  as	  percent	  of	  GDP High 0 0 43 South	  Korea 85% 
International	  co-‐operation	  between	  patent	  applications High 0 0 31 Luxembourg 70% 
Patents	  Awarded	  based	  on	  inventors	  residence High 0 0 46 Switzerland 110% 
Science-‐business  0 + 48 Iceland 110% 
Uni	  /	  industry	  research	  collaboration High 0 + 79 Switzerland 141% 
Research	  in	  higher	  education	  sector	  Financed	  by	  
business 

Large 0 0 51 Turkey 137% 

Number	  of	  patent	  applications	  by	  universities	  and	  
government	  institutions	  

High 0 + 13 Ireland 36% 

Technology	  and	  ICT  0 0 64 Iceland 108% 
Percentages	  of	  enterprises	  using	  eGovernment high 0 0 100 Netherlands,	  Finland 115% 
E-‐commerce	  as	  %	  of	  total	  turnover	  of	  enterprises high -‐ + 58 Ireland 99% 
ICT	  expenditure	  on	  IT	  as	  a	  percentage	  of	  GDP high -‐ + 66 United	  Kingdom 154% 
ICT	  expenditure	  on	  Communication	  as	  %	  of	  GDP high 0 0 30 Estonia 75% 
Source: NGER / MIR, 2012/2013, + = significant at 90%, ++ = significant at 95% 
 
The various sub-indicators for the attitudes towards entrepreneurship are significantly 
correlated with the level of fast-growing firms. The Netherlands scores relatively low on 
the status and desirability of becoming self-employed. For these indicators, quite clearly 
more entrepreneurial countries have more fast-growing firms. There is no significant 
correlation in the relationships with the dynamics from year to year, except for the stigma 
of failure. The smaller the stigma, the more dynamic is the number of fast-growing 
firms. For education and immigration, there is a weakly significant correlation with the 
level of fast-growing firms, but there is no relation with the dynamics. 



Table 7 Entrepreneurial Culture: effects on level and change in FGF, 'best in class' and score NL 2012 
Indicator  Level	  

FGF 
Change	  
FGF 

NL	  
0-‐100 

'Best	  in	  class'	  in	  
2012 

NL	  vs.	  
EU-‐av 

Imago	  entrepreneurship  ++ 0 60 USA 157% 
Image	  of	  entrepreneurs Good ++ 0 54 Denmark 108% 
Desirability	  of	  becoming	  self	  employed Desirable ++ 0 15 Poland 35% 
Entrepreneurship	  as	  a	  good	  career	  choice Good + 0 100 Netherlands 165% 
High	  status	  to	  successful	  entrepreneurs High + 0 53 Finland 83% 
Media	  attention	  for	  entrepreneurship High + 0 79 Australia 167% 
Attitudes	  towards	  entrepreneurship  ++ 0 50 USA 122% 
Entrepreneurship	  among	  managers High ++ 0 44 Israel 87% 
Self	  Employment	  preference High ++ 0 48 Greece 94% 
Start-‐up	  incentives	  under	  risk High ++ + 43 Turkey 131% 
Fear	  of	  failure Low + + 50 USA 105% 
Perceived	  opportunities Large ++ 0 65 Sweden 154% 
Perceived	  Capabilities Large + 0 58 Chile 95% 
Education	  and	  schooling  + 0 63 New	  Zealand 82% 
Inflows	  of	  foreign	  labor Large + 0 13 New	  Zealand 85% 
Expenditures	  on	  education Many + 0 80 New	  Zealand 120% 
Percentage	  in	  tertiary	  education High + 0 76 Norway 108% 
Highly-‐educated	  immigrants Many + 0 27 Canada 80% 
Source: NGER / MIR, 2012/2013, + = significant at 90%, ++ = significant at 95% 
 
Policy targets for fast-growth firms 
The above analysis shows that for a large number of sub-indicators there is either a 
relationship with the level of fast-growing firms, or with the dynamics of the fast-
growing firms. The various framework conditions are also interdependent, but in this 
report, this is not taken into account. Analysis of the complete system of relationships has 
not been executed, but a preliminary exploration provides an intuitively logical 
hierarchy. This hierarchy is summarized in the figure below. 
 
Figure 11 Hierarchy of policy options for the Netherlands 
 Improve	  levels	  of	  FGF Improve	  dynamics	  of	  FGF 
Direct Income	  Tax 

Access	  to	  bank	  loans 
Access	  to	  venture	  capital 
Entrepreneurship	  skills	  

Administrative	  burden	  for	  startups	  and	  exits 
Access	  to	  venture	  capital 
Flexibility	  of	  labor	  contracts 
Access	  to	  bank	  loans 

Indirect Image	  of	  Entrepreneurship 
Attitudes	  to	  Entrepreneurship 
Smaller	  government 
Education	  and	  training	  

R&D	  efforts 
Science-‐business	  collaboration	  (valorisation) 
Smaller	  government 

 
Suggestions for further research 
The depth of the analyses in this report is limited. Due to time and budget constraints, we 
have chosen to limit ourselves to simple comparative diagrams and trivariate analyses to 
first of all find out what is broadly 'in the data’. We have looked for correlations without 
the whole range of possible interrelationships and/or the possible variety of developments 
across countries and/or over time. 
 



One could obviously do better. This section contains suggestions for further research. 
 
