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Abstract
Self-control, the capacity to regulate attention, emotion, and behavior in the presence of temptation, has been found to be essential to successful functioning in many spheres, including the workplace. One self-control method is precommitment that facilitates the achievement of long-term goals involves binding one’s behavior by levying costly constraints on one’s future choices to resist future temptations. Rather than attempting to self-regulate via internal methods such as willpower, precommitment is a simpler, easier to implement external strategy that involves people’s attempts to structure their environment to resist short-term impulses in the service of long-term goals. Guidelines are offered for implementing a precommitment strategy to increase self-management while also acknowledging that too much self-control can be problematic and attempts to decrease impulsiveness via self-control strategies may be especially unwise for entrepreneurs.  
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Introduction
			Self-control is generally understood as the self-initiated regulation of conflicting impulses in the service of enduringly valued goals (Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice, 1994). It is the capacity to stop, override, or alter unwanted responses and behaviors and to bring them into agreement with standards (Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004). It is so valuable that many people complain that they do not have enough of it. Synonyms for self-control vary widely in the research literature and include delay of gratification, effortful control, deliberateness, self-management, future orientation, willpower, executive control, time preference, self-discipline, self-regulation, and ego strength. What these terms have in common is the ability to resist short-term temptations to meet long-term goals. Many major problems, personal, social, and occupational center on failure of self-control: compulsive spending and borrowing, impulsive violence, underachievement in school, alcohol and drug abuse, unhealthy diet, chronic anxiety, explosive anger, getting divorced, and going to prison (Duckworth & Seligman, 2005). 
			Moreover, individuals labeled as self-controlled have been found to score high on several significant life outcomes, including financial prosperity, career success, physical and mental health (Duckworth & Seligman, 2005; Moffitt et al., 2011). In workplaces, managers scoring high in self-control had more stable employment histories, had higher earnings, to procrastinate less, achieve greater career success, less likely to be fired, and were rated more favorably by their subordinates as well as their peers (Baumeister & Tierney, 2011). Self-control appears to have a positive impact on leadership behavior when it is present but a negative effect when it is deficient (Johnson, Chang, & Lord, 2006; Lian, Yam, Ferris, & Brown, 2017).
Self-Control Strategies
			Numerous self-regulatory approaches have been offered that reduce failures in self-control (e.g., Carlson & Beck, 2009; Mischel, 2014; Rachlin, 2000; Schelling, 1978; Wansink, 2014). Duckworth, Milkman, and Laibson (2018) in reviewing the literature provided an organizing framework having two broad taxonomies for these many methods: 1) willpower interventions that modify one’s cognitions, and 2) situational interventions that alter one’s environment. These two classifications are discussed below. 
Willpower or cognitive interventions 
			Willpower strategies to resist temptation impulses, also known as cognitive strategies, are most often offered by researchers (Soutschek et al., 2017). Mahoney and Thoresen (1972) have referred to willpower as an uncomplicated, brute force approach to doing what is in one’s best interest when alluring alternatives call and is typically experiences as effortful, tiring, and unpleasant (Inzlicht, Schmeichel, & Macrae, 2014; Kurzban, Duckworth, Kable, & Myers, 2013). Cognitive interventions enable people to change the way they think, making long-term choices more appealing or actionable and short-term temptations less so. These interventions target mental representations and include such schemes goal setting goals, planning, self-monitoring one’s behaviors, using mindfulness or nonjudgmental awareness of the present, increasing psychological distance from the tempting behavior, mentally contrasting positive and negative outcomes of a goal, and then developing a plan to implement intentions, and cognitive therapy (i.e., identifying the mental states that underlie the undesirable behavior).
			However, willpower and strategies that prescribe it tend to be unsuccessful—for example, the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) program, which encouraged students to “Just Say No” to drugs, has been shown to be ineffective (West & O’Neal, 2004). Another downside of such cognitive strategies is that they are easily reversed (Duckworth et al., 2018).
[bookmark: _Hlk58080566]is that they are easily reversed. Additionally, enhancing self-control by training people in willpower using cognitive efforts such as working memory and inhibition through practice does not result in generalized improvements in self-control (Miles et al., 2016). In part this is because of individuals’ excessive confidence in their willpower (Baumeister & Tierney, 2011) is often due to what Loewenstein (1996) termed a “cold-to-hot empathy gap”—the tendency for people in a “cold” state (i.e., not experiencing thirst, anger, etc.) to underestimate the influence on their choices and behavior when in a craving, or “hot” state. In fact, most people indicate that they can overcome impulse battles even as they recognize that other people’s self-control problems will continue (Pronin, Olivola, & Kennedy, 2007).