Firstly, one could perform more sophisticated analyses. We have a panel of 15 years and 
35 countries on start-up and growth performance statistics and on the 87 sub-indicators of 
the framework conditions. Regrettably, there are a quite a few "holes" in the data. Less 
than a quarter of the performance indicators and the framework indicators are perfectly 
filled for 35 countries for 15 years. This means that a panel analysis is more complicated 
than one might expect. Data would have to be inter- and extrapolated. Furthermore, for 
some of the possible analyses, there are identification problems. On statistical or 
theoretical grounds, some of the framework conditions could be combined into new 
indicators. Of course, this also has its drawbacks in terms of information loss. 
 
In addition to a comparative analysis of the level differences of countries, it would be 
best to model and explain the changes over time in performance by changes over time in 
the framework conditions. Causalities between these variables occur with a largely 
unknown delay. Furthermore, the interrelationships between framework conditions are 
not negligible. One should therefore (a) look for (concurrent) mutual interrelationships 
and (b) look for (causal and correlating) delays. Unfortunately, these interrelationships, 
delays and further effects probably also differ between (types of) countries. 
 
Further research should focus on: 
 

A. Finding system structures 
• How do the levels of the various framework conditions relate to each other 

(covariation, LISREL)? 
• What is the relationship between this system of relations and the (mean) levels of 

the performance indicators? 
• Are there any clear differences between groups of countries (clusters)? 
• How big are the differences between groups of countries, compared to the more 

general relationships (in terms of explanatory power)? 
B. Finding causal relationships 

• How do the changes of the various framework conditions relate to one another 
and to the performance indicators (VAR, panel)? 

• What are differences between groups of countries (cluster analysis per system)? 
• How big are the differences between groups of countries compared to the more 

general relationships (in terms of explanatory power)? 

General conclusions and recommendations 
Recent developments in the Netherlands in terms of startup activity, growth-oriented 
startup activity and fast-growing firm activity have been more favorable than in the non-
Anglo-Saxon benchmark countries. In the Netherlands, there are more people working to 
start a business (with and without the intention to grow), more than in any other 
benchmark countries except the U.S. and the UK. The development of the number of 
fast-growing firms is negative, just as in the other benchmark countries. However, the 
Dutch share of fast-growing firms is better maintained than in the benchmark countries, 
except the United States. 



Compared to the seven benchmark-countries, the Dutch position is certainly not bad. The 
developments are favorable compared to Germany, Belgium, Finland, Sweden, Denmark, 
and the United Kingdom. Start-ups, start-ups with growth ambitions and fast-growing 
firms develop better or comparable to the benchmark countries. Out of the seven 
benchmark countries only the United States show structurally higher figures. 
 
Based on the comparison of the framework conditions, it can be concluded that the 
framework conditions in the Netherlands are midway between the various benchmark 
countries and one could improve by picking, choosing and adapting lessons from the 
various benchmark countries. From all three types of benchmark countries lessons could 
be learned. In terms of access to finance and market conditions, the Scandinavian 
countries are a good example. In terms of university-industry collaboration, Germany and 
Belgium are good examples. In terms of entrepreneurial attitudes, labor market flexibility 
and financing conditions, the Anglo-Saxon countries could serve as a good inspiration. 
 
Further improvement opportunities regarding the framework conditions in the 
Netherlands are: (a) labor market legislation (e.g. working hours, hiring and firing 
practices), (b) access to finance (e.g. foreign direct investments, access to venture capital) 
and (c) public involvement (including state banks, state-owned enterprises, licenses). 
 
The analysis of correlations provides important clues for policy recommendations. After 
a first analysis of the framework conditions most strongly associated with the level and 
dynamics in fast-growing firms, we come to the following recommendations: 

1. Low administrative burdens to start, grow and exit firms are associated with more 
dynamics in the number of fast-growing firms. Reducing the administrative 
burden and fewer regulations is associated with more dynamics in the number of 
fast-growing firms in the economy. Capital requirements for starting a business in 
the Netherlands were very high. The Dutch score on administrative burdens is not 
bad compared to other European countries. This is nonetheless a relevant policy 
option, since EU-countries do worse than other benchmark countries.  

2. Having few labor market regulations is associated with both high levels and 
swifter adjustments in the number of fast-growing firms. Even within Europe, the 
Netherlands has relatively strict hiring and firing regulations. Despite the political 
sensitivity, this is a policy area where direct effects on growth are to be expected. 

3. Easy access to finance (both bank loans and VC funding) is associated with high 
levels and rapid adjustment in the number of fast-growing firms. Dutch scores in 
this area are again not bad within the EU context, but compared to countries 
elsewhere, the access to VC funding is a clear improvement option. For almost 
the entire EU, bank loan access is a critical bottleneck and a clear policy priority. 

4. In terms of cooperation between universities and businesses, Dutch scores are 
relatively low. Effects on the proportion of fast growing companies and the 
dynamics in the number of fast-growing firms are fairly limited for this indicator.  

5. Enthusiasm for entrepreneurship and an entrepreneurial culture seem to be crucial 
in the system for growth-oriented entrepreneurship. There are strong correlations 
with the level of fast-growing firms and it also seems to increase the chances of 
success of the other framework conditions. Strengthening effective policy in this 
area is welcomed on the basis of this study. 