			This failure to grasp the motivational power of impulses leads people to overrate their ability to manage temptation. For instance, in a study by Nordgren, van Harreveld, and van der Pligt (2009) recovering smokers were asked to bet that they could hold an unlit cigarette in their mouths while watching a movie without yielding to the temptation to smoke. Those with inflated views of their willpower (what the researchers called restraint bias) exposed themselves to more temptation which, in turn, led to higher rates of relapse 4 months later. Returning to the earlier story of Odysseus, had he been more confident that he could overcome the Sirens’ enticing songs, he probably would have not taken such extreme safeguards which likely would have led to the loss of all the shipmates. Loewenstein (2018) also noted that willpower has severe limitations as a self-control strategy because, in part, of the naivety about the limitations of the brute force approach that self-control means just trying harder and willing oneself to do something, oftentimes denying oneself things. 
		Situational or environmental interventions
			Situational interventions are commonly self-imposed and involve individuals proactively
modifying their situation or environment to create circumstances that favor long-term goals over short-term temptations. Such approaches change the objective costs and benefits of self-controlled versus impulsive choices. Rather than focus on willpower Duckworth, Gendler, and Gross (2016) noted that changing one’s situation or environment to create incentives or obstacles that help them exercise self-control can be an effective self-control approach. Situational strategies can be especially efficient because they can be implemented long before impulses have grown strong enough to be noticed (Duckworth et al., 2016). Wansink (2014) concluded in his research on healthy food consumption and dieting that “One sentence summarizes twenty-five years of my research: Becoming slim by design works better than trying to become slim by willpower. That is, it’s easier to change your eating environment than to change your mind …” (p. 6). 
			In an example of changing the environment to enhance self-control Gino and colleagues (e.g., Brooks et. al., 2016; Tian et al., 2018) changed the situation of participants in their studies by asking them to perform rituals which led to increased self-control. Rituals involve specific actions, multiple steps, repetition, and frequently having symbolic meaning beyond their mere actions. Players in all sorts of sports have rituals that involve actions such as eating the same foods in precisely the same order before a game or listening to the same song a given number of times before competition. In the Tian et al. (2018) study, the researchers recruited undergraduate females who already had a goal of losing weight. Half of them to be mindful about their food consumption for the next five days (a cognitive strategy) while the half were asked to perform a three-step pre-eating ritual every time they ate something. The ritual did not require participants to eat less food and did not directly interfere with consumption. The ritual asked participants to 1) cut their food into pieces before eating it, 2) rearrange the pieces of food so that they were perfectly symmetric on their plate (the right and left sides of the plate appeared the same), and 3) press their eating utensil against the top of their food three times. Participants who enacted the pre-eating ritual consumed fewer calories (about 1,424 calories for each day, on average) as compared to those who simply were mindful about their eating (who consumed about 1,648). Those who performed the ritual also ate less fat and less sugar. The ritual helped them exercise the self-control needed to achieve their weight loss goals. 			
Interestingly, at the end of the Tian et al. (2018) study, the participants said they thought the ritual was not very helpful and reported they were unlikely to continue it. This finding is not particularly surprising since individuals often do not recognize the effectiveness of situational cues and underestimate the causal role of situational factors. This underappreciation of situational influences is so pervasive that it is known as the fundamental attribution error. Many studies have shown that despite reasons for attributing behavior largely, if not entirely, to situational factors, people tend to make dispositional attributions instead (Ross, Amabile, & Steinmetz, 1977). Moreover, social-cognition research has consistently shown that people are often unaware of the stimuli that influence their behavior. Most choices are made on “autopilot,” without any awareness of what is really driving them or the effects they will have in their lives (Bargh, Chen, & Burrows, 1996).
		Impulses tend to grow stronger over time and situational self-control strategies, as opposed to approaches to cognitively change willpower, can preempt tempting impulses making such approaches especially effective in averting undesirable action. This is because people may be less likely to think of or use strategies that involve changing their environment to avoid temptation since they tend to think of self-control as an internal struggle, in which they must fight and be strong. They equate self-control with mental strength and good character, but this may be inaccurate. Modifying the situation or their environment can make self-control easier. 
Precommitment as a Situational Self-Control Approach
			One highly effective situational self-control technique is a precommitment contract that involves people making binding choices and thereby avoiding impulse control failures (Fujita, 2011; Kalenscher & Pennartz, 2008). Such binding behavior can be described as the voluntary imposition of constraints (that are costly to overcome) on one’s future choices to resist future temptations and is referred to as a precommitment (Soutschek et al., 2017). Because people tend to make more self-controlled choices when deciding about the future than the present (VanEpps, Downs, & Loewenstein, 2016) these self-imposed limitations improve wellbeing because they deter a person from undertaking self-defeating future action (Brocas, Carrillo, & Dewatripont, 2004; Schelling, 1992). Prelec (2004) also noted that people are more patient when choosing for the future rather than choosing for the present thereby encouraging more disciplined judgments. 
Possibly the earliest documented example of precommitment is cited in The Odyssey (Homer, 800 B. C. E.). In returning from the Trojan War Odysseus wanted to hear the alluring Sirens’ song than had proved deadly to earlier sailors and so he took drastic measures because he believed he could not overcome the appeal of their singing—he put wax in his shipmates’ ears and had himself tied down to his ship’s mast and orders his men not to release him during their passage no matter what he orders them to do. Consider also Hernán Cortés who in 1519 torched his own ships at Veracruz, Mexico so his men could not consider retreating home. The ships were sunk and by doing this, the level of commitment of the men was raised to an extreme level. The path forward was clear for Cortés—all or nothing, 100% commitment. While Cortés certainly increased the risk to his own life and that of his men, the powerful psychology of being trapped by necessity brought out the very best of the fighting spirit in his men, leading to dramatic victories. The option of failure was gone—conquer as heroes or die. There was no choice, no retreat—the ships were gone, the only alternative was death. Precommitment works by putting the wrong choice beyond reach.
	More recently in explaining precommitments Schelling (1978, 1992) evoked the notion of two multiple selves that exist at different times within the same individual. According to Schelling, there is a far-sighted and conservative self that can anticipate that its myopic “twin” will not resist a drink at a party, for example. Therefore, this far-sighted self increases the costs of consuming alcohol by precommitting to abstinence; it swallows the drug Antabuse that causes nausea and vomiting if alcohol is consumed. Similarly, Thaler and Shefrin (1981) likewise employed a multiple-selves explanation in their planner-doer model of self-control, in which the main method of planning involves limiting the future set of options from which the doer can choose (i.e., a precommitment technique). Precommitment is a tool to help individuals achieve their decisions by making it harder for their future self to give in to temptation.
At its core, precommitment is an accountability system between individuals’ future self and their present self to resist temptation. It gives people a way to incentivize their future self into making the best choice when faced with “hot” situations, which Metcalf and Mischel (1999) describe as the “basis of emotionality, fears as well as passions—impulsive and reflexive—[that] undermines efforts at self-control” (p. 3). A cool system is “cognitive, emotionally neutral, contemplative, flexible, integrated, coherent, spatiotemporal, slow, episodic, and strategic” (p. 3) and the seat of self-regulation and self-control. 
Substantial empirical evidence documents the benefits of precommitments. For example, Ariely and Wertenbroch (2002) found that providing study participants with the opportunity to precommit to deadlines (compared with having no deadlines) for a series of proofreading assignment submissions with a penalty for late submissions improved performance. In another study Ashraf, Karlan, and Yin (2006) found that savings rates could be increased by offering a precommitment savings account to patrons of a Philippines bank. This account allowed customers to withdraw their savings only after a self-selected date or after reaching a savings goal. The 1-year savings rates of customers offered this account (which paid the same interest rate as a standard account) were 81% higher than those offered a standard account.
	Schelling (1992) provided an extreme example in which drug addicts would develop and send self-incriminating letters to an individual they fear the most will find out about their addiction if there was a relapse into drug use. There is also a Russian treatment for alcoholism known as the Dovzhenko method, after a Russian psychiatrist (Finn, 2005), that involves a precommitment contract. The arrangement invites alcoholics to agree to have a small pill implanted underneath their skin, which contains the chemical Disulfiram that has the effect of causing an array of horrible symptoms to those who consume even a trivial amount of alcohol while the treatment is active.  
	In the modern era, websites like stickK.com automatically transfer money from a credit card to a designated recipient (such as a charity) if the user fails to meet a specified goal (as reported by a trusted third party). In Australia, Canada, and Norway, many gambling machines require the gambler to pre-set a limit on his or her expenditure, after which the machine deactivates (Ladouceur, Blaszczynski, & Lalande, 2012). Precommitment schemes were also shown to raise retirement saving rates (Thaler & Benartzi, 2004), chances of smoking cessation (Gine´, Karlan, & Zinman, 2010), and healthy food shopping (Schwartz et al., 2014). Wansink and Cheney (2005) found that pre-committing to using smaller plates and glasses led to lower food and beverage consumption. 
More mundane example of precommitment strategies include using apps that restrict phone usage, keeping junk food out of the house, partyers who take a seat far from where alcoholic drinks are being poured, the dieter who asks the waiter not to bring around the dessert cart, the student who goes to the library without a cell phone, and the office worker who deletes a game from a smartphone to avoid wasting time playing that game in the future. If a person has trouble waking up in the morning, they can place their alarm clock across the room, so they must get out of bed to turn it off. In summary what characterizes binding behavior is the voluntary imposition of constraints (that are costly to overcome) on one’s future choices in an attempt to resist future temptations. 
Guidelines for Implementing A Precommitment Strategy  
Thus, it seems that precommitment contracts have considerable merit. Two studies suggest some principles that should be considered when developing such an agreement. John, Norris, and Norton (2014) reported that people who drew up a contract in stickK.com (n. d.; a company that enables users to undertake commitment bonds or promises that they will do something [lose weight, quit smoking, etc.] to reach their personal goals) without stakes was 42.7 per cent effective; and with money at risk, it was 82.8 per cent successful. If the money was going to a charity the user disliked, the success rate was even higher, 87.1 per cent. And the persons who risked more than one hundred dollars did better than those who chanced less than twenty dollars.  
Other clues for creating precommitment pacts can be gleaned from Giné et al. (2010). These economists randomly offered some Philippine smokers a precommitment contract with a bank which would give them a weekly opportunity to deposit money into an account paying no interest. Smokers were encouraged to put the amount of money ordinarily spent on cigarettes in the bank, but the level was strictly voluntary—each week they could contribute as much as they wanted, or nothing at all. At the end of six months, the people would submit to a urine test. If the analysis found any nicotine in their body, they would forfeit all the money in the account. Compared to a control group that was offered a different stop smoking program, the smokers offered a precommitment contract were nearly 40 percent more likely to be nicotine-free after a year. “What began as a precommitment turned into something permanent and more valuable: a habit” (Baumeister & Tierney, 2011, p. 154). 
 	These studies offer a blueprint that can contribute to the effectiveness of a precommitment contract. 
· Make it a voluntary pact: It is important that a contract one establishes with themselves be voluntary. In fact, all acts of self-control must, at some point in time, have been self-initiated (Duckworth et al., 2018). Most of the popular theories of self-regulation focus on personal/self-set/voluntary (as opposed to assigned) goals as the most direct determinant of behavior. For example, control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1982), goal theory (Locke, Latham, Smith, & Wood, 1990), and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989) all recognize the importance of self-set goals and argue that assigned goals affect performance only through affecting one’s personal goals. Second self-set person goals can affect one’s commitment. For example, Tubbs and Dahl (1991) argued that the discrepancy between one's own goal and an assigned goal was an accurate measure of commitment to the assigned objective and that this discrepancy measure was strongly related to performance. Research by Wright, Hollenbeck, Walz, and McMahan (1995) found that personal self-set goals were accurate predictors of performance and Erez, Gopher, and Arzil (1990) found that self-set goals led to the highest performance levels. 
· Choose bright lines: The precommitment agreement should have bright lines. Bright lines are a metaphor for clear, simple, unambiguous rules (goals) that help self-control. A bright line is specific and measurable. It simplifies decision making and shapes behavior. People cannot help but notice when they cross a bright line (Baumeister & Tierney, 2011). There is no room for interpretation, no space for arguing over ambiguity. The choice a person faces is clear: either they follow the rule, or they do not; there is no flexibility. For example, an individual who promises himself or herself to drink or smoke “moderately” has not established a bright line. It is a vague boundary with no obvious point at which an individual goes from moderation to excess. Because the transition is so gradual and the human mind is so adept at overlooking its failings, individuals may not notice when they have gone too far. The unconscious mind works best with clear, explicit, unequivocal rules and plans. There is too much ambiguity when following the rule, for instance, to drink temperately. Conversely, zero tolerance is a bright line: total abstinence with no exceptions anytime. Examples of bright lines in business could include “I will return all customer calls within 24 hours,” or “I will have a one-on-one talk with each direct report each week.” 
· Choose a deadline: In choosing a deadline it is recommended that a person start with something small and doable. 30 days may be long enough to establish a habit and not highly difficult to achieve. A short agreement could last for 30-60 days. This timeframe suggests a small win’s approach (Weick, 1984) in which the scale with which people think about problems affects their ability to solve them. A small win’s approach appears less formidable than more comprehensive change tactics and mobilizes action rather than producing perceptions of helplessness by focusing on more local, immediate, and achievable goals. A small success builds on a concrete, complete, implemented outcome of moderate importance. 
Relatedly, McGonigal (2012) found that committing to any small, consistent act of self-discipline—improving posture, squeezing a handgrip every day to exhaustion, cutting back on sweets, and keeping track of spending—can increase overall self-control. And while these small self-control exercises may seem inconsequential, they appear to improve the challenges people care about most, including focusing on work, taking good care of one’s health, resisting temptation, and feeling more in control of one’s emotions.
Perhaps the most successful individual change initiative ever developed is based on a small win’s approach. One rule that Alcoholics Anonymous uses is: “don’t have a drink today” (Kaskutas, 2009, p. 147). By having the alcoholic’s mind focus on simply getting through “today," the task becomes more attainable and achievable. It may not be effortless, but it can be accomplished. When an alcoholic makes it through one day, that day becomes a small win for him or her. They often obtain a sense of accomplishment and begin to feel confident that they can make it through another day, then another, and perhaps a month, six months, or even an entire year or lifetime without having a drink. 
· Choose an appropriate consequence: A precommitment contract requires that something of value be at stake. Some suggest that it should be painful to the individual. The emphasis on aversive outcomes in many precommitment strategies appears to be consistent with prospect theory research which suggests that individuals are more motivated to avoid a loss than to make a gain or, as cognitive scientists Tversky and Kahneman (1991) indicated, “losses loom larger than corresponding gains” (p. 1047). In other words, bad is more potent than good (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Fikenauer, & Vohs, 2001). Moreover, individuals tend to feel a loss about twice as severely as they experience a gain (Schurenberg, n. d.). More formally, loss aversion is the notion that the disutility experienced from a loss is greater than the utility felt from a gain of the same magnitude; for instance, the thought of losing $20.00 is more impactful (motivating) than the idea of gaining $20.00. The greater impact of negatively framed incentives is also predicted by the negativity bias which finds that people are less motivated when an incentive is framed to accrue a gain as compared with when the same incentive that is framed to avoid a loss (Goldsmith & Dhar, 2013). Using a similar approach, the website sticK.com (n. d) emphasizes the stick—finding a way to make immediate gratification more painful if an individual gives in. If a person does not meet their predetermined goals, then a “tax” is assigned so the cost of failure is more painful. The reward’s value may stay the same, but the cost of giving in makes immediate gratification far less tempting. 
· Choose a “referee”: Individuals should select someone who will hold the precommitment maker accountable and not free them from the obligation they established. Perhaps a family member, a best friend, or someone similar could act as a referee. Increasingly, however, websites like stickK.com (n. d.) can fulfill the role of human referees. For individuals who find it hard to resist online websites like Facebook and YouTube, there are tools such as SelfControl (n. d.) and Freedom (n. d.) that will temporarily block a person’s access to distracting web sites so that s/he can work on the things that matter. RescueTime (n. d.) gives an individual an accurate picture of how they spend their time to help them become more productive every day. Similarly, Covenant Eyes (n. d.) is an accountability software program that tracks an individual’s web browsing and then emails a list of the sites the person visited to anyone the individual designated in advance—like their boss or spouse. To assist dieters some individuals publicly post their weight every week on Facebook or Twitter and potentially humiliate themselves before friends, family, ex-spouses, church members, and co-workers who view these posts.
	Interestingly, Baumeister and Tierney (2011) found that people who drew up a precommitment contract without a financial penalty or a referee succeeded only 35 percent of the time, whereas the ones with a penalty and a monitor succeeded nearly 80 percent of the time, and the ones who risked more than one hundred dollars did better than those who risked less than twenty dollars. Karlan and Appel (2011) likewise found that contracts with referees and substantial penalties were more effective than precommitments having no monitors and significant penalties.
Summary and Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk57824738]	Precommitment is ubiquitous in human behavior and involves changing one’s circumstances to one’s advantage. It involves binding one’s behaviors by the imposition of costly consequences on one’s future choices to resist future temptations. Hundreds of studies have demonstrated the positive effects that come from having self-control. The capacity to overcome short-term impulses that are at variance with long-term goals is the trademark of successful individuals. Self-regulation has been shown to enhance performance in a variety of situations (Ariely & Wertenbroch, 2002; Duckworth et al., 2016; Ladouceur et al., 2012; Moffit et al., 2011; Schwartz et al., 2014) and has many benefits across major domains of life including the workplace. 
	Yet not all ways of promoting and enhancing self-control are created equal. Increasing self-control by boosting willpower can be difficult and training and repeated practice of tasks involving willpower does not improve performance on other tasks relevant to self-control (Miles et al., 2016). Rather than relying on willpower perhaps restructuring one’s environment involved in a precommitment contract may be a better alternative to achieve self-control. The basic idea is to increase an individual’s chances for successfully achieving their goals by doing things in advance to make it harder, if not impossible, for them to “back out” in the future. The essence of precommitment is to put oneself on a virtuous path. People often recognize that they will face temptations to stray from their selected goals and that their willpower may weaken so they make it unthinkable to leave the path; they use a precommitment strategy. A key element of the precommitment strategy is that rather than focusing on the in-the-moment experience of intrapsychic struggle typically associated with exercising willpower it emphasizes proactively choosing or changing circumstances in ways that weaken undesirable impulses or strengthen desirable ones. Thus, the significance of situational contingencies may be the key factor leading to the enhancement of self-control using a precommitment method and Duckworth et al. (2018) in surveying the self-control literature noted that there is robust evidence that allowing an individual to change their environment in ways that reduce the salience or availability of temptations is a powerful way to improve outcomes. 
	In closing, it should be noted that self-control may not always be beneficial. While some research suggests self-control enhances subjective well-being with little to no apparent downside of too much self-control (Wiese et al., 2018), other research suggests that high levels of self-control may not be functional. It may be that self-control, like so many other positive characteristics, has costs at high levels and that such phenomena reach inflection points at which their effects turn negative (Grant & Schwartz, 2011). For example, too much self-control can lead people to feel put-upon at work and alienated from their true self, and to judge others harshly for conditions that may be beyond their control. In part this is because co-workers tend to count on help from those with high self-control because they know they can depend on them to deliver (Kokkoris & Stavrova, 2020). 
	Furthermore, high levels of self-control can also lead to remorse; that is, individuals having elevated self-control often they regret exerting too much self-control (e.g., workaholics who rarely see their children) and missing out on the pleasures of life (Kivetz & Keinan, 2006). Moreover, people regret things they did not do far more than things they tried but failed at (Davidai & Gilovich, 2018). This suggests, for example, that individuals having entrepreneurial dreams will be far less troubled if they fail in a venture than not having given their vision to start a business a chance. 
	Moreover, low levels of self-control may be beneficial. For instance, individuals diagnosed with Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD)—a neurodevelopmental disorder is associated with low levels of self-control and impulsivity and may be helpful to entrepreneurs. Anecdotal information supports the idea of the association between entrepreneurs having ADHD and successful performance. Based on anecdotal media reports, high functioning ADHD entrepreneurs such as Bill Gates, Walt Disney, Richard Branson, singer Justin Timberlake, political radio talk show host Glenn Beck, and Cisco Systems CEO John T. Chambers all have ADHD and have significantly impacted their occupations. Such an observation appears to be supported by Verheul et al. (2015) who found in a sample of 10,104 college students that those with a higher level of ADHD-like behavior were more likely to have entrepreneurial intentions. Additionally, Taylor, Zaghi, Kaufman, Reis, and Renzulli (2020) found that low self-control college students with ADHD compared to high self-control students without ADHD did better on a test of divergent thinking. It is this type of outside-the-box thinking that helps people come up with creative ideas that often lead to entrepreneurial activities.
	Finally, Wiklund, Yu, Tucker, and Marino (2017) found that successful entrepreneurs are often reported to have ADHD. It appears that their impulsiveness resulting from ADHD gives them the advantage of being able to act under unforeseen circumstances without falling into anxiety and paralysis. Most of those surveyed acted without thinking, even when making far-reaching decisions. Other participants reported that they make investments with no strategy and commit large sums of money to projects with highly uncertain outcomes. Some of the study’s entrepreneurs believe that this kind of quick decision making is the only way to be productive and are willing to live with setbacks as a result. The sample of entrepreneurs had a marked willingness to try out new things and take risks. However, the respondents’ impulsive actions led to success only when they focused on activities essential to the development of their businesses. 
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